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INTRODUCTION

The World Federation of the Deaf estimates the [peatlation in the world at
approximately 70 million (Bergman 1994, http://wwwfdeaf.org). Because of
the lack of exact numbers, we also have to leaestimated numbers of the
Hungarian Deaf population. According to this thare 30—40 000 deaf people
living in Hungary (Vasak é.n. [2004]: 14). They ate the third biggest (but not
recognized) linguistic and cultural minority in Hyary (Bartha és Hattyar
2002), whose members use the Hungarian Sign Laegfiecagcommunication
within the community.

Reviewing the numbers on Deaf it is important ttigey that it is only 5—
10% of them who are born in deaf family (Berent £00This way we can
observe the generational continuity only in a snm@impass in the Deaf
community, so most members of the community cormm fthe hearing world in
each generation and they live in hearing envirortrfara long time.

Using empirical data the present dissertation usises how prelingual
Deaf children acquire Hungarian Sign Language (H&id Hungarian as well,
and what kind of grammatical competencies thesklreim can develop in the
different language acquisition models. Becaus@efdifficulty of their case, the
language acquisition of prelingual Deaf children hafaring parents will be

specially emphasized.

|. SIGN LANGUAGES AS NATURAL HUMAN LANGUAGES — MISBELIEF AND
DENIALS

It is quite rare that we have to prove about aUl@igg that it is one of the natural
human languages. But it is different with sign laages. It needs prove for the
laymen and sometimes for the linguists and spstsalithat languages used in



the Deaf communities are really natural, elabordéegduages with rules and
they are perfect tools of communication.
There have been several misbelieves around Deathamndsign languages

for a long time. The most common ones are theiofigs:

who is deaf, that is mute as well;
deafness goes along with other — usually mentadabdities;
language equals speaking, so the only appearanaegfage is speaking;

sign language equals pantomime;

a k0N e

that sign language is a universal language, so Beafusing the same
language all over the world;

6. that sign languages are based on spoken langusgest{mes artificially

found out), without grammar on their own, only éalling every feature

of the spoken language.

Contrary to the above written we can say, thafreess and muteness are not
interconnected features, and even though complementental disabilities are
more often among the deaf, than among the heaapglation, the togetherness
Is not at all ordinary phenomena. The linguistiee@ches started in the 1960’s,
also have proved, that Sign Languages are indepdpdevolved from the
spoken languages, they are rule-governed, with t®@mpphonology,
morphology, syntax, and discourse structure (Gaosj£982). Unlike the oral
languages that are spreading through vocal-acoudt@nnels, they are

transmitted through manual-visual channel.

Il. THE CONCEPT OF DEAFNESS

Before introducing the characteristic of sign laages and the communities

using them, it is important to examine and defwlpm we can consider as



Deaf. There is no the one definition for the concep deaf accepted by
everyone. Different areas of specialty are appriogcthe question differently.

We can see two separate approaches in the literabout Deafness. One
Is thepathological aspec¢twhich defines deafness as a lack, the lack ofitngga
and defines it through the degree of hearing (Maz4899, Bartha és Hattyar
2002, Bartha 2004, Bartha, Hattyar és Szab6 2@&€gides medicine, special
education also sees the phenomena of deafnesglmcrtw this, and they both
are trying to correct and also to hide the hedisg defined as lack or problem.

There is an other aspect in contrast with the almgntioned stigmatising
pathological view: theultural, anthropological approachwhich sees deafness
as a ,given” but not a deficit, and emphasises e & develops the valuable
speciality that goes together with this kind of ptmmena — for example the use
of sign languages (see Bartha 2004). In this agh;daeaf people are not those
who do not hear, but those who belong to the listguand cultural minority of
the Deaf.

I1l. THE DEAF COMMUNITIES

Although there are some examples of Deaf and hgapeople living in
harmony in bilingual communities (like Martha’s éyard in the XVII-XIXth
century, or the same we can experience in thegeéllBesa Kolok in Bali,
nowadays), generally we can say, that it is oftée texclusion and
discrimination that characterizes the situatiothef Deaf.

Deaf people had lived separately from each otbemaflong time. The
birth of Deaf communities was influenced by thertstd the institutionalized
education of Deaf (independently from the appliedching method). After
founding the schools for the Deaf, soon differ@etf clubs and lobbies have

been formed, that further strengthened the commesnii_ucas et al. 2005).



These Deaf communities are forming linguistic aadiucal minority all over the
world — however their minority status is officiallecognized only in a few
countries, and at many places they are restrictdiaeir sign language use.

The beginning of the linguistic researches in Eg@ant a turning point
in the life of the Deaf. With the grammatical deiston of sign languages Deaf
have been become self-conscious, and started ho fidg their rights at many
places worldwide (Vasak 1996). This struggle hasnbgoing on till today in
Hungary, with the aim of obtaining equal opportigsit and the official
recognition of HSL, the regulation of the use ofLH8e change of the present
regulation of the education of the Deaf, and tlermtion of the change of view

in the society.

IV. THE BILINGUALISM AND BICULTURALISM OF THE = DEAF

As the members of the Deaf communities are liviogseparately but inside the
hearing society, contacting with its members eviay, the Deaf are exposed to
the majority spoken language, what they learn labaic They use this language
(its written but often spoken forms) in everyddg Wwhen communicating with
hearing people. (The sensation of spoken langusgeairied out of course
through lip reading.) So Deaf are using two langsaglaily during their
communication: the spoken language around thensealnd the sign language
of the community. Considering this speciality, tve tbase of the definition of
bilingualism of Csilla Bartha, which says ,bilinduare those, who use two or
more languages during their everyday communicafianspoken and/or in
written form, or through signing) according to tpersons’ communicative,
socio-cultural needs” (Bartha 1999: 40), we can oagp that the Deaf

communities are constituting bilingual linguistienorities in the society.



The bilingualism of the Deaf — in spite of sevasaimmon characteristics
— naturally differs from the bilingualism of heagipeople, who use two or more
languages with the same modality. The most importaaracteristics of the

bilingualism of Deaf are the following:

1.In many cases they learn the most natural formoofimaunication — sign
language — only in school,

2.Because of their hearing loss, Deaf people remdingbal throughout
their life, and from generation to generation;

3. They are not concentrated into one particular piasele of a country;

4.There are differences in their linguistic knowled(e is possible for
example, that somebody articulates bad or doesdmsiinguish some
grammatical forms in spoken language, or maybeusagnonly the written
form of the majority’s language);

5. They are characterised by diverse patterns mulage knowledge and

language use;

6. They are not recognized as bilinguals (Grosjean21%@e also Bartha
1999).

The members of Deaf communities are not only biladg, but also
bicultural: they are devoted to their own cultuseveell as to the culture of the
majority. The Deaf minority communities have indegent cultural habits,
resources on their own, that naturally strengthe® tohesion among the

members.



V. GRAMMATICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF SIGN LANGUAGES

In a wide sense we can define sign languages asahamgn systems. But not

all kind of manual forms of communication can basidered as language. The
different manual communication systems are grougedollows (See Bartha,

Hattyar and Szabo6 2006):

1. Primer sign languagesule-governed, conventional sign languages,
that are used in Deaf communities.

2. Secondary (alternate) sign languagagyh quality systems of signed
communication, which are developed and used byethatio are
competent users of a spoken language.

3. Home sign systemsommunication systems that are based on gestures,
and worked out if a Deaf person lives separatelynfother Deaf people

and he/she needs to communicate with the hearilg.pe

The so called double articulation is typical forthbdhe primer sign
languages and the spoken languages, according it wieaningful linguistic
units are built up from the combination of a linditeumber of meaningless units
(phonemes or cherems). The cherems are clasdifeiedame way in each sign
language, that are the followings (Bartha, Hateydd Szab6 2006): hand shape,
place of articulation, movement, orientation, misji@and the shape of the
mouth.

From morphological point of view sign languages arflectional and
incorporating languages, which have different systd parts of speech than
spoken languages (Mongyi and Szabo [2004]).

The structures of sentences were examined inréiffesign languages,
and so we can assume that there are SVO word eiderlanguages, for

example the Italian Sign Language, and also they@aes that prefer the topic-



comment structured sentences, like the Swiss Ge8manLanguage (Woll and
Kyle 1994). Mongyi and Szabé [2004]) For the Humagarsign language, the
SOV word order is typical.

VI. THE DEVELOPMENT OF SIGN LANGUAGES

The question how the man creates the languagebéas interested many
linguists. It is not easy to catch the processtrofcture forming by studying the

already worked out languages. But the recently ldpugg sign languages in the
Deaf communities give us an opportunity to exanhioer the language comes
into existence and develops. Nowadays there are fteghly created sign

languages standing in the centre of interest gulists; the Nicaraguan and the
one of a Bedouin tribe in Israel. With the helptloése sign languages we can

study the process of structuring.

VIl. SIGN LANGUAGES AND THE BRAIN

For a long time only the users of spoken languagelsbeen studied to map the
neurobiological background of language. After aniag the results a question
occurred, whether the cerebral organization of uagg were based on the
function of hearing and speaking. To answer thestijme brain injured sign

languages users had been involved into the resesarche results were relevant
from two aspects: first experts could specify ounowledge on the

neurolinguistic functioning of language, seconcagshers could prove that the
same territories of our brain are responsible iea tdase of sign language

production as well as in the case of spoken langsiayy proves that sign



languages are just as well as natural, independemhan languages as any
spoken language.

VIIl. SOCIOLINGUISTIC APPROACHES TO SIGN LANGUAGES

The birth of the sign language sociolinguisticst jas well as the start of the
research of sign language from a descriptive listges viewpoint, is attached to
William Stokoe, who described the language usén@fAmerican Deaf with the
help of Ferguson’s concept of diglossy1969 (Lucas et al. 2005). The early
sign language sociolinguistic investigations follogy Stokoe’s work were

restricted to the next four areas primarily:

1. the relationship between the spoken language ofmégerity community
and the sign language, particularly in educatice#ings;
2. limited knowledge of the linguistic structure otthkign language;
3. doubts as to the actual status of the sign langasge‘real language”;
4. application of spoken language sociolinguistic ni®ede sign language
situations.
(Lucas et al. 2005: 251).

The former dominance of these areas is explicaliletive fact that in the
early stage of the scientific approach of sign lege, it was necessary to fight
against the centuries old misbelieves behind thecridninative practice
surrounding the Deaf and their sign languages.h8oetirly researches had to
strengthen the status of the sign languages anB¢hé communities (Lucas et
al. 2005). In those countries where the fight far acknowledgement of the sign
language, and also for using it as the medium efetthucation of the Deaf has

been finished already, and the status of Deaf camtres and the sign



languages used by them are relatively stabile, taeddescription of the sign
language in a certain level has been done, resssmerle made in all subfields of
sociolinguistics — although overall and detailedramations were not born yet
(Lucas et al. 2005).

In Hungary the regular linguistic studies on HSartd relatively late, in
the 1990s, but at the same time the sociolinguisiearches also started.

For a more thorough knowledge of HSL and the comtyuwmsing it,
several further researches are necessary. Thenpresgsay aims to map the
language aqusition and language socialization efQeaf from attitudes, and
measures the effectiveness of language acquisiitim the examination of
linguistic competencies. Hopefully this researcm @d new results to the

sociolinguistic studies on HSL in Hungary.

IX. L ANGUAGE ACQUISITION OF DEAF

It is very important to distinguisprelingual andpostlingual deafness, during
the examination of language acquisition of Deafe Tinst phenomena is when
somebody loses hearing before the sensitive pesfohnguage acquisition,
which means he/she cannot build up the linguiststesn with spoken language
input in his/her brain. The second means when dpsetturs after the sensitive
period, when the linguistic system has been built.

Although every person is different and every Daafjuire language
differently depending on many factors, some models be observed. These
models are distinguished by languages and/or cgsteras used primary in the

family, secondary in the school. The most commaldgussed models are:

— Home sign system with the lack of linguistic input

— Spoken language input at home and oral methochabsc



— Spoken language/signed language at home and ailscho
— Inconsistent sign language input

— Sign language input in the family, early sign laage acquisition

From the view of linguistic competence, the mosicegsful model is the
early sign language acquisition. With learning slgnguage in time and in
appropriate timing — while communicating with tlaaily — the Deaf child can
get to know the world and so the cognitive develepimis insured with a
suitable beat.

The hardest situation is when the prelingual dédéies growing up in a
family that uses an inaccessible (spoken) lang@ge95% of Deaf), and they
are educated also in spoken language at schooly Tbkaeally learn sign
language quite late, at kindergarten or at schivoin their deaf companions,
and even though they are learning it very quickiyeir sign language
competencies are underdeveloped comparing withoties, who live in Deaf
families (Meadow 1968, Kyle 1994, Fischer 1998, Wew and Supalla 1999),
while they do not achieve significantly more regagdspoken language (.
Meadow 1968).

X. EDUCATION OF DEAF PEOPLE

In every bilingual (and bicultural) situation, tkeis a special role of education
from the point of saving the language and the celtu

The education of the Deaf in Hungary goes in tlem& of a special
variation of segregation program, when the langueaigéhe education of the
minority is the majority language. So the Deaf imungary are educated
separately from their haring companions, in spokemgarian language. This

method urges the acquirement and usage of the spdliegarian, ignoring the

10



development of the student’s knowledge and comaatine skills in HSL. This
practise is aiming the development of subtractiliadgualism (Hattyar 2000).

Deaf in Hungary can also participate in integra@eldcation, depending
on the rate of deafness and other factors, whicAnsi¢hey can study among
hearing children in majority schools. It is the iension program, and can result
monolingualism in that case, if there is nobodyha family or among friends,
who uses sign language.

The education of Deaf was not always like thisbétbCharles Michel de
'Epée (1712-1789), the founder of the institutioeducation of Deaf, founded
his school in 1759 for children who were deaf andrpn Paris. He used sign
language to educate his pupils and to teach themwtiitten form of French
(Branson and Miller 2002).

The manual method of De I'Epée was quickly spréad the founder of a
Deaf school in Lipche (1778), Samuel Heinicke depetl a new rival method
at the end of the 18th century, that has becomelpopery soon: the so called
oral method(Bartha, Hattyar and Szab6 2006). The aim of tta method is
that the child would acquire the majority languagel also its spoken form. For
this reason both forms (written and spoken) ofgpheken language were used
when giving instructions, excluding any form ofrsignguage.

The fight between the manual and oral method shagpdéy the end of
the 19th century, and the new mode extruded therqgthactise built on the
traditions of the French abbot. Even, on a congresklilan, in 1880 (2nd
International Congress), where teachers of Deaiqgqzated, those resolutions
were accepted which provided the monopoly of tta method in the education
of Deaf for a long period of time.

In most cases the oral method does not reduceishe\vé@ntage coming
from the lack of sensible input from the early agegen more conserves or
enlarges it (see Kudomrak 1999). From the very slewelopment of cognitive

achievement (and retrogression) we can assume,thiisatmethod does not
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provide the development of an independent and sstdelife routine for the
Deaf children either the possibility of the socrdkegration.

We had to wait for the next relevant change in aggin to the education
of Deaf till the end of the 20th century. In the@8&everal bilingual education
programmes were started in different countries:Aumstralia, South-Africa,
Denmark, Finland, The Netherlands, Great-Britawe&en, Portugal, Uruguay,
few states of the USA and in Venezuela (Bartha R00Here are several types
of bilingual education of the Deaf, we can sum pusitive effects of the
different models as follows (Bartha 2004: 325-326):

— Same knowledge of reading as their hearing compahio

— Their writing skills are the same as the hearingtemporaries’.

— They still make mistakes in writing but much letsgn those who do not
study in bilingual education.

— They are able to express themselves fluently itirvgri

— They have more self-evaluation, they are more lealdumentally.

— They are able to acquire a third or forth language.

— They achieve on the same level according to theimgents of the

standard national curricula, not to the reducederdn

Despite of the positive results of the bilingualabeducation, the oral tradition
has been sanctified also by the Hungarian legsiathlthough, according to the
law about the public education #993 No. LXXIX.8/B §, the 3rd article says
about the educational governing Principle in kigaeten and also in school,
that those children, who need special educatiorbeamained and educated also
in sign language; sign language does not appeawtarg as the language of

education. As a subject it occurs quite late inAtieand 8th grades.
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Xl. THE RESEARCH

The aim of the present essay was to map and toastithe samples and factors
effecting the acquisition and use of language efklungarian prelingual Deaf
children, and in connection with this estimatingithHinguistic competence.
When planning this study | assumed that the lang@aguisition and use
of the prelingual Deaf children and also their lrggic competencies differ in
regard of the language used by the family. | almught that there are other
factors that effect the development of linguistampetence, so primarily the
Deaf children growing up in spoken language envitent do not create a

homogenic group. So the study were built arouneelexact questions:

1. What kind of path of life does a prelingual Dehild and his family go
trough today in Hungary, and how do the socialestBipes, prejudices
and attitudes influence the development?

2. What kind of models of language acquisition amse can be
distinguished regarding the prelingual Deaf chi®re

3. What kind of competencies can be created bydifierent models of

language acquisition and use?

For answering the above questions | have interwieldeaf children and
their mothers about language use. Also | have viegered two employees (a
special teacher and an educator) of that schookravhdénad been doing my
observations for two years, and where most of fgrimants studied.

Also | have sketched the profiles of language astjan and use of each
Deaf child participating in the research, then dase this | distinguished four
different models.

| have measured the effects of the four modelarajuage acquisition and

use with different type of tests on competenciese (part of these tests
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concentrated on sign language skills, the other qrathe Hungarian language
skills. All the time | distinguished the Deaf chiésh of Deaf parents from Deaf
children of hearing parents, during the introduttad the competencies. Then |
examined the results in relation with the four maafdanguage acquisition and
use.
23 people participated in the research: 7 prehhgDeaf children

(members of the target group), every mother of@Hasaf children, a hearing
control group, and a hearing special teacher atiela trainer. The table below

shows the codes of the informants.

Table 11/1.: The codes of informants

Target group Control group Mothers Teachers
SiS-13-f-1 K-13-f-1 A-SiS-13-f-1 ST
SiS-16-f-2 K-16-f-2 A-SiS-16-f-2 HT
HaS-16-I-3 K-16-1-3 A-HaS-16-I-3
HaS-13-f-4 K-13-f-4 A-HaS-13-f-4
HaS-16-f-5 K-16-f-5 A-HaS-16-f-5
HaS-15-1-6 K-15-1-6 A-HaS-15-1-6
HaS-15-I-7 K-15--7 A-HaS-15-I-7

The firs three characters of the codes belonginthpeomembers of deaf
target group (SIS, HaS) show if the child was biorbeaf or hearing family.
Then comes the age of the informant. It is folloviegdhe gender f (mail) and |
(female). The last character of the code is a ®ngotlinal number, that was
necessary for distinguishing two informants. (Itswhe same with the control
group, only the first three characters were chanigéa ,K”, which means
,control group”. Mothers are shown through an &ddal ,A” to the code of
their child. The deaf teacher got a simple ST hiaing one a HT code.)

The interviews and tests with Deaf have been pegpwith the help of
Deaf fieldworkers (Gyorgyi Szalma, Anikd Fulop a@dbriella Cserni), with

the hearing informants | was working.
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The tests of the study were examining the competewsfc Deaf on

different linguistic levels. It is summarized irettable below.

Table 11/2.: The types of tests measuring linguistic compeg¢snci

Linguistic level HSL task Hungarian language task

HSL phonology Odd-one-out —

Mental lexicon Antonyms, synonyms, oddAntonyms, synonyms, odd-

one-out one-out

Hungarian — Odd-one-out

morphology

Hungarian — Sentence processing, sentence

morpho-syntac completion, grammaticality
judgements

Comprehension in Comprehension of HSL text Comprehension wriften

HSL and Hungarian text

Hungarian

XIl. PREJUDICE, STEREOTYPES, ATTITUDES

It has been known for a long time already from alepsychological literature,
that man is tend to categorize, generalize, andl laa a key role in our
cognitive activity of everyday life. (see Forgac®39, Csepeli 1997a, Allport
1999). We are grouping the world’s phenomena on lthee of certain
principles, but at the same time to notice theeddhces between individuals of
one group becomes difficult, we see these indivglo&a group very similar to
each other, and parallel with this the differenbesnveen groups are getting
stronger. We are enlarging and exaggerating thenmmmcharacteristics of a
group, and what is very important: we generalizeaoh member of the group
(Csepeli 1997a).

These processes are described by the sociopsydtelas prejudice,
stereotype and attitude, and they are mainly dssdign connection with ethnic
minorities. People are treating the ones living hwidisabilities as one

homogeneous category just as the ones belongiethioc minorities, and often
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irrationally (lacking the truth) dressing them witharacteristics. The same
happens in the case of the Deaf too. The presentafi the above mentioned
phenomena is very important regarding the Deafalbse of the acts based on
the majority’s opinion effect the main issue of theesent essay, that is the
process of language acquisition.

As it has been already mentioned, most of Deat48@0) were born in
hearing families (Berent 2004). In most cases tlp@gents have no any ideas
and information about the Deaf, the deafness, & languages. Contrarily
there are a lot of stereotypes, generalization sintplified pictures around
them, based on which they have build up theirwatés. When choosing the
language acquisition strategy, parents usuallyd#geaccording to their attitudes

developed on the basis of stereotypes and pregudice

XIII. DEAF CHILDREN IN THE FAMILY

Naturally all people are expecting healthy childdahey are planning their
common lives and future without considering thesgabty of disability. This
way the birth of a child with a didability is alwaya trauma for the parents,
upsetting a delicate balance.

There are well recognized standard stages of theeps of the working
up the shock, despite of several factors (for exartige type of the disability, its
seriousness, the (the date when it happens, thedia situation of the family,
emotional resources, the age of the parents, whsch make all cases different
(Kalman and Konczei 2002).

After the interviews with the mothers, we can des tn the centre of the
life of a Deaf child and his/her family, there isvays the disability and the

struggle for overcoming it.
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The typical path of life of a family raising a Dedfild can be described with

the following main features:

— The diagnosing of deafness is always hard and @akesg time (several
months).

— Getting the diagnose hearing parents — contraty thi# Deaf parents — go
through a serious trauma.

— This trauma dissolves very slowly and usually nemmes to an end.

— The parents do not get sufficient information onawvto do and where
they can go for help.

— If they get some information and help and any agljict concerns always
exclusively the early application of the oral nueth

— The parents’ therapy is not part of the rehabibtatnobody cares about
the problem of the parents.

— The freedom of the school choice guaranteed inldhedoes not come
true, they can choose only between the integratsdgregated education,
but in both types of institution the spoken Hungarianguage is the
language of the instruction, and the acquisitiontlw is the most
important pedagogic aim.

— The school usually wants to rule the home commtioicapractise as
well.

— For the hearing parents the most important aimoisaghieve and to
develop the spoken language skills, and they werl faard to succeed.

— Many times the parents are not satisfied with ttl@evement of spoken
language.

— Even though the quality of knowledge passing is mgh, parents are
satisfied with the work of the school, but the Delaifd is not.

— The parents' and the children's vision is quiteueadhey all have fears

related with the further studies and berth.
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— Both the parents and the children are (based oin #aglier negative
experiences) mistrustful with the social majority.
— The parents, the Deaf children and the teachers glanges of view in

the society.

XIV. ATTITUDES TOWARD DEAFNESS

With the interviews it was possible to get to knibve parents’ and the children’s
attitude toward deafness and HSL. Looking at tselte we can say that hearing
parents look at the deafness of their child asfiaiieA good prove of it is that
from their point of view the biggest aim is to arguhe spoken language, what
we can interpret also as an experiment to hidengsaf The same is proved
when often the notion of deafness is associateld ngiuced value. Besides of
this it is a very important fact that hearing paseso not keep in touch with the
Deaf community, moreover, many of them do not kradwut the existence of
this community.
Seemingly the fact that the hearing parents rerabaf similarly to the

deaf parents regarding the hearing corrective tipera it is not connected with

the acceptance of Deafness but of being afraideofisk of the operation.

XV. ATTITUDES TOWARD SIGN LANGUAGE

During the research it turned out that the attitwieDeaf parents of Deaf
children toward sign language is positive and titieude of hearing parents can
not be called negative. Hearing mothers — besitlesr @loubtfulness — concern
HSL as a language and mostly find it nice and ds@ko. They believe it is

important that their children use it on a high leit the most important aim of
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their linguistic raise is to develop speaking skihone of them went to any sign
language course; only one mother has evolved hagre s/stem so as to
communicate with her child; two parents use sigmsng communication with
their children; and two are raising their childmeithout using HSL or any signs
at all. It also has turned out that the attitudethe hearing parents have been
changed a little since the birth of their Deaf dhbhut not relevantly, since none
of them changed their language usage habit.

The attitude to sign language of Deaf childremuste positive, as only
one of them figured out an other language as thst iie@ed one, and they all
choose sign language as the easiest to use. Butoasl child from the seven
says that sign language is his mother tongue. ilnportant to notice that the
positive attitude of these children toward HSL med been formed against
Hungarian. All of the informants recognises thetten and spoken form of
Hungarian, also the importance of application pfreading, and many of them
think that sign language together with Hungariaousth be used in school.

XVI. LANGUAGE ACQUISITION AND LANGUAGE USE PROFILES

The process of acqisition of the language is différin each case, and
influenced by many factors, as the date of diaghtse used methods, the
keeping touch with the Deaf community. When evahgathe results of the
survey we have to notice these differences — siheddacause of the small
number of the participating informants. With pragieg the interviews by
different aspects, it became possible to separambee smodels of language
acquirement and usage.
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Table 16/1.: Models of language acquisition and language usbh@informants

Language used Model of
Language used Language used ) )
Language used o The language of ] in the wider language
Informant with sisters and with close
with the parent education ) family and acquisition and
brothers friends )
group of friends use
) . HSL and HSL and
SiS-13--1 HSL — Hungarian i i
Hungarian Hungarian PRIMER HSL
. ) HSL and HSL and DOMINANT
SiS-16-f-2 HSL HSL Hungarian ) )
Hungarian Hungarian
Home sign . HSL and HOME SIGN
HaS-16-1-3 — Hungarian HSL )
system Hungarian DOMINANT
Hungarian with . . HUNGARIAN
HaS-13-f-4 . — Hungarian HSL Hungarian
some signs DOMINANT
Hungarian with ) ) ) WITH SOME
HaS-16-f-5 . Hungarian Hungarian HSL Hungarian
some signs SIGNS
HaS-15-1-6 Hungarian HSL Hungarian HSL Hungarian HUNGARIAN
HaS-15-1-7 Hungarian — Hungarian HSL Hungarian DOMINANT

The primer dominant model differs from all the othtree models
regarding the date of acquisition of HSL. Thosédrkn belonging to this model
(Deaf parents’ Deaf children) have acquired HSL haime, in familiar
surrounding since infancy, in a natural way. Theeos belonging to the other
three models met ASL only when they went to scheolthe learning of this

language (meaning the first language) could béestayuite late.

XVIIl. LINGUISTIC AND COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE

The concepts of linguistic competence and linguisérformance, introduced by
Chomsky have become basic terminus of the modemuiktic researches
(Chomsky [1965] 1990). This dichotomy was judgedHyynes (1972) from the

performance. Hymes emphasises that during the e&sdion of utterances some
socio-cultural features have to be considered, itifatence the forms and the
grammatical level of the utterances. According torids behind our utterances
there is not only a linguistic competence but asso called communicative
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competence, that has different territories andetesitories are changing and
developing for the whole life (Hymes 1972).

Regarding the communicative skills of bilingual gmrs Grosjean (1992)
lays down, that there are only a very few bilingpaflsons who have native
competence in both languages. This phenomena dat=the language use of
Deaf just as well as the hearing people’s. It$® amportant to point out that the
use of two languages results that these languages éffect to each other.
Consequently, same kind of mistakes appear in &ef'® Hungarian language
use than the kind, hearing language learners midkevéth under edition). It
proves that Deaf children learn the spoken langaagerding to the mechanism
characterized when learning a second languageh@atattyar és Szabé 2006),
that are governed by other cognitive processes) Wieen acquiring the first
language (Fischer 1998).

The third question of this essay is about what lohadompetencies can
Deaf children develop within the different modefslanguage acquisition and
use determined and influenced by the attitudes andial stereotypes
represented by the parents and education.

For answering the question | have prepared afaeshe group of Deaf.
The study of competencies included test of the aidakicon in HSL and in
Hungarian, the knowledge of rules phonology of H&id the morphology and
morpho-syntactic characteristic of Hungarian.

The expectation of the parents and the school és atquirement of
Hungarian by the prelingual Deaf child as well assgble. The level of
requirements for this can be understood througHabethat they are forced to
get the information and the curriculum in Hungayrigust like their hearing
companions. Because of this the test had to be dgraehearing control group
as well. The results of the control group let us ge what level the Deaf can fit
the requirements for linguistic competence. Asrtiigher tongue of the control
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group is Hungarian, while checking the results athbgroup, we can compare

the competences in the mother tongues as well.

The analysis of the tests was the same in each easg good answer meant 1
point, every bad one 0 point, than | got the ingicaof achievement with

average-calculation.

XVIII. SURVEYING THE MENTAL LEXICON

For the representation of notions, | had workedspuexercises. In two of them
the task was to give synonyms, first in HSL tharHungarian; in two others
they had to give antonyms (also in HSL than in Harram); in the last two there
were so called odd-one-out exercises, where tlem@Ents had to choose the
sign/word that did not fit there.

In two tasks — synonyms and antonyms — Deaf amldichieved better
results in HSL than in Hungarian. It shows thatrtineental lexicon of HSL is
twitted stronger to the representation of notidrentHungarian mental lexicon.
In these exercises Deaf children of Deaf parentdgtier results in both HSL
and Hungarian, than the Deaf children of heariaggpts, which means that the
early sign language acquisition has positive infliee on learning the spoken
language, and the mental lexicon of Deaf childremmiore extended. Their
achievements are more balanced in HSL and Hungamiaich means the high
level of their bilingualism.

In the odd-one-out exercises the Deaf childreheairing parents achieved
10% better, than Deaf children of deaf parents.iBtihe case of the Hungarian
exercises the Deaf children of Deaf parents magé92detter than the hearing

parents’. These results can be explained by thd ammaber of items in the test.
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Analyzing the results, we can say that the totejatagroup has HSL
dominancy, but it seems that Deaf children of teafparents get to the mental

representation of concept with the same ease mlanguages.

XIX. PHONOLOGY , MORPHOLOGY , MORPHOSINTAX

With the results of the my research | was tryingatswer the question, what
kind of linguistic competencies the Hungarian Deafdren get during language
acquisition.

With the odd-one-out test | was examining the caempee of HSL
phonology and Hungarian morphology of Deaf childmen | was examining
their morpho-syntactic competence with a senten@xegssing, a sentence
completion test, and with one that needs grammiafuclgement. While the
sentence processing and the grammaticality testsee vier mapping the
informants’ linguistic consciousness, the sentermmmpletion test was
examining how they can use their grammatical kndgde

Tests that refer to the application of morphology anorpho-syntactic
rules were prepared only in Hungarian. The reasas, \that the grammatical
structure of the Hungarian Sign Language diffepsnfiHungarian, so | could not
create tasks in HSL analogue to the ones in Huagarnd as a detailed
description of morpho-syntactic rules of the HSLtlas level has not been
edited yet, | have not prepared other tests witlerotiewpoints.

The test on phonologic knowledge of HSL (odd-one-exercise) was
difficult for all Deaf kids whether their parentseaDeaf of hearing, and the
children with hearing parents achieved results BYolbetter. Analyzing the
results of the three tasks we can say, that thé difbisult was to distinguish the
nature of movement, and the easiest was to maksialex by the hand shape.

But because of the small number of items, we haeetcareful with the results.
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Table 19/1.: Results of the odd-one-out test concerning HStgetagroup

(N=7)

Distinguished feature SIS HaS SiS+HaS
Place of orientation 0 0,2 0,142

Hand shape 0,5 0,6 0,571
Movement 0 0 0

Total 0,166 0,266 0,238

In one of the tasks on morphologic rules of Hureyarilanguage
informants also had to choose odd words. In tisk the Deaf children of Deaf
parents have made 18,3% better than the ones wéhng parents, but still it
was worse by 25% than the result of the controlugrolhis result can be
explained with the fact that, that the grammatiésdtures and rules are
explained for the Deaf children only in Hungariam g language to which Deaf
children don’t have full access), and also bec#usg meet these characteristics
only in written form, so much more rarely than bearing children.

The results of the sentence comprehension task sstiogv same patter
with the difference of better achievements in do&af groups.

Examining the results of the sentence completest together with the
one’s that needed grammaticality judgements, weocomtlude, that the Deaf
children of hearing parents do have some — not gineu knowledge of the
morpho-syntactic rules of the Hungarian languagd, ib seems to be very
difficult to use them. Contrary to this Deaf chédrof Deaf parents have native

like competence on this level of Hungarian language

XX. COMPREHENSION

In everyday life we are surrounded with texts ewdrgre. The communication
(either spoken or written or through signing) gtesugh texts. Our knowledge
about the world comes mainly from texts, and we alse texts to arrange this

knowledge. Processing texts is part of the learrang especially in the sense of
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.basic cultural competence it is the learning ftsglorvath 2003). Even though
it is evident, it is important to emphasis that ghdl of comprehension of texts
and its success is also very important in educatisetting.

| have examined the comprehension competence lotHSL and in
Hungarian language, on the level of equalizingfétoes, dates and content of the
text, with the method of paraphrase (see Horvatb3R0lt means that after
watching and reading the text, the informants loatelt the seen/heard story.

For the analyzation | have chosen ten-ten relegantent element from
both of the stories, and | was checking if theseeviugcluded in the solutions.

| checked the reproduction of the seen or reay stosign language only,
as all the seven informants communicated in thigguage the most self-
confidently.

Figure 20/1.: Results of the comprehension tests

1 0,9
0,86 U/l 0,85 0,857
0,8 —
OSiS (N=2)
0,6 65 | [WHaS (N=5)
0.4 0,36 || |OSiS+HaS (N=7)
O Controll group (N=7)
0,2 —_—
0
HSL Hungarian

The results show that the understanding of textsl$h does not cause
any problems for Deaf children. The mother tongommetence of all the Deaf
children of hearing or Deaf parents reaches (oveex) the control group’s. So
the information is accessible in this language ftbe Deaf. But the
understanding of the Hungarian is very differenheTdifference is dramatic
between the two groups. It is 49%.
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This result also calls our attention to that thguasition of HSL and the
early intensive use of it subserves the developn@ntsecond language
competencies, which means that Deaf children off Ppagents can get to the
curricula easier. Contrary to this, the slight dblHat early ages will cause a

huge lag regarding the acquisition and use of argktanguage.

XXI|. INTERPRETATION OF THE RESULTS OF THE TEST OF COMPETE NCIES

With checking the results of the tests of compaem@ccording to informants
and languages we can draw a scale according &ffibeency of the models of

acquisition. Looking at the competencies in HSLs tthe following:

1. primer sign language dominant and home sign dorhimaadel
2. Hungarian dominant model

3. Hungarian dominant model with some signs

Figure 21/1.: Results of the tests of competencies accorditfgetonformants
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The good achievement of Deaf children of Deaf piaras of course
connected to the early sign language acquisitionaitural environment. These

two children acquired HSL under similar circumsescThe different between
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their achievements can be explained with the diffees in the environment
outside the family and the types of schools.

According to the results of the study, the use arhé sign system has a
relevant influence on the development of sign laggucompetence. The result
of HaS-16-1-3 is better than one of the two childferm Deaf family (SiS-13-f-
1). Even though the home sign systems are not priamguages, it is well
known that these code-systems already contain #@sesbof sign language
structure, what Goldin-Meadow (2002) calls the lresi attributes of the
languages. The building up and usage of these b&tsuctures naturally
facilitated the acquisition and use of the convardl sign language system.

Those deaf informants, who did not meet any HSEaorily sign system
input in their early childhood, achieved worse thtaeir companions. It is
basically the consequence of the fact that theyldcowt start language
acquisition in the most sensitive period, thatefobe three years. The late start
of the language acquisition leads to an irrevocaldadvantage in developing
competencies both in first and second languagee(Kyd94, Fischer 1998,
Newport and Supalla 1999).

Among those, who acquired sign language late, thloaee more
developed linguistic competencies, who did nottggp with signs during the
communication with the parents, so had to concentyaly on the speech or its
visible forms.

Among the children of hearing parents those had léss developed
linguistic competencies, who can be classifiedhe type of the Hungarian
dominant model with some signs. With these childreheir parents
communicated in spoken Hungarian language, whimesiones, randomly used
signs. What the children see during this type omm@mnication is not a
language, only some signs, which are leading ttemin of the child because
of their accessibility. This communication form kawy of any systems, and as

we can see, it makes the acquisition of HSL moifecdit for the Deaf child.
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Regarding the Hungarian language competenciextie garies as follows:

1. Sign language dominant model
2. Hungarian dominant model
3. Hungarian language dominant model with some sigmane sign

dominant model

Those Deaf children have the highest language ctEnpes in
Hungarian, who start learning their first langua@eSL) in their early
childhood. The results of the present research mugpat is already known
from the international literature for a long timact (among the first see
Meadow 1968), that with the acquisition of a signduage, it will be possible to
bulid the mental language that is indispensablafsuccessful second language
learning in school.

On the scale the Deaf children of Deaf parentdai@ved by children of
hearing parents, who are characterised with thegBiuan dominant model.
Acquiring Hungarian is more difficult for them bexs of the lack of the early
language acquisition.

They are followed by two informants characterisethwlifferent models.
Both of them are showed a same competencies of &fiamg but one of them,
HaS-13-f-4 is younger by three years, so he hadecbafore on the scale.
Informant HaS-13-f-4 can be characterized with dieHungarian dominant
model with some signs, while the elder HaS-16-liBhwome sign dominancy.
According to the facts of the research, with theslaleveloped linguistic
competence disposes an informant characterisedhdoy Hungarian dominant
model with some signs. For the good understandfnipeo achievement of the
three informants we have only assumptions, thatldvoeed further empiric

proves.
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One important question arising along the resultthefthree informants, is
that the use of the home sign system helps — asawaee above — the learning
of HSL, but does not help to learn the spoken laggu One answer could be
that the home sign system can ease only the stiidgnguage with equal
modality. This means that developing and using hsigee system, only prepare
the mind for the building up of the linguistic stture. But the structure is not
built up by it. For the mind prepared by the usag@ home sign system, the
structure, the building up of a mental languagetstanly at the meeting of a
primer sign language. So with the same delay jashahe case of informants
following a Hungarian language dominant sample.

The Hungarian dominant model with some signs cadl l® a weaker
Hungarian language competencies, than the pure afliamgdominant model,
which also does not provide the opportunity of rgleage acquisition for Deaf
children. The reason for this is probably in thdieamentioned facts. Further
more we can assume, that in case of communicatitmtiae help of signs with
the limited knowledge of them, the utterances ef plarents in Hungarian will
be reduced.

If we compare the competencies in both languagasdynformants, we
can see, that only one informant (SiS-13-f-1) shavengarian language
dominancy, who studies in an integrating publicosth

We can also see from the table that the most batarachievement
belongs to the informant SiS-16-f-2 who has a gir@eaf identity, coming
from a Deaf family, and his Hungarian competencdrnsost as high as in HSL.

Children who have pure Hungarian dominancy showteqbalanced
linguistic competencies, but their knowledge ofnsignguage lags from those
who grow up in Deaf families, and because of thmirttotal achievement is
weaker.

The less balanced linguistic competencies are shxywhose informants,

who are characterized with a home sign dominancg waith Hungarian
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language dominancy with some signs, which meartsnhthese two models is

the most difficult to achieve the high level ofibgualism.

Summarising the results we can say, that the keyhogh level bilingualism of

the Deaf is the early language acquisition, thateglizable in the case of
prelingual Deaf children only through sign languagéth the lack of this, the

Deaf child, who starts the acquisition of the fiesicessible language with a
delay (only at the beginning of school with thephef his/her companions),

actually gets into a irrevocable disadvantagedsiu if the oral method is used
in school (Kyle 1994, Fischer 1998, Newport and&Hapl 999).

These disadvantages deriving from the lack of dagg acquisition can
naturally cause further cognitive lag, as the l@mpetencies are obstructing the
achievement of learning, in everyday learning andducational setting as well.
Further consequences are (but not only becaushig)f that the chances of
integration of the Deaf are very bad. So insurihg bpportunity of sign

language acquisition or the prevention of it isuahcing the whole life.

XXIl. SUMMARY AND ADAPTABILITY OF THE RESULTS OF THE RESEA RCH

The results of the present research could be usethree territories: In
education, the counselling and rehabilitation anthe promotion of changing
the social point of view.

So as to the school could ensure the languagdagewent of the Deaf
and the equalization of the differences caused Hey different acquisition
models, the present aim and method of Deaf educasowell as the different
approaches behind the education have to be cha@ygdg.the change in the
approach and the reform of the methods can rdsaitthe Deaf children could
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correspond to the requirements for linguistic depslent and the subject
requirements.

The other area of application of the results is tmeinselling and
rehabilitation. At present the hearing parents dbget appropriate and enough
information about the possibilities regarding tarduage development after the
diagnosis. And even what they get is very one-sittaglould be important to let
them know about alternative methods, and excepthidearly expansion to the
oral method they would be familiar with the oppaoities residing in the sign
language acquisition.

Besides of providing the information, the posdiles should be available
for those parents who are willing to learn signglaage and to bring their child
to sign language using Deaf community. Meanwhigettierapy of the parents is
necessary. As for the harmony between parent aitdi the key is, that seeing
further of the disability, considering it as onlpeelement of the personality,
the parent would be able to see his/her child tegetvith all the personal
characteristics.

Finally the results could be used in the promobbnhe change attiudes
on a social level. To explicate the misbelieves@aurding Deafness and sign
languages, and to spread over the denials in tbhietgowvould be necessary.
Because both the rehabilitation and the parentfeas well as the remodelling
of the educational system could bring reassuriisglte, only if the majority is

also prepared for the integration of the Deaf.

AFTERWORD
The welfare of the Deaf has been limited by stgyeet and prejudices for a

long time. Even nowadays, at many areas of lifey timve to meet

discrimination, and the fact that the social m#&jotieats them only according to
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their disability, and that — even if with benevalen- they are forced by the
majority norms.

The task of the majority is not to raise the Deatbahe level of hearings,
with a paternalist gesture, but they should abolise many century old
conditioning about the measurable differences betwearings and Deaf. The
biggest task for the majority should be to do etreng for Deaf according to
their needs to help them to live this world in its coetphess. We have to act
not as benefactors but we have to become real grartithe labels on Deaf
should be torn off, and we should get to know thertheir own colourfulness.
Even if we cannot become like the inhabitants ofrths Vineyard or Desa
Kolok, we have to be ready to become like that: siotply acceptors but
cooperative. For this the firs step should be @ dpack everything to Deaf what
had been taken from them for centuries by the nigjdheir self-reliance, their

self-esteem and most importantly: their language.
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