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ABSTRACT

The teachers at Rochester School for the Deaf (RSD) find a challenge: their ability to
translate fluently between two languages grammatically, American Sign Language (ASL) and
English providing the instruction related to the literacy. Almost all of the teachers have been
rated at the Advanced level of Sign Communication Proficiency Interview (SCPI), an assessment
measurement. The indication is that they do not demonstrate complete bilingual competence.

For the literacy skills, it is important for the teachers to be able to switch fluidly between the two
languages of instruction - ASL and English - while teaching deaf and hard of hearing students in
the classroom. This is where the attention shifts to the needs of teachers.

To satisfy the teacher's particular needs, they need to attend professional development
training to improve their language skills, enhance their metacognitive skills and be able to apply
the bilingual strategy to their instruction. The one-year professional development training was
designed to provide the resources for the teachers and teacher assistants to work on this area.
After one year of training, they would have more knowledge in grammar translation between
ASL and English and be able to apply bilingual strategies in the classroom. Consequently,
teachers hope that children will acquire more literacy skills in both ASL and English.

This proposal outlines a professional development training program, which focuses on
teachers' and teacher assistants' development of metacognitive awareness of targeted language
concepts. Afier a one-year training period, the participants’ skills will increase in grammar
translation between ASL and English in order to apply bilingual strategies in the classroom.

This will positively impact the literacy development of their deaf and hard of hearing students.




L. PROJECT OVERVIEW

This curriculum development project involves an in-service training as part of requirement
for professional development at a school. The purpose of this is to improve the use of bilingual
strategy by using both languages, ASL and English. It would increase the teachers' knowledge
on the language structure by comparing ASL and English (reading and writing). In this section
of the project, the following two areas are included: the description of in-service training
program and the characteristics of the participants.

Description of In-Service Training Program

The in-service training as a part of professional development primarily focuses on the
teachers of the deaf and teacher assistants. Approximately the number of the participants is (50)
fifty. There are two co-trainers, an ASL Specialist and an English and Language Arts (ELA)
Specialist, who worked with the participants. The ELA Specialist instructed and modeled
English as well as so did the ASL Specialist on ASL. In this study, I am one of the two trainers
as the ASL Specialist. We introduced eight different topics discussing comparative linguistics
between ASL and English and incorporating the use of Fairview Leaming tools in ASL and
English.

During the academic year, in-service training occurred on every third Wednesday of the
month for eight (8) months. The length of in-service training was 30 minutes. Each topic had a
mini lesson plan that will be discussed further in this section. The lesson plan included the
objectives, group activities/discussion and assessment developed by the trainers. The topics of
the comparative linguistics varied. They comprised two languages, ASL and English (written

and spoken) focusing on five levels: phonological, morphological, lexical, syntactic, and




discourse; discuss comparison and similarities between the two languages. Examples of dates

and topics for in-service training were as follows:

Date Topics to be discussed

October 2004 Non Manual Signals: Wh-?s, Yes/No-7s and Negation
November 2004 ASL Mouthing

December 2004 Discussion of ASL Modeling/Semantics

January 2005 Grammar Translation/Semantics
February 2005 Syntax

March 2005 Use of Fingerspelling

April 2005 Use of Space

May 2005 Classifiers

Characteristics of the Participants

Teaching faculty were comprised of employees having direct instructional
responsibilities such as high school teachers, middle school teachers, primary/elementary
teachers, early childhood center teachers, speech/communication teachers, physical education
teachers and Residential Treatment Facility (RTF) teachers. The staff included Teacher
Assistants, Librarian, the Specialists (ASL Specialist, English Language Arts Specialist, Math
Specialist, and Social Studies Specialist), the Support Service Faculty such as Audiologists, the
Behavior Management Specialist, Educational Evaluator, Psychologist, Head Nurse, Counselors
and Family Service Specialist and the Directors Team. The classroom teachers of all grade
levels and Early Childhood/Infant Program, along with Teacher Assistants, were the primary

audience for this project because they closely worked together as a team to provide direct




instruction to deaf and hard of hearing students as well as to communicate with their parents. [
used these terms “participants” instead of teaching faculty for this project.

The statistics of the participants related to hearing status (hearing and deaf) were as
follows:

» High School Teachers: 22 Hearing and 8 Deaf

¢ High School Teacher Assistants: ) Hearing and 8 Deaf

¢ Middle School Teachers: 4 Hearing and 0 Deaf

s Middle School Teacher Assistants: 1 Hearing and 2 Deaf

e Elementary Teachers: 5 Hearing and 0 Deaf

» Elementary Teacher Assistants: 1 Hearing and 5 Deaf

o Early Childhood Center Teachers: 6 Hearing and 0 Deaf

e Early Childhood Center Teacher Assistants: 2 Hearing and 3 Deaf

The participants were expected to get involved in the activities such as role-playing,
practicing in pair practices, and/or discussing pertaining to the videotapes viewings of all topics
mentioned above or to any topics/concerns related to grammar translation or Fairview Learning
tools. Observation of the activities also served as part of the assessment tools. In addition, the
participants in a group are strongly encouraged to bring up and discuss various issues or
clarifications in every session. This allows flexibility for participants to express their thoughts
pertaining to the application of usiﬁg bilingual strategies outside of the training.

Each lesson plan includes objectives/goals, procedures, activity options, evaluation,
materials and references. In addition, the unit plan includes some demonstrations to integrate

Fairview Leamning (FV) and English Language Arts (ELA) into the lessons and the instruction.



These lesson plans serves as a guideline for the ASL and ELA Specialists. The lessons could be
altered, as needed, in order to fit the targeted audience's needs.

Resources, references and materials list are found in each lesson plan in Activities/Time
Line section. This list could be used as a guide to finding materials, books, videotapes, and
website. The lesson plans were placed in the sequential order of the curriculum; however, the

| plan could be changed depending on the needs of the teachers.

II. THE IMPORTANCE OF THE PROJECT

Educators in residential settings today use various common communication strategies
such as an oral method, total communication or simultaneous communication. More schools
start to accept the notion of teaching American Sign Language (ASL) as part of the language
development. This may integrate in learning two languages - ASL and English - for the purpose
of acquiring language/communication and literacy skills. This is called a bilingual strategy.
Teachers are subjected to teach the deaf and hard of hearing students whose background is very
diverse in their language/communication and literacy skills. In order to gain mastery at reading
and writing in English, teachers should use and facilitate two languages fluently - American Sign
Language (ASL) and English - to teach deaf and hard of hearing students. Thus, the classroom
teachers are responsible to provide literacy skill development in both ASL and English. In fact,
many teachers of the deaf tend to use one communication strategy solely in which it is total
communication rather than using ASL.

ASL is a conceptual visual language that contains many grammatical features that are
used in the signer's space. In addition, ASL provides complex yet rich meanings that are found
in the grammar syntax (Valli & Lucas, 1992). This requires some years of language training to

become proficient in using ASL. Many teachers might either take basic ASL classes or do not




take ASL courses at all. This leads to a result that they may underdevelop
metalinguistic/metacognitive skill awareness in ASL particularly. This is a necessary
educational tool to be implemented in using the bilingual strategy. This becomes a need for the
professional development. In-service training is provided for teachers to improve the ability of
using the bilingual strategy and able to apply appropriate teaching strategies in both languages,
English and ASL.

Statement of the Problem

I, as the ASL Specialist, have been teaching ASL to hearing faculty and staff at Rochester
for the Deaf (RSD). In fact, RSD administration expects that the faculty and staff provide a
language model for the students in both ASL and English; therefore, they are committed to
providing sign language instruction to those who need to either learn or improve ASL skills. For
those teachers who work closely with deaf and hard of hearing students, they are required to take
Sign Language Communication Proficiency Interview (SCPI). SCPI is a measurement of
communication ability, not a measurement of ASL skills. SCPI is not the "wholistic" language
assessment to measure ASL skills; however, it lacks at measuring metacognitive skills.
Metacognitive skills play a big role in using the Fairview Learning approach. Many teachers
struggle to incorporate metacognitive skills between two languages - ASL and English. This
impacts on the inflexibility of implementing instructional strategies in the classroom.

This problem brought to my attention. How can I, as the ASL Specialist, be a part of
change for the betterment? That is where the importance of this proposal comes in. At the early
stage of language development, it would be the most idea! approach for deaf and hard of hearing
students to learn ASL taught by teachers who are fluent in using ASL. This can lead to smooth

transition at learning literacy skills in ASL and English. That is where the bilingual strategy



comes in. This is a strategy that can either minimize or eliminate the source problem. Lack of
ASL skills equals lack of acquiring literacy skills in both ASL and English.

Teachers have their opportunity to expand their teaching approach related to learning
literacy by improving ASL skills. This increases their versatility in using communication
strategies. In addition, this also helps the students to learn and acquire literacy skills in both
languages fluently.

Providing in-service training as part of their professional development is a crucial step in
this project. This serves two purposes for the teachers: 1) gain an in-depth understanding of ASL
as a language and to develop and 2) implement metacognitive skill awareness used in both
languages - ASL and English.

1II. PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The goal for this project is to develop and implement in-service training program as part
of the professional development designed for teachers of the deaf, teacher assistants and staff

who work closely with deaf and hard of hearing students. The in-service training focuses on the

Comparative Linguistics. The program involved learning ASL linguistics to compare two
languages using the grammar translation skills. Each teacher has the options of incorporating
teaching strategies by using both ASL and English in their instruction.

The following objectives for the professional development series are for the participants
to:

* Demonstrate a metacognitive awareness of linguistic difference in both ASL and

English;
* Identify linguistic components of ASL such as non manual signals (NMS), semantics,

syntax arrangement, use of fingerspelling, use of space, and classifiers;



* Demonstrate understanding of grammar translation in both ASL and English and;

* Be able to incorporate instructional strategies using Fairview Learning toolsin a

bilingual approach, using ASL and English.

IV. LITERATURE REVIEW

One challenge today in programs educating Deaf students is how to meet Deaf students’ needs in
language learning when educators of Deaf students have a weak understanding of linguistics and
metacognitive skills in using both languages, American Sign Language (ASL) and English.
Knowing how to utilize ASL as the language of instruction in the classroom is an important
factor for educators because this is one important way that Deaf students are exposed to the
language. Otherwise, deaf students would not have full and accessible language models in both
languages. According to Alejandro Oviedo's research on Bilingual Deaf Education in Venezuela
(1996), "... if deaf children do not understand their teachers adequately, the teachers are
prevented from performing their main role in the school. This will continue to occur as long as
the flow of information between the teachers and deaf children is obstructed (pg. 78)."

However, the concerns and struggles of educators of deaf students have not been
addressed in many studies. While the concept of bilingual education for the Deaf has been
discussed for more than two decades (Gallimore, 1992; Charrow, 1973; Kannapell, 1974), there
is a lack of resources or training for instructional strategies pertaining to bilingual approaches
designed for the educators of Deaf students. This review of the literature will cutline four
components that should serve as a framework for the planning of in-service training as part of
professional development for educators of Deaf students pertaining to comparative linguistics.

The components include: A) the development of literacy with two languages, B) the Fairview



Learning (FV) Program, C) the role of educators, and D) professional development. With the
development of this training, educators who understand the structure of ASL and English will be
able to assist deaf and hard of hearing students in the development of literacy in two languages.
Introduction

As the ASL specialist, 1 have been teaching ASL Level 1, 11 and III for those teachers
who either have not passed or barely passed at the Advanced level of Sign Communication
Proficiency Interview (SCPI). I also work closely with the teacher individually in the classroom
to include instruction support using bilingual strategies. My role is to consult and show teachers
to use ASL in their classroom as a language model. This approach has been supported by
Vaughan, Bos, and Schumm (2003) because they believe that "working with other professionals
can be rewarding and can provide the opportunity to learn from others who have different
training and experiences. It can also be demanding (pg. 243)."

Not only have I been as the ASL specialist, but also I was involved in Ad Hoc Sign
Standardization committee and Deaf Studies committee, which develop instructional strategies in
order for the educators of Deaf students to integrate Deaf Studies into educational practice to
enhance knowledge and understanding about ASL as a language and Deaf Culture. Moreover,
the committee members obtained a list of concerns from the teachers; they needed to address the
concerns including teachers' need to learn/understand how to employ ASL into their instruction.
At the same time, coincidentally, the school wide improvement plan for 2004-2005 committee
gathered concerns that were similar to those of the Ad Hoc Sign Language Standardization
committee and Deaf Studies committee. The concerns were: 1) a weakness in applying bilingual
strategies for literacy development, 2) a lack of understanding of how to incorporate Deaf

Studies/ASL curriculum in their subject curriculum such as New York State education



requirements, and 3) a weakness in using ASL simply because they were not familiar with ASL
structure.
A. Developing Literacy with two languages

Ideally, Deaf students would come to school with a basic understanding of ASL.
Experienced and fluent teachers would use ASL and English as the languages of instruction. In
this way, educators would provide a foundation in literacy in both ASL and English.

It is essential to use bilingual strategies because ASL enhances the learning of English as
a second language by providing a basic linguistic foundation (Nover, Christensen, & Cheng,

1998). However, teachers are subjected to teach to the deaf and hard of hearing students whose
backgrounds are very diverse in their language and communication and literacy skills. In order
to gain mastery reading and writing in English, teachers should use and facilitate two languages
fluently - American Sign Language (ASL) and English - to teach deaf and hard of hearing
students. Yet because 90% or more deaf children are born into hearing children where ASL is
not the family's primary language (Nover, Christensen, & Che;ng, 1998, pg. 64), deaf children
often come to school without a basic linguistic foundation in either ASL or English.

Yet, teachers do not use ASL within the classroom environment because they are not familiar
with ASL structure as opposed to the English language structure. Also, they feel incompetent to use
bilingual strategies and their lack of metacognitive awareness compromises their effectiveness as
educators and facilitators of literacy for deaf and hard of hearing students. In other words, if the
teachers are not able to use bilingual strategies while teaching deaf and hard of hearing students, then the
students' literacy skills may not be sufficiently developed. Teachers, thus, need to develop not only their
ASL skills but also their implementation of bilingual strategies. Teachers found it challenging to use

bridge phrases - several English words represented by one ASL sign - from English to ASL or vice



versa. This strategy or tool, called Fairview Leamning (FV) Program, will be discussed below.

Therefore, it is significant for educators to recognize that they are the language models and must
use two languages in their instruction in order to develop literacy skills through two languages - ASL
and English. In Nover, Andrew, Baker, Everhart, & Bradford's research (2002), they pointed out that
since 1960’s, researchers and educators such as Stokoe, Casterline & Croneberg (1965), Kannapell
(1974), Barnum {1984), Johnson, Liddell, and Erting (1989) have recommended bilingual/bicultural
approaches that utilize deaf students’ preferred or dominant language — American Sign Language (ASL)
— to facilitate the development of English {pg. 9). Furthermore, Marshark, Lang, & Albertini's research
(2002) concluded, "Unfortunately, communication barriers and lack of understanding about deaf
children's knowledge and skills can result in teachers' and parents' unwittingly suppressing their natural
creativity because they fail to recognize creativity expressed in sign language or less-than-fluent English
(pg. 129)."

Educators should be the language models for deaf and hard of hearing students; however,
educators themselves have noted their need to improve as language models and being able to translate
across languages. There is a need for professional development training program for teachers of the
deaf. Akamatus, Stewart, Mayer's research (1999), indicates that "to focus solely on the signing skills of
the teachers overly constrains the conception of what constitutes a good teacher of deaf students. [t
becomes clear that it matters less which language or mode of communication is used than the manner in
which language is employed by teachers. It is the exploitation of the 'symbolic potential of language' that
enables 'thought processes themselves to become the object of thought' (Wells & Chang-Wells, 1992,
pg. 164)." Therefore, the professional development training assisted the educators to include ASL
linguistics, translation strategies, and the development of metagcognitive skills in their literacy

instruction,
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B. Fairview Learning Program

The Fairview (FV) Learning Program, a five-component program designed to bridge the
gap between ASL and written English in the curriculum. It is also called "Integrative ASL-
English Language Arts" that will be explained shortly. As noted, this term is abbreviated as FV,
for this project. FV is composed of a tool to help deaf students understand the concept — not just
the words — of a whole context in order provide equal semantic value of both ASL and English

through a conceptual translation.

Approximately five years ago, Rochester School for the Deaf, where I am currently
employed as the ASL Specialist, sent several teachers to the Fairview (FV) Learning training
workshop conducted by the programs' developers, Connie Schimmel and Sandra Edwards, at St.
Mary's School for the Deaf. Those who went to the training confirmed that using FV tool in
their instruction was very positive. That led to an invitation to the trainers to come to RSD for
FV training for all teachers and teacher assistants along with the staff who have direct contact
with deaf and hard of hearing students in 2002. Afterwards, the teachers started utilizing FV as a

component of their curriculum.

The purpose of FV is to help teachers and students begin to think and sign bilingually that
leads to a more in depth understanding of American Sign Language, as well as English reading
and writing. It identifies and remedies typical translational problem phrases and words through
various practices. This program, in general, helps to provide a more organized and manageable
approach to consistent linguistic usage and input. The Reading/Language Intervention Method,
which is part of Fairview, promotes thinking and signing bilingually. The RSD teachers have
found FV to be a very useful tool. As a matter of fact, there is another term for Fairview

Learning Program that may be rather different from other schools. The concept is basically same.
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Another term is called Intergrative ASL- English Language Arts that Bailes, the author of
Bridging Literacy: Intergrating ASL and English Into the Language Arts, used for her research.

Bailes' research (2004) took place in Metro Deaf School (MSD) in St. Paul, Minnesota.

"ASL was prominent during the school day at MSD: instruction
took place primarily in this language. This ensured clear and
effective communication between teacher and students in an
accessible and comprehensible language. ASL was integrated
seamlessly into English Language Arts, a strategy that I have
called 'Integrative ASL-English Language Arts.' Attending and
signing replacing the listening and speaking modes of traditional
language arts programs, and younger children were immersed inn
these two modes. As the children became more fluent in ASL,
attention was gradually shifted toward a balance between the four
modes of attending, signing, reading, and writing. There was
abundant evidence of written English use among teachers and
students at all grade levels. Spoken English was attended to
through pullouts of functional purposes. The goals of such
sessions were set primarily by the students and parents (pg. 128)."

Bailes (2004) described five principles that emerged in support of the use of FV through
the observation of classes. (For more extensive descriptions, see Bailes, 1999, 2001). They are
Principle 1: Provision of Language Models in ASL and English, Principle 2: ASL as the First
and Natural Language for Deaf Children, Principle 3: Developing World Knowledge, Principle
4: Promoting Metalinguistic Awareness and Knowledge, and Principle 5: Valuing

Approximations in Both ASL and English.

Bailes concluded, "The use of ASL did not appear to detract from the goal of achieving
-English literacy. Indeed, because it was a shared and accessible language, it appeared to promote
a growing understanding of reading and writing processes. By first focusing on a known
language, ASL, and subsequently connecting and comparing this growing knowledge with the
forms, structures, and use of written English, these teachers fostered connections between the

languages in ways that promoted English literacy (pg 137)."
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Again, it is vital for teachers to know how to use bilingual strategies, whereas the
teachers have the metacognitive awareness. Therefore, the educators that I worked with as an
ASL specialist had some exposure to bilingual strategies and some awareness that metacognitive
skills were important in order to assist them in developing skills, which would support the
literacy development of their students. However, this was a short-term training experience and
the teachers themselves realized they needed more intense professional development over the

year to be able to use actually the FV program.

C. The Role of Educators in Using ASL and English Instruction

However, not all of the teachers have the metacognitive and/or metalinguistic awareness
necessary to implement bilingual strategies or the FV program. They do not have the ability to
switch between ASL and English relative to such semantics or syntax. Many are not able to
assess their deaf and hard of hearing students’ ASL competency because the teachers are not
competent ASL users themselves. It is unreasonable to expect these educators to improve their
fluency in ASL, their knowledge of ASL assessment, their ability to translate between languages,
and their metacognitive skill development without receiving significant support and training.
Then the deaf and hard of hearing students would have the opportunity to acquire languages

taught by the teachers in the classroom.

Bailes (2004) proved from her research that "Through explicit use of ASL, the teachers
evinced English forms and their meanings, and the students uncovered the meaning of English
sentences, primarily through comparisons with the corresponding ASL forms and meanings.
Without ASL as a shared language, the teachers would have experienced great difficulty in
explaining the nuances and syntax of the English language. Further, because the students had

developing knowledge of this shared language, the teachers were able to use it as a tool toward
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the learning of a second language - English (pg 134)." Pertaining to Gallimore (1992), it has
previously been established that potential educators of Deaf students are not gaining the
knowledge needed to work within a bilingual/bicultural framework (Woodward and Allen,
1987). How could educators have lack of skills? This may be due to several reasons. They are:

1) signing skills, 2) grammar translation, 3) teachers' view, and 4) lack of training.

The first reason may be their signing skills. The educators of Deaf students are required
to take Sign Language Communication Proficiency Interview (SCPI). It usually offers those,
who want to work/teach closely with deaf students, to become aware of their ASL proficiency
levels. It is like “SCPI is a conversational approach to Sign Language Communication Skills
Assessment.” (Caccamise & Newell 2004) In other words, SCPI is a measurement of
communication ability, not 2 measurement of ASL skills. Therefore, SCPI is not the "wholistic"
language assessment to measure ASL skills in which it involves metacognitive skills.
Metacognitive skills play a big role in using the Fairview (FV) Learning that was mentioned
earlier. In other words, SCPI helps determine sign language skill level standards such as “no
functional”, “novice”, “survival”, “intermediate”, “advanced” and “superior”. Ideally, educators
of Deaf students should be higher than an advanced or higher level standard. Many teachers are
not placed at that level.

Another reason is possibly grammar translation. ASL is a conceptual visual language
that contains many grammatical features that are used in the signer's space. In addition, ASL
provides complex yet rich meanings that are found in the grammar syntax (Valli & Lucas, 1992).
This requires some years of language training to be proficient in using ASL. Additionally,
Bailes (2004) concluded, "By first focusing on a known language, ASL, and subsequently

connecting and comparing this growing knowledge with the forms, structures, and use of written
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English, these teachers fostered connections between the languages in ways that promoted
English literacy”. Thus, the educators of Deaf students are responsible to provide literacy skill
development in both ASL and English. Pertaining to Evans' (2004) observation for her research
of Educating Deaf Children in Two Languages, she concluded that the effective strategies of
using ASL, conceptual translation, and multiﬁzodal presentation provided useful information
regarding the implementation of a bilingual/bicultural program for deaf children (pg.143). These
ideas are what the teachers had expressed frustrations and concerns with prior to designing this
project because they do not have the advanced skills to be able to switch two languages. To use
conceptual translations - grammar translations, the teachers have to know how to translate two
languages. This means that the teachers’ signing skill should be placed at the superior level and
this would have already shown that teachers may internalize using ASL.

The third reason may be teachers' view based on what they grew up in a dominant
language of their own without sensitivity of the cultural diversity. Gilmore (1993) pointed out
“such programs are currently developed with views largely based on Hearing perspectives.
These programs are designed with a pathological view, rather than a cultural view, of Deaf

children (pg. 2)."

The fourth reason may be the lack of training in their previous educational background.
The educators may have not taken either introductory or intensive courses related to Deaf
Culture or ASL as a language or ASL linguistics rather than auditory related courses or special
education, which is rather broad. Akamatsu, Stewart, and Mayer's research of Teachers' Signing
Behavior (2004) clearly stated that "First, at the outset of the total communication revolution, the
teachers themselves have not received instruction in signing during their pre-service training.

Most teacher education programs were oral in nature at that time (pg. 43)."
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Although more schools and colleges offer training or programs, there are still limited
resources out there to provide wealthy information about ASL as a language applying bilingual
strategies for educators of Deaf students. Gallimore (1993) pointed out, "In addition, programs
offer limited training. in the areas of bilingualism, second language learning, and
biculturalism/multiculturalism. Finally, training in the areas of education often does not
emphasize the critical relationship between language, cognition, and culture and the process of

total human development and learning {pg. 76)."

Thus, Gallimore concluded "... due to lack of communication there is a serious gap
between the schools for the Deaf implementing bilingual/bicultural educational program and the
TTPs (Teacher Teaching Programs) that still follow the outdated Total Communication
Philosophy (1993, pg. 73)." It is crucial for the educators to have fluent skills in ASL in order to
be language models for Deaf students. In addition, they need their ability to understand ASL and
English linguistics for application. When they have strong metacognitive skills, they can employ
FV tools into their teaching. Nevertheless, because of a very little training and resources out
there, in-service training is critical in order to enhance the skiils of educators who attended

teacher training programs, which did not provide these skills.

D. In Service Training as a part of Professional Development

Although educators are fully aware of being responsible to provide literacy skill development in
both ASL and English through academic instruction, they felt that they have weakness in using ASL and
English and lack of training. This is obviously a huge gap in their training especially when the bilingual
education became recognized as a part of Deaf education.

In-service training is necessary in order to fill these missing gaps for current educators. The

training helps meet the needs of the educators such as learning how to employ FV in their instruction or
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understanding ASL linguistics or comparing two languages between ASL and English. Yet, the training
may be a refresher for some of the educators. For instance, in Mahshie’s book (1995), “Educating Deaf
Children Bilingually”, it clearly points, “Study of the gramxﬁar of both languages is an important
component in the training of both Deaf and hearing teachers. Teachers from the most successful
bilingual classes in Denmark and Sweden have worked to learn as much as they can about current
research in Sign Language grammar, Swedish grammar, and teaching second languages. They have
continued to expand their understanding of linguistics and language acquisition, and have applied their
knowledge in ways that allow their students to proceed on a schedule that seems developmentally
appropriate (pg 163)."

One program has recognized the need for additional training of teachers of the Deaf. Stephen
Nover's paper, "Staff Development in ASL/English Bilingual Instruction for Deaf Students" (USDLC
Star Schools} describes the implementation of training for those educators of deaf students from other
residential schools in the understanding linguistics of both languages and of appropriate instructional
strategies that can provide deaf students for Janguage acquisition and language modeling (2004).
Additionally, Nover and Everhart’s project, ASL/English Bilingual Professional Development {AEBPD)
supported by the Center for the ASI/English Bilingual Education and Research (CAEBER) at the New
Mexico School for the Deaf explained, “The goal of improving student achievement has become even
more widespread and urgent given the recent implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB)
(pg.1). That was what they found,

“Therefore, there was an inconsistency between schools’ staffing needs
and qualifications of pre-service teachers entering schools (LaSasso, &
Lollis, 2003; Strong, 1995). It is important to note that teacher
preparation models exist for hearing bilingual educators of spoken
languages and for ESL teachers; but not until recently for ASL/English
bilingual educators of deaf students. In fact, the Council of Education of

the Deaf (CED), the national professional association that accredits the
70 teacher education programs serving deaf students, only added the new
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ASL/ English bilingual specialization in recent years (pg. 3).”

Because the ASL/English bilingual approach was founded on the theories and principles
of bilingual education and second language learning (with ASL as the students’ L1 and English
as their L2 (Nover and Everhart, 2004), there is need for teachers trained in using ASL/English
teaching competence and ASL/English bilingual teaching methods. Nover and Everhart’s
project is “to improve the quality of educational instruction for deaf/hard of hearing (hh)
students, the authors included the goal with six interrelated objectives: (1) to replicate and scale
up the AEBPD program in other schools educating deaf/hh students and deaf education teacher
preparation programs; (2) to continue refinement of the AEBPD program; (3) to provide training
and technical assistance to State Mentors; (4) to develop and disseminate at the states and
national levels resource materials and products that will support the replication and scaling up of
the AEBPD programs; (5) to conduct research studies that determine the efficacy of the program
when implemented at other school sites (at a distance from the developers) by examining two
areas: teacher outcomes and student outcomes; and (6) to monitor the program implementation
fidelity and evaluate the ease with which schools are able to carry out the program (pg. 5)."

Nover and Everhart (2004) stressed that school administrators and instructors of deaf education
preparation programs need technical assistance and resources to build local capacity of their teaching
staff to apply an effective ASL/English approach. Of their program's five goals, 1 borrowed one goal to
help match the needs of our teachers in professional development. This goal is to enhancing teachers’
skills in using ASL and English as languages of communication and instruction in order to facilitate
optimal learning opportunities for deaf/hh students. This is what I want to give the opportunity for
educators of Deaf students to enhance metacognitive skills and develop knowledge of ASL linguistics so

that the educators can increase confidence in using two languages - ASL and English with deaf students.
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This professional development program will support teachers who are currently working in the schools
and who need more personalized and basic instruction than what is offered by the Fairview Learning
Program. The educators can also improve their quality of instruction and language modeling for the

deaf students that can help create an ideal environment where both ASL and English skills can flourish.
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V. ACTIVITIES/TIME LINE
As I stated previously, the 30-minute in-service training occurred on every third
Wednesday of the month for eight (8) months. The trainers, the ASL specialist and the English
and Language Arts (ELA) specialist agreed to provide eight different topics discussing
comparative linguistics between ASL and English and using Fairview Learning tools as part of

bilingual strategy. The dates for each topic mentioned below:

Activities Timeline Evaluation
Non Manual Signals: Wh-7s, Oct 2004 Videotape/Discussion/Simulations
Yes/No-7s and Negation and Demonstration

ASL Mouthing Nov 2004 Videotape/Discussion/Simulations
and Demonstration

Discussion of ASL Dec 2004 Participant reflection/Group discussion

Modeling/Semantics

Grammar Translation/Semantics Jan 2005 Participant reflection/Group discussion

Syntax Feb 2005 Group Discussion

Use of Fingerspelling March 2005 Lecture

Use of Space April 2005 Simulation and Demonstration

Classifiers May 2005 Videotape/Discussion/Simulations

and Demonstration

So far, we have gathered topics based on the feedback from staff that were discussed a
year before. The participants strongly felt that the main issue was focused on grammar
translation between two languages, ASL and English. Majority of them were not familiar or
fluent using ASL. One strong indication that most of them are rated at below the Advanced level
of the Sign Communication Proficiency Interview. They expressed a desire to advance their ASL
signing skill. The participants brainstormed topics that they were interested to learn more. The
ELA Specialist also documented some areas that need to be worked on based on an one-to-one

meeting or an observation in the class where she worked closely with English teachers of all
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various levels. The ASL Specialist gathered information based on their needs through the ASL
classes and observations in their class.

Also, the Ad Hoc committee was formed to address the issues that need to be focused on,
The committee members developed a list of ASL linguistic components, and then prioritized
them in order. The list consists of eight topics: