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The period indicated in the title of this paper has been one of more than 
usual importance and interest in the work of our profession. 
 
It is not my purpose to present at this time a report of the progress of the 
education of the deaf in America since 1890, for to do this would be 
"Carrying coals to Newcastle." 
 
The many journals devoted to the interests of the deaf have kept the 
members of our profession well informed as to the establishment of new 
schools, the enlargement of some of the older ones, modifications in 
methods, and the healthy advancement which has, in general, been made in 
many quarters. 
 
From this record, familiar to most of you, the conclusion may, without 

question, be drawn, that during the past five years the cause of deaf-mute 

education in America has been liberally sustained by the public, and has 

fully kept pace with other educational movements, the success of which 

marks the period as one more fruitful of good results than any of similar 

length in the history of America. 
 
While we may find occasion for congratulation in the general results thus 
very briefly alluded to, it is true that, during years just passed, there have 
been at work in and on our profession, influences, the presence of which is 
to be greatly regretted, and the spirit and method of which are open, in many 
instances, to very serious criticism. 
 
Many who are here present remember with pleasure the large and 
harmonious gathering of our profession, at Berkeley, Cal., in the summer of 
1886. 
 
Advocates of all the methods then in vogue attended the Convention, and 
after much friendly discussion and comparison  
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of views, a platform of principles was adopted, with entire unanimity, which it 
was hoped might serve as a basis for enduring harmony in our profession. 
 
The preamble and resolutions forming this platform were as follows:– 
 
WHEREAS, The experience of many years in the instruction of the deaf has 

plainly shown that among the members of this class of persons great 

differences exist in mental and physical conditions, and in capacity for 

improvement, making results easily possible in certain cases which are 

practically and sometimes actually unattainable in others, these differences 

suggesting widely different treatment with different individuals; it is therefore 
 
Resolved, That the system of instruction existing at present in America 
commends itself to the world, for the reason that its tendency is to include 
all known methods and expedients which have been found to be of value in 
the education of the deaf, while it allows diversity and independence of 
action, and works at the same time harmoniously, aiming at the attainment 
of an object common to all. 
 
Resolved, That earnest and persistent endeavors should be made in every 
school for the deaf to teach every pupil to speak and read from the lips, and 
that such efforts should be abandoned only when it is plainly evident that the 
measure of success attained does not justify the necessary amount of labor. 
 
 
These resolutions certainly furnished a platform broad enough and 
sufficiently liberal to afford ample standing-room for all in our profession, 
even though there were considerable differences of opinion existing as to the 
relative value of methods. 
 
And I believe the harmony manifested at the California Convention would 
have continued undisturbed, had not an influence from outside our profession 
forced itself in at the meeting held in New York, in 1890, effecting an 
organization quite independent of the Convention, and equally beyond the 
control of the profession, although its members generally were invited to 
contribute their moral and pecuniary support to this new association. 
 
It will be remembered by many that on the first day's session of the New York 

Convention of 1890, Professor Bell called the  
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attention of the Convention to a resolution adopted by the Third Convention of 

Articulation Teachers, held in New York, in 1884, requesting the Convention of 

American Instructors of the Deaf to organize a section for the promotion of 

articulation teaching. The records of the Convention of 1890 show that this 

resolution was referred to the Business Committee; that at the third day's 

session this Committee reported a recommendation inviting the oral teachers 

present to form "a section for the promotion of articulation teaching, to be 

organized under its own officers;" and that on the following day Dr. Crouter, of 

Philadelphia, representing the oral teachers, reported that the suggested 

section had been organized under an Executive Committee consisting of 

Caroline A. Yale, Chairman, Ellen L. Barton, Sarah Fuller, David Greene, and 

A.L.E. Crouter. The acceptance of this report by the Convention certainly 

gave to the work of oral teaching all the recognition and support that its 

warmest friends could reasonably desire or ask from the profession as a 

whole. But that this did not satisfy every one soon became evident; 

immediately following the creation of the Oral Section came an 

announcement that Prof. Bell had secured the organization of an Association 

to promote the cause of oralism in America, had endowed it with the sum of 

$25,000, and was to be at the head of its Board of Trustees. 
 
These facts were stated in such terms as to lead the members of the 
Convention to assume, wrongfully, as the sequel has proved, that the new 
Association was to be composed mainly of and governed by teachers, and 
the hope was expressed that all instructors of the deaf would ultimately 
become members. Definite disclaimers of partisan purposes were accepted, 
as given by the authority of the founder of he Association, and it was believed 
by most of those present that an advance was being made in a good cause 
and on the line of harmony in the profession. Few, if any, who joined in the 
rising vote of thanks to Prof. Bell for his benefaction, dreamed that he was 
establishing a propaganda for the persistent advocacy of the pure-oral 
method, and the ultimate abolition of every other method from the schools for 
the deaf in America. 
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And no one, certainly, would have undertaken to predict that in each of the 
five years immediately following this action, definite and strenuous efforts 
would be made by Prof. Bell, and those he might be able to induce to act with 
him, to push the cause of pure-oralism to the fore, and to secure for it, as 
soon as possible, a controlling influence in the work of deaf-mute education in 
America. That such has been the course pursued by the promoters of pure-
oralism in this country during the past five years, and that they have worked 
with a partisan spirit and purpose, calculated to engender serious if not 
permanent antagonism in the profession, I will now undertake to show. 
 
And having done this, I shall offer a few suggestions as to the course to be 
pursued in the future by those who wish to promote harmony in the 
profession, and the permanent prevalence of methods, the practice of which 
has the support, not only of the great majority of teachers in this country, but 
of the intelligent, well-educated deaf people of all countries. 
 
In the autumn of 1890, the authorities of the College, at Washington, 
declared their purpose, through the annual report to the institution, to 
establish, as soon as practicable, a Normal Department in which graduates 
of colleges might learn how to teach the deaf by both the manual and oral 
methods. The immediate suggestion for the establishment of this department 
came from a prominent promoter of pure-oralism, who has for several years 
been a director of the Speech Association, Mr. L.S. Fechheimer, of 
Cincinnati, O. A letter from this gentleman to his representative in Congress, 
Hon. Benjamin Butterworth, then a member of the Committee on 
Appropriations, in aid of this measure, appears in the report of the institution 
for 1890. 
 
The matter was considered by Congress, in February, 1891, and Prof. Bell 

appeared before the Committee on Appropriations in earnest opposition to 

the new department, making misstatements as to the purpose of the 

authorities of the College, in excuse for which no plea of ignorance on his 

part could be entered. Had Prof. Bell made his opposition to the College at 

this time only personal, I should have made no  

 

 

 

 

 



[p.5:] 

 

allusion to it in this paper. But when, after his appeal to the House 

Committee, the Committee and the House took action wholly favorable to the 

request of the college authorities, Prof. Bell solicited and secured the backing 

of all the oral schools of the country, but of no others, and renewed his attack 

before the Senate Committee, sending in to the Chairman of that Committee 

statements intended to be damaging, which he had previously been informed 

were at variance with facts. 
 
While this controversy was in progress, the President of the College 
addressed a communication to the Board of Directors of the Speech 
Association, referring to a circular then recently received, in which schools for 
the deaf needing assistance in the matter of teaching speech were requested 
to apply to the Association for aid. In this letter the President of the College 
set forth that the proposed Normal Department would provide for the training 
of oral teachers and that its successful organization would enable the College 
to offer instruction in speech to all its students. In view of this fact, the aid of 
the American Association to Promote the Teaching of Speech to the Deaf was 
invoked in behalf of the measure then pending before Congress. 
 
The Association declined to respond to this appeal favorably, thus giving its 
support practically to its President, in the attitude of hostility he had taken 
towards the College before Congress, which he continued to the close of the 
session of that body. And on the day Congress adjourned, Prof. Bell sent 
telegrams to many of his supporters, announcing the result of his efforts. 
One of these telegrams, sent to a northern school, states that "finally the 
Normal Department has in part succeeded;" while another, sent south, 
reads, "the Normal Department scheme finally defeated." It need hardly be 
added that neither of these conflicting telegrams gave the truth. So much for 
the efforts of the partisan propaganda of pure-oralism, in 1891, of which 
many interesting details might be added, did time permit. 
 
In the summer of 1892, when many were on their way to the Colorado 
Conference of Principals, the members of the Standing Executive Committee 
of the Convention had  
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arranged to meet, in Chicago, Dr. S.H. Peabody, Director of the Department 
of Liberal Arts in the Columbian Exposition, with the view of arranging an 
exhibit of the schools for the deaf in America. The meeting was held in the 
Grand Pacific Hotel, and as Professor Bell was a guest of the hotel at the 
time, he was invited by the Chairman of the Committee to be present. Similar 
invitations were extended to several heads of schools who were also stopping 
at the hotel. The consultations between the Committee and Dr. Peabody had 
hardly begun when Prof. Bell, speaking as President of the Speech 
Association, suggested that the space to be set apart in the Exposition for an 
exhibit of the schools for the deaf, ought to be placed under the control of his 
Association rather than in the hands of the Committee of the Convention, 
giving as reasons for his claim, that the Association was an incorporated 
body, which the Convention was not, and that the Association had money, 
which the Convention had not. 
 
Prof. Bell must not be held responsible for his failure to oust the Committee 
of the Convention from the enjoyment of the legitimate rights and privileges 
to the exercise of which it had been invited by the authorities of the 
Exposition. He exerted himself to the utmost to accomplish this result.  
 
At the Colorado Conference of Principals, of which Prof. Bell was an 
honorary member, by courtesy of the Conference, he opened a discussion 
which, as the sequel proved, was intended as a serious advance toward the 
overthrow of the Combined System of educating the deaf, then, as now, the 
system prevailing in a large majority of the schools in this country. 
 
The paper which Professor Bell brought forward at this time was on the 
Proper Classification of Methods of Instructing the Deaf, and its evident aim 
was to secure the elimination of the term "Combined System" from the 
literature of deaf-mute education. 
 
As is well known, the proposals of Professor Bell were referred to a 
committee of three, consisting of Professor Fay, the editor of the Annals, as 
Chairman, with Dr. Noyes and Professor Bell. 
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The exhaustive, not to say exhausting discussions of this Committee, which 

were fully published in the Annals, are familiar to many members of the 

profession, and I have no intention of rehearsing them at this time. My 

purpose in calling attention to this incident is simply to show that in this 

matter, as in others to which I have alluded, Prof. Bell, founder and President 

of the Speech Association and champion of the cause of pure-oralism in 

America, pursued a course that is subject to serious criticism, as being 

partisan and highly unprofessional. For, not satisfied with pressing his 

peculiar views on his long suffering associates of the Committee, with a 

persistency out of all reason, when a result was finally reached, which Prof. 

Fay proposed and Dr. Noyes voted for, as a "choice of evils," and which the 

former characterized as "a most lame and impotent conclusion," and hoped 

would "fail to receive the two-thirds vote of the schools necessary to its 

adoption," Prof. Bell again revealed his partisan spirit and committed an 

unprofessional solecism, by sending to all the schools of the country an 

earnest personal appeal for favorable votes. It will be remembered that, with 

all this effort, only twenty schools out of eighty-six sustained Prof. Bell with 

their votes. 

 

Early in 1893, believing it to be of the greatest importance to rescue our 

profession, if possible, from the unhappy antagonisms to which the ill-advised 

policy of the pure-oralists was subjecting it, I approached Prof. Bell with a 

proposition, which has occupied the attention of the profession in no small 

degree up to a somewhat recent period. I have been criticised in certain 

quarters for proposing, as I certainly did, that we surrender the very existence 

of the Convention to its young competitor, the Speech Association. But I am 

comforted, under this criticism, by the reflection that the proposal for the 

union of the Convention with the Association, by the absorption of the former 

in the latter, has commanded the general approval of the profession, and that 

no one has even attempted to answer the arguments I ventured to bring 

forward in favor of union, from a professional point of view, at Chautauqua 

last summer. 
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I trust no one will suppose that I wish or intend to renew the discussion of 
union at this time. Nothing is further from my thoughts. The scheme of union 
is dead, beyond all hope of resuscitation–and I would not revive it if I could. 
 
It is due, however, to the profession, that the manner and occasion of its 
death should be understood–for this will furnish another illustration of the 
partisan and unprofessional spirit of pure-oralism, with an especial emphasis, 
this time, on the word "unprofessional." So I will attempt to give, as briefly as 
possible, something of the inner history of the inception, progress and failure 
of the scheme for "union." 
 
Prior to my first interview with Prof. Bell on the subject, which occurred  

May 4th, 1893, I had sought the opinion of several prominent members of 

our profession, and all were agreed that, if Prof. Bell could be brought to 

consent to such an enlargement of his new Association as I proposed, no 

better plan of uniting the profession in one strong organization could be 

devised. And those with whom I consulted were equally agreed that without 

Prof. Bell's approval it would be useless to take any steps in the matter. 

Those who have read the Overture of the Convention to the Association, on 

the subject of union, will remember that Prof. Bell did not receive my 

suggestions with disfavor at the outset. On the contrary, he met my 

proposals as to the amendment of the Constitution of his Association with a 

counter proposition which I accepted without qualification, which was, later 

on, adopted by the Standing Executive Committee, then by the Convention, 

and finally incorporated into the Overture. 
 
Every safeguard for the endowment of the Association and all the 
suggestions of Prof. Bell as to the new name of the Association and other 
amendments to the Constitution, were accepted by the Standing Executive 
Committee. The assertion which, I am informed, Prof. Bell has recently made 
to a prominent member of the profession, that if the proposals of the 
Convention had been accepted by the Association, such men as he and  
Mr. Hubbard could have had no voice in the Association, because they were 
not instructors, is entirely unwarranted. 
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In the face of these facts, it is interesting to inquire why the scheme for union 
failed:–and the answer is not far to seek. Afraid to come forward, even at 
Chautauqua, with a manly positive rejection of the overture for union, Prof. 
Bell, as the event has proved, never really regarded the plan with any favor. 
On several occasions in my interviews with him, I said that if he would say 
positively that he was opposed to union, all my efforts in that direction would 
cease. He had it in his power at any time to put a stop to the whole measure. 
But he was unwilling to bear the odium of the rejection of an offer so 
magnanimous as that of the Convention, and he was equally indisposed to 
allow the matter to be settled by a vote of the Association. In this connection 
another chapter of the inner history should be unfolded. 
 
Some will remember that in one of the circulars of the Standing Executive 

Committee reference was made to President Gillett's cordial invitation to all 

the members of the profession, and to the deaf outside of the profession, to 

join the Speech Association, and that the Committee of the Convention 

seconded the invitation of President Gillett, suggesting that it would be well 

to have a large meeting of all interested at Chautauqua, with a view to the 

free discussion and settlement of the question of union. 
 
Several of the officers of the Speech Association took great umbrage at this 
act of the Committee of the Convention, and expressed their fears that a 
plan was on foot to stampede the Association in favor of union. 
 
So decided was this fear in the minds of some, that Mr. Hubbard invited me to 
a conference with him and Prof. Bell, which was held at the latter's residence, 
in Washington, on the 20th of May, 1894. In this conference Mr. Hubbard and 
Prof. Bell proposed, if I would agree not to bring the question of union to a 
vote at Chautauqua, that they would there come out publicly in favor of union 
in the near future. 
 
As I had never had the least idea of trying to carry "union" over Prof. Bell's 
head, I was quite ready to agree to his and Mr. Hubbard's proposal. And all 
who were at Chautauqua  
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will remember with what degree of earnestness those two gentlemen "came 
out" for union. 
 
The tub which was thrown to the whale, in the form of a Joint Committee on 
Union, misled very few, while the monstrosity brought forth, after hard and 
long labor, by the non-union side of the Joint Committee has amused many. 
 
If we would have now the conclusion of this whole matter in a few words, it 
may be said that a plan for uniting not only all instructors of the deaf, but all 
the active friends of the cause of deaf-mute education, in one broad strong 
organization, which might seek the advancement of every means and every 
method proven to be of advantage to the deaf, has failed because one man, 
outside the profession, to whom the promotion of speech teaching was of 
more interest than all things else concerning the deaf, could not trust the 
great body of American instructors of the deaf, supporting as they do the 
California resolutions, which give speech to every deaf child that can take it,–
because he could not trust these men and women, known to be honorable 
and devoted to the uplifting of suffering humanity; because he could not trust 
you with the careful and honest administration of his gift of $25,000, on the 
lines to which he had devoted it; and because he did not wish to bring his pet 
"cause" into the intimate relations of a professional organization. 
 
But this is not quite all. Every one knows that the American Association to 

Promote the Teaching of Speech to the Deaf is governed by one man–its 

founder–and that no measure to which he is opposed is even seriously 

considered. None who were present at the so-called annual business 

meeting of the Association, at Chautauqua, need to be told that it was little 

more than a meeting of Directors–and they under the lead of one man–which 

the members of the Association were permitted to attend as spectators. In 

evidence of which it need only be said that a code of By-Laws which the 

Directors had prepared was presented and adopted without even being read 

to the members of the Association. 
 
We see, then, that "union" was impossible because Prof. Bell was not willing 
that the Association he had created and  
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endowed, and which he controlled, should become the organization of our 
profession, governed as such professional organizations usually are, by its 
members, in accordance with the principle generally accepted in America of 
popular sovereignty. He wished his Association to remain as he had created 
it, an absolute despotism. To what extent an association so organized should 
command the support of our profession will be considered before this paper 
is concluded. 
 
It would be a serious omission to pass over in this discussion the attitude of 
the leading pure-oralists of this country toward the work of the College for 
the Deaf, at Washington. This has been unmistakeably unfriendly. No 
principal of an Oral school, so far as I am aware, has ever encouraged a 
pupil to seek admission at Kendall Green, and it is known that, in not a few 
instances, strenuous efforts have been made by such principals to deter 
pupils who wished to enter the College from doing so. 
 
It is understood that the main objection of the oralists to sending their pupils 

to the College is because they fear the speech of such pupils will suffer 

detriment therein. The published testimony of parents of orally taught pupils, 

who had graduated from the College, that the speech of their children was 

not impaired by their connection with the College, has, apparently, had no 

weight with these partisans of pure-oralism. Equally unmoved are they by the 

fact that during the past four years ample means have been provided in the 

College, not only for the preservation of whatever speech students may bring 

with them, but for its improvement. And so unwilling are they to allow facts 

favorable to the College in the matter of speech teaching to become known to 

their pupils, that a short time since one of their leading organs, published 

where it comes every week under the eye of young men and women who 

might be glad to enter the College at Washington, in commenting on an 

important circular just issued by the College, carefully concealed the fact that 

the college authorities were ready to provide oral recitations for orally taught 

students, if such were desired. 
 
Many cases have come to my knowledge, of young people  
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taught in oral schools, capable and desirous of taking the higher education, 
who have been kept in ignorance by their teachers of the existence of the 
College at Washington, and who, learning later of the opportunities they had 
lost, did not hesitate to condemn their teachers severely. One very recent 
instance will speak for all. A teacher in a western combined system school 
wrote me a few weeks since of a young man in his class of exceptionally 
bright mind, who might have gone to the College in '91, at which time he 
completed the course offered in a western oral school. My correspondent 
adds:–"When he came here, last fall, and learned about the College, he felt 
very bitter against his old teachers for not telling him of it. They were pure 
oralists you know." 
 
When the distinct loss is considered, of valuable advantages incurred by the 
scores and perhaps hundreds of bright young deaf people who have been 
kept away from the College by the advice of their teachers, it cannot be unjust 
to characterize such advice as an exhibition of a partisan and unprofessional 
spirit which ought not to be continued. 
 
I come now to the last illustration of this spirit of which I propose to speak in 
this paper, although there are others which might be brought forward did time 
permit, such as the pressing of the ill-advised policy of day schools in 
Wisconsin and Michigan, and the opposition to the adoption of the Combined 
System in the Portland School. And what I am now to speak of deserves 
severer condemnation than anything yet brought to your notice; for whatever 
individuals are responsible for it, it has been a carefully planned scheme to 
misinform and mislead the public, and is apparently as much a part of the 
programme of the propaganda of pure-oralism as it would have been if the 
names of its promoters had been published along with it. 
 
Having said so much, I need hardly add that I refer to the series of articles 
published in many journals and newspapers during the past year over the 
name of S.M. Millington Miller, M.D., assuming to state facts of importance 
and interest relating to the education of the deaf. The innumerable blunders of 
this ambitious dilettant would sustain the feeling of amusement they at first 
excite, did it not become speedily  
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evident, on reading his absurd paragraphs, that he wrote with a bias not to be 
accounted for in any manner creditable to him, and the exhibition of which 
gives rise to honest indignation. That his writings have been inspired by pure-
oralists goes without saying. That he has been furnished with certain points 
and data, not otherwise attainable, by well informed oralists is equally 
apparent. All this is surprising enough to people who honor the truth and like 
to see fair play; but more astonishing is it to find in one of the leading 
journals, whose bias toward pure-oralism is marked, the following editorial on 
a re-hash of some of Dr. Miller's articles. 
 
 
"An excellent editorial appeared in the Medical Record, of December 8th, on 
oral work in general, and Dr. Miller's articles, in the Philadelphia Press, and 
Churchman in particular. The Record is also imbued with the true spirit of 
oralism, and presents oral work in a clear and forcible manner." 
 

 
In face of the fact that the editorial in the Medical Record contains at least 
ten glaring mis-statements on important points, for all of which Dr. Miller or 
his promoters are responsible–the unqualified commendation given as 
above quoted can only be accounted for by concluding that the editor in 
question is governed by the same partisan and unprofessional spirit to which 
Dr. Miller has either given or sold himself. I should be sorry to impute this 
spirit to all the oralists of this country–but their utter failure to come forward 
with a single published correction of anyone of Dr. Miller's mis-statements, 
certainly suggests a degree of indifference, not to say willingness to profit by 
misrepresentation, that is open to criticism. 
 
And now, in closing, I will beg the indulgence of the Convention, while I fulfill 
the promise made in the early part of this paper, of offering a few suggestions 
as to what may best promote harmony in our profession, and the most rapid 
and wholesome advance of the good cause we all have at heart. 
 
First, last, and all the time, I beg you to keep in mind that we are members of 
a profession–one well deserving our honor and fealty–one that has made an 
honorable record, covering three-quarters of a century in America, and more. 
To the interests of this profession, and the cause its members are  
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pledged to sustain, all considerations of a minor and non-essential character 
should be subordinated. You have before you for consideration a plan of 
organization which offers a place in a broad self-governing association for 
every one sincerely and actively engaged in the education of the deaf, who is 
not wedded to the dogma that any single method can suffice for all. 
 
Presuming that the Association to be formed before his Convention adjourns 
will be one that will deserve and receive the support of our entire profession, 
the question naturally arises:–What shall we do with the other society, whose 
invitation to join it we offered to accept in a body, foregoing our prerogative to 
form any other association, but which lacked the courage to make itself large 
enough to receive us? 
 
Before answering this question it will be necessary to scrutinize with some 
care the platform, aims, achievements and character of the A.A.P.T.S.D. For 
its platform it adopts but a single paragraph of the California resolutions, while 
we propose to stand on them in their entirety. The aim of the oral society is to 
take a single feature, by no means the most important one, of the education 
of the deaf, and elevate it to a pedestal of undue prominence, making the 
society's work necessarily narrow and one-sided. 
 
If we would know what the A.A.P.T.S.D. has done during the five years of 
its existence, a few statistics may help us to ascertain. 
 
In 1884, of the 8,232 pupils then in schools for the deaf in the U.S. and 

Canada, 2,624 or 318 in a thousand were taught speech. Five years later, in 

1889, just before the oral association was formed, out of 9,325 pupils, 3,602, 

or 386 in a thousand were taught speech. In 1894, after five years' work of 

Prof. Bell's society of promotion, out of 10,834 pupils, 5,069, or 466 in a 

thousand were taught speech. So it appears that during the first five years, 

before the Speech Association came into being, there was an increase in the 

number of deaf children taught speech, of 21 3-10 per cent., while during the 

five years in which the Association has been at work, the increase has been 

at the rate of only 20 7-10 per cent. 
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It should be said in explanation of these figures that they underestimate, 
somewhat, the progress made in speech teaching between 1889 and 1894, 
for the reason that the statistics in the Annals for the three dates quoted are 
not made up in the same way. On this account an absolutely accurate 
comparison is impracticable. But were this possible, the advance made since 
the Speech Association was organized would be shown to be so moderated 
in comparison with those of the preceding five years, as to raise the question 
if they justified the amount of time and money that has been expended by the 
Association and those acting with it. 
 
But in trying to answer fully the question, what shall be done with the Speech 
Association? we must ask what kind of a society it is. I have already shown 
that it is an autocracy, in the management of which its members are 
practically, though perhaps not theoretically, without a voice. But worse than 
this, it is not in any true sense a professional society. It is essentially a body of 
promoters, as its name indicates. A bare majority of its Board of Directors, 
only, are actual instructors of the deaf, and I have the authority of its founder 
for saying that he does not care to have it an association of teachers, but that 
he is more anxious for the membership of those who come in as promoters, 
and are willing to contribute considerable sums of money to its treasury. This 
declaration Prof. Bell made at both the meetings held by the Joint Committee 
on union. 
 
I conclude, therefore, that when we consider the narrow platform of the 
Speech Association, the meager aggregate of its achievements, but, above 
all, the expressed preference of its founder that it should be sustained by 
promoters rather than by teachers, we who are only men and women who 
bear the actual burden of teaching, and are not capitalists, will do well to lend 
all our aid, pecuniary and personal, to our own strictly professional 
association, leaving the other to be upheld by those non-professional 
contributors who may think it worth while to continue their benefactions. 
 
Under the auspices of one association, by whatever name it may be called, 
ample provision can be made for normal insti- 
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tutes on all lines, to be held in convenient localities, for sufficiently frequent 
general meetings–in short, for everything needed in an association of 
instructors to give our noble cause a healthy development in all desirable 
directions. 
 
We shall be a self-governing body, controlled by the actual members as a 
whole, and not an aggregation of powerless individuals, managed by one or 
more promoters. 
 
Under these conditions it is not easy to discover what important work remains 
for the Speech Association to perform, or what claim it has on the members of 
our profession for support. 
 
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen of the Convention, you will easily 
believe it has been far from a grateful or welcome task to bring to your notice, 
this morning, the facts and considerations set forth in this paper. 
 
I have been well aware that I ran no small risk of incurring the enmity of some 
whose friendship I should be sorry to lose. I venture to hope, however, that 
any who may feel resentment towards me, at this moment, for what I have 
said, will find after reflection that they have no good reason to strike me from 
their list of friends. 
 
I have not questioned the motives of those whose actions a stern sense of 
duty to my profession has compelled me to criticise. I am quite ready to 
believe that those who glory in the name of pure-oralists are sincerely 
desirous of promoting the welfare of the deaf, and no one is more ready than 
I to accord all due praise for the many generous things Prof. Bell has devised 
and done in behalf of this class, the infirmities and disabilities of which first 
touched his sympathetic heart in the days of his early manhood. For all those 
whose course I have called in question I have none but kindly personal 
feelings. It is not them whom I condemn, but simply such acts of theirs as are 
justly open to the charge of being partisan or unprofessional. 
 
The harmony and prosperity of the profession, to the exercise of which I have 
devoted nearly forty years, are very dear to me. I have seen them menaced 
by the exhibition in our  
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midst of a spirit certain to work serious damage if allowed to continue. 
 
Far from wishing to encourage controversy, or incite dissension, my great 
desire is to promote and settle a policy of good will and mutual regard in our 
profession. 
 
Such a policy cannot prevail so long as such things are done or approved as I 
have brought to your notice to-day. 
 
My plea is, therefore, for the future, that all partisanship shall be laid aside, 
that nothing unprofessional shall be attempted, and that we may join hands 
for the promotion of a common end in the spirit of Him, who while he did not 
fail to rebuke error and wrong doing when he met with them, proclaimed to 
the world that gospel of love and good will which is mankind's greatest 
blessing in all the centuries. 
 
[End address] 
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