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1 Bilingualism and education

1.1 Introduction

While “using a second language is a commonpladeigtt(Cook 2002: 2) for the majority

of the world's population, language policies antitumtes towards multilingualism differ
markedly. This variation, in turn, is ultimatelyflexted in the advantages or disadvantages
attributed to the development and use of two laggsat the individual and societal levels.
For the “elite nomad” (Garcia et al. 2006: 35) ntmgualism is the key for her
socioeconomical mobility; however, the situatiorergtirely different for multilingual people
with little formal education and mobility, for whothe language issue can easily turn into a
barrier. Hence, whether bilingualism is regardedaassource or as problem depends on
diverse circumstances, including the status ofdhguages and their speakers.

Because the educational area is the domain ofutegey policypar excellencethe
question of whether and how bilingualism is prordoite education is intimately tied to the
values agreed upon in a given society, underpinmiaigonal curricula. Education can be
understood as a route to the wellbeing of the idd&l, “to equality of opportunity for all”’
(UK National Curriculum 2010). If one of the maima of school curricula is to provide
opportunities for all pupils to learn and to ackegthe question that arises with respect to the
education of bilingual learners is whether and hemucational institutions respond to their
strengths and needs, including those that perdinetr linguistic skills.

The identification of language, culture and nadidy in the tradition of the one nation-
one language ideal that originated in thé" k®ntury (Siguan 2001: 16) is commonly
translated in the greater part of the Western wimtid predominantly monolingual language
planning and language policies. In this traditi@ehools represent “ideal” sites for the
perpetuation of a monolingual state ideology tlegfards monolingualism as a key guarantor
of social cohesion. As discourse on multilingualismeducational contexts continues to be
“confronted by a monolingual and monocultural idgptal heritage” (Lengyel 2012: 170)
and by the myth of linguistic homogeneity, we adeathe tension that arises between the
values of equality of opportunity and the advansagétributed to the enculturation of
linguistic minorities into the majority languagecsety. The apparent tension raises the
question about the role of research and the evafuaf the benefits attributed to bilingual
education, which requires a clear definition of thmals pursued and the criteria used to
determine whether and to what extent these arélddlf UItimately, there is the issue of how
to reconcile conflicting objectives at the levelpoactice.

As for bilingual signers, whose bilingualism haeb largely ignored, if not suppressed,
policies recognising deaf individuals' human angdyuiistic capital reflect a change not only in
the perception of deafness but also of sign langu&be legal recognition of sign languages
is one of the major topics on the agenda of desb@ations (and related interest groups)
together with the demand for their inclusion in fdeducation in those social contexts in
which this has not already occurred, or not yetemalised.

The path toward sign bilingualism in deaf indivadii is determined by a complex
interaction of internal and external factors (P{&zest 2016). Among the external factors
determining the development and maintenance of Bilymgualism, education plays a key
role. Indeed, because of the specific sign langueggsmission patterns and the unequal
accessibility of sign language and oral languagéhendeaf child supportive measures are
necessary for the promotion of both languages. i&udonducted from a developmental
linguistics perspective have provided importantights into language acquisition in deaf
learners. The developmental milestones in the attagpn of sign languages have been found
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to be similar to those observed in the acquisibtbrspoken languages. Written language
development, too, albeit at a much slower pace ithdrearing learners, has been found to be
characterised by structure-building processes.élteno evidence of language confusion in
the organisation of multilingual knowledge in bduel deaf learners. Quite to the contrary,
cross-modal language contact phenomena reveal histopted pooling of resources
indicating that bilingual deaf learners, like thb@aring peers, know that irrespective of the
modality of expression natural languages share mnun basis. Studies on narrative
development also document the development of delaigbal learners as bilingual
communicators. Despite these findings, however ptioenotion of sign bilingualism in deaf
learners continues to represent the exception math@n the norm in most countries
throughout the world.

At a time when the debate about the most adeddhteational philosophy is reviving,
following changes in deaf students’ potential tmiat spoken language skills associated with
cochlear implantation, earlier diagnosis and irgation measures, it seems appropriate to
have a closer look at sign bilingual education,nitajor components and objectives. Our
purpose here is twofold. Not only are we interestedliscerning the factors affecting the
changing status of sign language in deaf educa@aom.aim is also to clarify the question of
whether and how deaf students’ bilingualism is dp@iromoted in the educational domain.

Commonly, the primary promotion of sign languagi@ icharacteristic of sign bilingual
education conceptions at the programmatic levet, New is this demand put into practice?
Are sign bilingual education programmes establishetthe last decades based on a common
didactic conception? And if they are not, what thiee main dimensions of variation and what
does the variation observed reveal about the abgscpursued? Furthermore, and given that
sign bilingual education still constitutes the exo@n in many countries worldwide, we are
interested to learn more about the major challemydbe implementation of sign bilingual
education programmes.

As we will explain later in this work, we have dseeveral sources as a basis for our
analysis. Suffice it to mention here that we haal particular attention to obtaining further
insights into the circumstances that have shapedstatus of sign bilingual education in
diverse social contexts. The testimonials of saisoland professionals that participated
actively in the development and implementationibhgual education programmes in diverse
countries contribute an important piece to the it understanding the challenges faced at
the level of practice. Because the information tpeyvide commonly appears in reports or
publications addressed to the local audience indbal language, much of the information
has not been easily available to the general iatemmal public.

The present work extends and deepens some o$dbes raised in our publication on
bilingualism and deafness appearing in parallehwiis volume (Plaza-Pust 2016). In that
publication, we explore the intricate interplayiofernal and external variables determining
the development and maintenance of sign bilingoafi®m a cross-disciplinary perspective.
In this volume, we zoom in on sign bilingualismeducation. Based on a critical appraisal of
the developments leading to the implementationgf bilingual education programmes, and
a systematic comparison of the different types dfndual education programmes
implemented in various countries, we discuss sointieeomain challenges and perspectives of
sign bilingual education in the domains of reseapdicy and practice.

1.1.1 Qutline of the book
We begin this work (section 1.2) with an introdoatito bilingual education in general and

the spectrum of educational options subsumed uttterlabel of “bilingual”. This will
provide us with the necessary framework to asségs lsilingual education, its main
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components and the spectrum of its variation. Sylesgtly, we turn our attention to the
education of deaf students. In chapter 2 we skétehstatus of sign language in deaf
education from a historical perspective with a viéw tracing the current diversity of
approaches to the education of deaf students. Wesee that the use of signs or sign
language in the teaching of deaf students is notrapletely new phenomenon although it
was not conceived of in terms bilingual education at the time. The historical perspective
also reveals how deaf education has been determimmd its beginnings, by changing
perspectives on deafness and the specific needsldlitctks of deaf children. The objective of
remedying hearing loss lies at the heart of the afiogual orientation that continues to
prevail in deaf education in the form of the sdemhloralist approach, presented after the
section dedicated to the early records of deaf athut Subsequently, we will turn our
attention to the development of alternative edooa approaches including the use of signs
and signed systems. Chapter 3 is dedicated tobsiggual education. We begin this chapter
with a sketch of the developments leading to thplementation of the first sign bilingual
education programmes in the laté"2@ntury. We then explore the main components hed t
spectrum of variation of how sign bilingual eduocatihas been put into practice. We close
this work with a discussion of the challenges apdspectives of sign bilingual education
along the research, policy, practice axis in chapte

1.2 Bilingual education

Over the last decades, educational institutionse Haeen confronted with the challenge of
providing equal opportunities to learn and to aehidor an increasingly heterogeneous
student population, overcoming potential barrierdetarning and assessment of pupils for
whom the national language is an additional langu#g the same time, the promotion of

bilingualism emerges as a task to be tackled ipaese to the opportunities and challenges of
a rapidly changing world, including continued glb&ation of economy and society.

Despite the dynamics and the diversity of peopdgiguage practices, measures adopted
at the political level seldom promote bilingualis® aresource Indeed, language policies in
the greater part of the Western world continueg@iedominantly monolingual, based on the
tradition of the one nation-one language ideal. Tl that originated in the $%entury
identifies language, culture and nationality (SiguZ001: 16). Commonly, this ideal of
linguistic homogeneity is associated with the viefabilingualism as groblem Linguistic
diversity is associated with a potential for sopaditical conflict at the societal level. And it
is also related to problems at the individual leneflected in a diversity of linguistic profiles
of bilingual individuals that goes well beyond idealised notion of a uniform competence in
monolingual individuals. The apparent dichotomytlve appreciation of bilingualism as a
problem or a resource is also reflected in edusatlte key domain of language policy.

In the following sections we examine the main aiofisilingual education and the
spectrum of its variation. This will provide us Wwithe necessary framework to explore
bilingual conceptions and practices in deaf edoocatiand to identify the remaining
hindrances that work against a wider distributibthes education option worldwide.

1.2.1 Aims and types of bilingual education

The ... advantages [that] make ‘strong’ forms ofrgjlial education ... value-added over
mainstream education, and worthy of expansion .o ave the uncomfortable question of
whether any child who is denied the chance to becbilingual through the family or the
school is being linguistically, culturally, cogniély deprived. (Baker 2007: 149)
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On a general level, research into bilingual edocateveals that the notion biflingual is
used as a cover term for various types of educdiRmmaine 1995). One fundamental issue
that allows for a broad categorisation of bilinguaducation options is whether full
bilingualism is pursued as a goal. Two types ofingilal education are commonly
distinguished in this respect, nam#élgnsitional vs. maintenancebilingual education (Baker
2001: 192). While transitional bilingual educatiams at the social and cultural assimilation
of the minority child into the language majorityamtenance bilingual education aims at
fostering full bilingualism. Within each of thesed broad categories there are numerous
variants (Baker 2001: 195f.). Here we will summarise main types of bilingual education
that are relevant for the present study, after @tstescription ofsubmersion educatiora
type of education allocated at the monolingual efhdvhat might be conceived of as a
bilingual education continuum, with maintenancenigiial education at the other extreme of
the spectrum, and multiple variants between theseektremes (cf. Figure 1.1).

monolingual < > bilingual
education education
submersion education transitional bilingual education maintenance
(mainstream / majority (mainstream / pull-out classes) bilingual education
language) (immersion / heritage language /

dual language bilingual education)

Figure 1.1: Bilingual education continuum.

1.2.1.1 Submersion education

In this type of education, language minority studeare placed in mainstream education.
They are not instructed in their language, buhim majority language, placed in a classroom
with majority language speakers (in contrast todetis in structured immersionself-
contained classes, where teachers might adaptl#mgiuage to the level of their students and
accept students' responses in their home languatg)ce this type of education is not
bilingual, although bilingual students are preserthe classroom.

Critiques of submersion education and its variamasmmonly remark on (a) language
and communication problems in the classroom, itiqdar at the beginning (students do not
understand the teacher; teachers seldom havenagan second language methodology), (b)
low academic achievement levels relating to thenieg through an undeveloped language,
(c) teacher's teaching and class management prehbierdealing with the broad range of
language abilities encountered in the classrood)datiguage minority children's problems in
their emotional and social adjustment and relatexp-@ut rates. Against the backdrop of
these shortcomings the question arises of whytige of mainstreaming continues to be
widespread, particularly in the Western world (adetg to Romaine 1995: 245, this is “the
most common experience for immigrant children” tiglout the world, cf. also section 1.2.3
in which we discuss the situation in Germany). ©bservation that where this education is
favoured “ideology (e.g. assimilation of immigrantss dominant over educational
effectiveness” (Baker 2001: 197) might serve alkia  answer this question.

1.2.1.2 Transitional bilingual education

In transitional bilingual education programmes laage minority students are taught through
their home language until they attain sufficierdffmiency in the majority language to cope in
mainstream education (Baker 2001: 198). In the UteAyporary mother tongue use might
extend over two yearsedrly exit transitional bilingual educatignor six years late exit
transitional bilingual education As Baker (2007: 133) pithily remarks, this tygiebilingual
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education, criticised by many academics for itsr&loonings (basically the ones listed
previously in relation to submersion educationasnmonly the educational option favoured
by politicians, who's motto could be summarisetinaaximal majority language experience”.
Typically, the political line of argumentation is$ed on the claim that “only by education
through the majority language will a child be givle greatest economic, social and cultural
opportunities” (Baker 2007: 134). Such beliefs mamparent that transitional bilingual
education is typically based on what could be ddldmedanguage-as-a-problerarientation
(Baker 2001; Hornberger 2006). In the USA, thisetyy education was emphasised by the
Bilingual Education Act, originally passed by ther@ress in 1968. The categorisation of
minority students as “limited English speaking’leets a compensatory model that aims at
remedying a language deficit. It should be noteat the 1994 reauthorization of the law
involved an ideological shift toward language-as-a-resourceiew, reflected also in the
change of the terminology as students were catgpras “English language learners”
(Hornberger 2006: 229).

1.2.1.3 Maintenance bilingual education
In maintenance types of bilingual education compe#an the two languages involved is the
intended outcome. Depending on the languages iadpldifferent types are distinguished.

Immersion bilingual education Conceptions of immersion bilingual education were
developed in the 1960s in Canada, where educatexpariments were set up upon (English
speaking) parents' initiatives, with the aim thait children become bilingual and biliterate
in French and English (the two official languagé<Canada) (Baker 2001: 204). Immersion
bilingual education spread rapidly in that counfcgtering about 288,000 students in 1990,
Siebert-Ott 2001: 153 aceWode 1995), and later in parts of Europe (impletegnvith the
aim to foster the bilingualism of autochthonougylaage minorities, as was the case in Wales,
or in the form of the so-called “European schooge section 1.2.3.2) and in many other
countries worldwide (Baker 2001: 357). It usuakypresents an optional, not a compulsory
type of education. The aim is that children reachnral achievement levels and become
bilingual and bicultural in two languages (usuallyo prestigious languages). Conceptions
vary regarding the children's age at which they irbethe educational experience
(kindergarten, 9-10 yrs, secondary level) and tm®unt of time spent in immersion, total
immersion in the second language commonly beginmiity 100% immersion per week,
partial immersion with 50%. As Romaine (1995: 2d&narks, most of the positive results of
bilingual education have been obtained from thigetyof acquisition context, which is
commonly related to the prestige of the languageslved, the qualifications and
commitment of the teachers, parents' involvemerthis type of education, the appreciation
of the children's home language at school, andréfetive homogeneity of the students'
experience in the languages (see Baker 2001: 20df358f. for detailed discussions).

Heritage language educationThis type of strong bilingual education aims at
promoting full bilingualism in the native, ethnic lberitage language (e.g. Navajo or Spanish
in the USA, the Aboriginal languages in Australisdnguage minority children are educated
through the minority and the majority language, by the minority language is used for
50% or more of the curriculum time.

Dual language bilingual educationin dual language bilingual education (atam way
immersion minority and majority language students, ideallyan equal number, are taught in
the same classroom with both languages being usednaedium of instruction (though not
during lessons, to keep boundaries between theudmss). Apart from fostering full
bilingualism, this type of education also aims ahancing communication between the
groups and cultural awareness.
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1.2.2 Bilingual education programmes: Variables

The preceding typology reveals that bilingual ediocavaries along different components
(cf. Table 1.1), namely, (a) status of the langsafminority vs. majority language), (b)
language competence(s) envisaged (full bilinguabsrmroficiency in the majority language),
(c) placement (segregation vs. mainstreaming),stdflents enrolled (with a minority or a
majority language background or both), and (e)callion of the languages in the curriculum
(cf. Baker 2007). As we will see next, a criticapaaisal of this variation adds a piece to the
puzzle of understanding variation in expectatiam$ @autcomes of bilingual education.

Table 1.1: Bilingual education variables.

Status of the Language Placement Students’ language Curriculum
languages competences background
envisaged
Minority / « full bilingualism « segregation * minority language ¢ equal distribution
majority language e+ majority language ¢ mainstreaming < majority language and status of the
proficiency (regular / « bilingual languages
* metalinguistic sheltered content « relation of home < selection of
skills instruction / pull- languages and subjects taught in
» academic out classes) languages of majority language
language « bilingual facilities  instruction
» conceptual * professionals’
literacy qualifications /
training

1.2.2.1 Status of the languages

One crucial component that distinguishes bilingeagication programmes is the status of the
languages involved. The choice of the languages usethe teaching of the curriculum
reflects the policies adopted toward the respedéimguages and their speakers. Strong forms
of bilingualism are most commonly promoted whee ldinguages involved are recognised as
co-official languages or are attributed prestiguegrecall that, in general, national ethnic
minorities commonly have more rights than immigrgrdaups, Romaine 1995: 246). Specific
school types have been established to promotayisof bilingualism (such as the European
schools in some European cities or the Internatisnhools, cf. Baker 2001: 223f. for a
description, section 1.2.3.2). Garcia et al. (2006) remark on the terminological shift
depending on the status of the languages involiredhéir terms, the power relationships
between the languages of instruction in relatioth® student). For example, education in a
language other than the mother tongue is attribthiedstatus ofmmersioneducation if it
involves language majority children, while it istegorised asubmersioneducation if it
involves language minority children. Notice, thougnat the terminological shift goes along
with a change in contextual variables, such asatrelability of immersion facilities or the
use of and value attributed to the mother tongnguage in the society at large.

1.2.2.2 Language competence(s) envisaged

From the perspective of the language competencesaged, the spectrum of bilingual
education options includes those that pursweeakand those that promotestrongform of
bilingualism. In this respect, submersion and titeorsal bilingual education are commonly
regarded as weak forms of bilingual education bgedle aim is not to foster bilingualism in
school (Baker 2001: 204). In contrast, immersidmgual education is considered a strong
form of bilingual education because bilingualisnthis intended outcome.
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As for the promotion of the mother tongue it ispomntant to distinguish between the
teaching of the language and the use of the largteaghe teaching of content matter, which
involves the learning through the language. Thitetadimension leads us to the issue of
which language varieties or registers are usetienctassroom, and what competence levels
the children are expected to attain in these. &g that bear risks related to a mismatch
between the skills in the two languages includecéses in which the L1 has no written form
as opposed to the L2, (b) students with a literdisyant social background, and (c) transitions
in the educational system that involve a changd®tanguage of instruction, as is the case in
transitional forms of bilingual education.

Academic language and conceptual literadaker (2007: 133) addresses the risk of a
language barrier that would result from the lackabfinment of the child's level in the L2
(majority language) and the level required in thetguage for a successful classroom
communication, once it is used as the only medidnmstruction. The importance of the
development ohcademic languagér academic success cannot be overemphasisedigor
through this specific type of communication thae tstudents learn to plan and realise
investigations, identify categories, express tlassumptions and conclusions, etc. (Siebert-
Ott 2001: 171). Some authors have remarked ondhd to look more closely at the choice of
linguistic means in particular communicative sitoias to better capture bilingual students’
development in the respective content areas (Si€ie2001: 173).

Another critical issue that has been discussethénliterature pertains to children’s
coping with conceptual literacy For example, some scholars in Germany have drawn
attention to language problems of students with igration background during primary
school, commonly underestimated by teachers péatiguduring the initial two years. These
problems become pronounced &f 8rade, that is, the time when the transition from
conceptual oracyto conceptual literacytakes place in primary education provided in this
country. This transition towards conceptual litgta®quiring an increased use of productive
and receptive language skills on the side of thenler, is also reflected in a change toward
the use of the written language register by thehteaand in the respective school materials. It
is interesting to note in this context that thisampe does not only pose a challenge to
immigrant children but also to German students, wéach primary education with quite
different language skills. For all those studentowhave not been raised in literacy oriented
families the lack of alignment of their spoken gway language skills and the academic
language used at school might negatively affedt tamdemic achievements (Gogolin 2007:
29). As Siebert-Ott (2001: 192) succinctly remar&se of the central aims of language
teaching in primary education should lie in therpodion of conceptual literacy in addition to
the traditional focus on litera@s a medium

Metalinguistic skills. Another dimension of variation with respect to ttenpetences
promoted concerns the extent to which the bilindeainers' metalinguistic awareness about
their own bilinguality, in general, and about theedfic linguistic, pragmatic and
sociolinguistic characteristics of their languagesparticular, is fostered. Further, as Garcia
et al. (2006: 37) point out, good multilingual sol® always need to includeritical
(language) awarenesss an important component of the curriculum, whertde attribute of
critical is used to address the component of reflectionpotential undemocratic or
discriminatory uses of the languages. Gogolin (2Q@j, in turn, introduces the notion of
bilingual habitusto capture the skills that should be fosteredlindgual childrert, that is

! Gogolin elaborates the notions of a monolingu@bd) and bilingual (200Mabituson the basis of the notion
of linguistic habitus which she definesensuBordieu- as "the set of dispositions in the fiefdanguage: to a
person’s notion of linguistic ‘normality’ and of égd’ language, to a society’s notion of ‘proper’ ywaof
language behaviour, of ‘legitimate’ language véoiag and practice. The term ... refers primarily be t
symbolic relations and signs by which language bexoa medium of power" (Gogolin 2006: 195).
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(...) eines Habitus des selbstbewusst in zwei oder metacisen lebenden Menschen, eines
Menschen, fur den es selbstverstandlich ist, desstdhdigung nicht immer gelingt, man sich
Uber Mittel zur Verstandigung oft erst verstandigemss und aufmerksam sein muss auf
sprachliche Nuancen und Differenzen, dass manadszthin sprachlich komplexen, heterogenen
Situationen differenziert zu verstandigen wég{R.) as a set of dispositions in an individual
living confidently with two or three languages; smme for whom it is self-evident that
communication may not always be successful, antl ithes often necessary to agree on
communication means and that one has to be sensttiVinguistic nuances and differences,
and, hence, that one is able to communicate iradifigal manner in linguistically complex and
heterogeneous situations.]

1.2.2.3 Placement

Choice of educational placement or institutionahiework is another dimension of variation
that has been widely debated. Separation of stadenesidential schools or in separate day
schools has occurred for diverse objectives, sobleas the mainstreaming of children with
different linguistic backgrounds in regular schodBetween these two options, there are
variants of bilingual education, such as the prionisof mother tongue language classes
(outside ordinary school hours) (not a type ofnglial education in a strict sense), the
provision of majority language teaching in withdedwor pull-out classes (pull-out
programmes in the USA and England, Baker 2001:,1@é)teaching of content through the
majority language in separate Sheltered Contertuictson classes (Sheltered English or
Sheltered Content English).

In the past, the assimilation goal was often pedsthrough the removal of minority
children from their parents and (physical) punishimtor speaking their language (see
Romaine 1995 for a discussion of such practices @&aottish children, and Baker 2001: 211
for Native American children). The opposite casgiien where minority language students
are denied access to education in the majoritydagg and educated in a separate placement
(Baker 2001: 200 refers to this type as “separatiBication”), as is the case of colonial
people or in apartheid regimes. Separate educatioght also aim at fostering
monolingualism in the minority language to protdw linguistic minority (as is the case of
some isolationist religious schools in the USA)K&a2001: 201).

It should be noted, though, that separation caalvedys be equalled with segregation
in the negative sense of the term. Indeed, strongd of bilingual education are fostered in
separate schools, as is the case of the Europdmmolscestablished in several European
countries (Baker 2001: 223), or the schools thstiefothe mother tongue of ethnic community
members, maintained by these communities or forgigmernments in many countries
worldwide (often these schools are private, feeifggyschools). As Garcia et al. (2006: 21)
succinctly remark, the interest physicallyintegrating minority students as early as possible
often overlooks linguistic and educational concerimxluding potential gaps in the
qualifications of the teaching staff to deal witmaltilingual student population.

Submersion or transitional bilingual programmefer@d at mainstream schools may
involve pull-out classes (Baker 2001: 197) for the teaching of ttegority language. As
pointed out by Baker (2001: 197) the withdrawaltbé children may go along with a
stigmatisation of the children for their abseno&:withdrawal child may be seen by peers as
‘remedial’, 'disabled’ or 'limited in English'.” iSholds equally of so-callegheltered Content
Instructionoffered in the USA, where children are taughtdbeiculum in simplified English
(with specific materials and methods), although thmédren may profit from a greater
opportunity of participation (being less inhibiteah)d the teachers might be more sensitive to
the cultural and linguistic needs of the children.

In the USA, the overrepresentation of bilingualldien in Special Education (Baker
2001: 304), allocated in such programmes becausdlegied learning difficulties, suggests
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that special education might have been used as\é & hidden form of segregationist
education of language minority children (see Bak@01l: 309 and McSwan & Rolstad for
detailed discussions of the assessments used).

A sub-component of bilingual education that isatetl to the institutional context
pertains to the bilingual or immersion facilitiegadable, including the qualification of the
school personnel, empirically tested teaching medfeand a supportive school philosophy.
The success of bilingual immersion programmes rigstgely on the qualifications of the
school personnel (including teachers, support ,staffministrative staff and the school
management), their language profiles and commitrteebtlingualism. Indeed, the relevance
of the latter should not be underestimated foras been found that successful bilingual
education is achieved in institutions with a firamamitment to bilingualism, in addition to a
strong leadership and positive achievement expentga{Gogolin 2007: 31).

On a critical note, there is a continuing lackappropriate teacher training for bilingual
education (Baker 2007: 140), informing teachersuabbow to work in a bilingual
environment, appropriately using and allocatinghdahguages in the classroom.

1.2.2.4 Students’ profiles

Variation in bilingual education programmes alsotgias to the language background of the
children that are taught together in one classraam, to the relation of the home languages
and the languages of instruction used in the schsiidents may have a monolingual or
bilingual home, and the home language(s) may or maaye used as languages of instruction
in the schools. In the USA, an equal number of BhdlL1 and Spanish L1 children is taught
in so-called Dual Language Schools (adopting a mdldat is referred to as two-way
immersion programme in other countriésh immersion bilingual education, all or the
majority of the children have a majority languagekground.

It is interesting to note that while there is amaeeness of the increasing heterogeneity
of the student population with an immigrant backg (or language background other than
the official national language), the question ofwhim cater for this heterogeneity within a
bilingual model of education is seldom addressed imay that would deliver a solution to
this challenge. Instead, the answer to this ditsersigenerally to ignore it, while praising the
integration into the majority society through maiaaming (we will come back to this view
in our discussion of the situation in Germany, iseci.2.3). The only programmes that have
been put into practice to cater for diverse langgagre the European Schools, originally
implemented to promote the bilingualism of studemith a mother tongue belonging to the
group of languages of the European Union. Hencspiried by the Berlin experience with
European Schools, one possible conception of mlihgeducation catering for a
heterogeneous population is the association ofadsha a city Schulverbung providing
bilingual education in different language combioas (Siebert-Ott 2001: 175). International
schools typically have a heterogeneous studentlatgo but only seldom offer teaching in
the home languages of the children (rarely “immigiréanguages).

1.2.2.5 Curriculum languages

Types of bilingual education are commonly distirstnéid in relation to (a) how much content
matter is taught through the respective languames,which subject areas are taught through
which language (notice that this excludes the teaclf one of the two languages as a
foreign language as a form bilingual education, cf. also Baker 2007: 131), and (b) Ywbet

2 Roughly, in these schools the subject curriculsntaught in one language or the other during atarg
periods (these can be a day or a week long) (B2@r: 135).
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and how heritage or mother tongue development @mpted across the curriculum.
Transitional bilingual education uses the childseiome language only temporarily
(commonly during a limited time in primary educatjp with no content teaching in that
language after that time. In heritage languagendpilal education, the curriculum is taught
through the heritage language, particularly durthg early school years, whereas an
increasingly equal distribution of the two langusgaight occur in secondary schooling.
Programmes also vary with respect to whether otheyt include dirst language programme
that would specify aims and goals of the promotainthat language (through language
lessons dedicated to the teaching of the languagealso through the fostering of the
language during lessons dedicated to the teacliiognbent matter).

Language distribution.The choice of the subjects taught in either languagyht affect
the status attributed to the languages used. Fonpbe, the majority language is often used in
the teaching of science and mathematics, whictiomies the status of the majority language,
its “prestigious value” (Baker 2007: 139). Sieb®tt-(2001: 167) remarks on the lack of a
consensus regarding the choice of subjects thdt dmitaught in a second language (other
than social sciences) in the context of the bilalgsecondary education programmes in
Germany. As this author points out, the teachingaitiral sciences in the foreign language,
particularly in English, would be in line with thele this language assumes in the
international communication in this area. At thenedime, however, the development of this
language as a kind dihgua francawould further weaken the role of the other langsag
relegating them to the status of everyday language.

The question of which languages are used to tednth subjects also leads us to the
crucial question of the role of language in theckéag and learning of content matter, and,
ultimately, to the role language assumes whennteto the academic achievements of the
students. The choice of the subjects subsumed wodéal sciences within the CLIL model
(Content and Language Integrated Learnirgge section 1.2.3.2 below) not only have the
advantage that initially the content can be intemtlthrough direct demonstration (consider
the use of maps, pictures etc). Notice that thehieg and learning of content in subjects such
as geography or history involves knowledge at thesll of content, method and language.
Irrespective of language choice, students needamlthe respective specialised vocabulary,
special language register and concepts.

1.2.3 Bilingual education in Germany

Throughout the preceding sections, we have eladdran bilingual education, its main
objectives and the spectrum of variation regardiggway it is put into practice from a rather
general perspective. In this section, we will byie€laborate on the status of bilingual
education in Germany. This will allow us to put gtatus of sign bilingual education in this
country -a topic we will take up later in this wqdhapter 3)- into perspective.

In recent years, bilingualism and the questionswbkther and how it should be
promoted in the educational domain are receivingngneased attention in Germany (cf.
Gogolin 2007, Gogolin & Neumann 2009, Siebert-G20P). At the level of educational
conceptions two different scenarios need to bendisished. On the one hand, demographic
changes owing to migration raise the question ot o cater for the linguistic needs and
abilities of an increasingly heterogeneous studpapulation with diverse linguistic
backgrounds. On the other hand, the extent to weniichitional linguistic competences should
be promoted is an issue that needs to be addreissette face of an increasing
internationalisation of the society.
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1.2.3.1 The monolingual habitus vis-a-vis linguistdiversity

In Germany, mainstreaming in terms of submersido the majority language (German)

constitutes the main type of education providedttalents with a non-German background
(Neumann 2009: 320; Siebert-Ott 2001: 200). They ankasure acknowledging the non-
German background of these students consists dfiaud home language lessons provided
outside regular school hours. Immersion programmesstly without consideration of the

mother tongue are provided to children who recemtignigrated to the country (Neumann
2009: 320).

Over the last decades the proportion of studeitis & non-German background has
been increasing. At the beginning of the 1990s aB06&o of the student population grew up
with two or more languages, acquiring German ascargd or foreign language. Twenty years
on, about 30% of the students in Germany have enpavho immigrated to Germany and
whose mother tongue is not German (Kritka 2014 Chmmonly, the percentage is reported
to be higher in urban areas. In the educationalailonmowever, the linguistic situation of the
children with a non-German background as they dhtischool system is hardly taken into
consideration (Neumann 2009: 319).

From a language planning perspective, there &la df a policy that would attempt to
resolve the discrepancy between the monolinguall idé linguistic homogeneity and the
actual linguistic heterogeneity of the society. dreas continue to regard monolingualism as
the norm and to act as if they were dealing wilbenogeneous student population that would
have to be prepared to live in a homogeneous, rran@! society (Siebert-Ott 2001: 181).
Clearly, themonolingual habitugGogolin 1994) of teachers and institutions thaitmue to
cling to a static and monolithic one language-oagon ideology clashes with the dynamics
of a changing demography.

Interestingly, in educational research, the pesitiesults of immersion programmes
documented in Canada have been translated inteageemption that the choice ohe
language of instruction throughout the whole cuitm is to be favoured over the usetwb
teaching languages (cf. Siebert-Ott 2001: 155 fdisaussion). Although this interpretation
differs radically from the actual reality in Canadiprogrammes (depending on the type of
immersion programme, the L1 is used as a langufigpstouction from the beginning or after
the two initial immersion years), the claim hasveédras a justification for the mainstreaming
of students with a migration background (Siebett2001: 156).

As the monolingual myth continues to persist ie #ducational area, it is hardly
surprising that lower academic achievements anlenigrop-out rates in further education of
students with a migration background are readitgrppreted as an effect of their “language
problem” (Siebert-Ott 2001: 199), that is, famignguage background (Gogolin 2007: 28).
While the linguistic background is a factor to lmnsidered, the evidence obtained in nation-
wide OECD studies (e.g. PISA 2000, 2003) wherebgestts enrolled at schools in Germany
from the beginning have been found to reach lowhrewement levels than those who started
education in their country of origin, raises theesfion about potential deficits in the
educational system. Certainly, lack of language metences necessary for school
achievement in students who have spent their estineol life at German schools calls into
question the effectiveness of instruction (Gog@@®7: 19). It is important to note that this
conclusion is not exclusive to the German contéxit is a common observation in the
evaluation of submersion education. As we remartkszh in our brief sketch of this type of
education (section 1.2.1.1), educational effecidgsnas a goal is superseded by socio-
political (ideological) considerations in the adoptof submersion education.

The role of language background in majority langge teaching One of the major
controversial issues at the level of educationaiceptions pertains to the teaching of the
majority language (German) and whether and to vexa&nt the home languages of the
children should have a place in language classes.
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In a detailed study on the available types ohigiial education in Germany, Siebert-Ott
(2001: 200) remarks that there is no consensustdimmu German should be taught as a
subject to an increasingly heterogeneous studegomilation, nor is there a consensus about
the status that should be attributed to the mipdaihguages of children that are often third-
generation immigrant children. Notice that the debeoncerns the extent to which the
languages of origin should be considered in thehieg of the majority language, the
teaching of content matter through the studentsihimanguages being only a marginal issue
in such debates.

Some scholars have argued in favour of the bewfitontrastive teaching for all
children, for their language development, identiyilding and communication in the
classroom. Others maintain that for immigrant aleifdthis type of awareness raising is of
little benefit if not counterproductive, particularfor students with a literacy-distant
background and low competence levels in the mgjtaitguage. Some scholars would even
go so far as to claim that those who migrated discded to give up their language and
culture of origin (cf. Siebert-Ott 2001: 182f. fadiscussion).

Lack of a holistic conceptionin recent years, supportive measures targetiagénly
stages of language acquisition in children withigration background have been developed.
These initiatives can be understood as a reactiorthé documented lower academic
achievement levels of students with a non-Germaguage background. However, they are
available only occasionally and are often providedhout any additional institutional
support. Further, there is a general lack of comiilbn of these activities and primary
education, with the effect that nursery and presthatiatives are not taken up in primary
education. The lack of coordinated action is paldidy striking because it affects children’'s
development at a time that is critical for theindaage development (Gogolin 2007: 62). In
sum, despite the relevance attributed to a systemabntinuous and coherent language
promotion for a successful development of bilingadaildren at the level of research,
educational practices in Germany are such thastiments are confronted with discontinuous
language experiences.

The remaining shortcomings in the education of etisl with a non-German
background makes apparent that there is a lackhafligtic conception that would integrate
language and content learning, as it is done ineaisodf bilingual education targeting other
language groups (Siebert-Ott 2001: 200). Howewelike in traditional models of bilingual
education focusing on the promotion of two langsadiee conception envisaged would have
to be conceived of to promote language and com¢anting in a linguistically heterogeneous
student population (Siebert-Ott 2001: 200). Furteeholars have remarked on continuity as a
criterion for success of what should besystematidanguage promotion over a prolonged
period of time (Gogolin 2007: 20). It should be etthat the implementation of a coherent
policy along these lines represents a challengkedrGerman context given that (a) education
iIs a devolved matter (owing to the country’s fetlerganisation), with each of the Federal
States having separate systems, (b) the foundptiase is shorter than in the majority of
countries with a developed education system, andpfeschool, primary and secondary
education are strictly separated (Gogolin 2007: 20)

Education in Germany is characterised not onlyviayiation among the multiple
separate systems implemented in the different Bé@ates; it is also organised in such a
way that the foundation and preschool stage arerutie charge of a variety of institutions
(including non-governmental ones), which is also factor why a comprehensive
documentation of distribution and characteristi€®education programmes, including those
with a bilingual orientation, is unavailable thus {Gogolin 2007: 40). In their 2013 report,
the Federal Ministries of education, too, remarkt thilingual modules are increasingly
included in the curriculum but are seldom captunedthe statistics (KMK 2013: 10).
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Originally provided mainly in secondary educatidsilingual education is increasingly
offered also in primary education (KMK 2013: 10).

1.2.3.2 Types of bilingual education programmes

Bilingualism in majority language children has beammoted in individual programmes

through the teaching of content matter in a fordemuage as of the late 1960s; yet the
limited scope of these measures, too, reflects axdgal enthusiasm towards bilingualism.
Basically, bilingual education is offered eitherthe form of dual-immersion programmes
(mostly in primary education) or in the for@ontent and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL)
in a foreign language (mostly in secondary eduoatiNeumann 2009: 320).

Content and language integrated learningn Germany, bilingual programmes in
German and French (and later English and a few daéinguages) have been implemented at
several secondary schools as of 1969 (KMK 2013A8jat is currently dubbed &dingualer
Sachfachunterrichin German corresponds with the notionGifiL used at a European level
(KMK 2013: 3, Neumann 2009: 320k this model, the foreign language is regarded as
“partner language” (Siebert-Ott 2001: 154). Ori¢iynaleveloped with the language pair
German-French, other languages involved includeutalian, Spanish, Russian or Greek
(Siebert-Ott 2001: 165). Prior to the teaching afitent matter in one to three subjects in the
partner language (as of grade 7), students leanaihguage in foreign language classes
(Siebert-Ott 2001: 167). According to the Minissrief Culture of the Federal States, this type
of bilingual education is the favoured option.

The main objective of these programmes is thatstiveents, who typically have a
monolingual German language background, reachtalbigel of language competence in the
foreign language and, hence, a high degree ofdoiéihty. Also, language awareness and
metalinguistic competences are expected to be pgeam@eumann 2009: 320). Empirical
studies suggest that these expectations are meK(RDA3: 19). Also, it is expected that the
students develop a bicultural competence in therseowf the bilingual education. The
awareness about the relevance of this aspect bscapparent in the statements expressed in
the 1960s regarding German-French bilingual edoativith a political dimension that is
best understood against the backdrop of the gepelitical aim of promoting the partnership
between France and Germany (in fact, for decatiestype of bilingual education involved
German and French and was only later extendedh&y tdnguages, KMK 2013: 3).

Two way-immersion programme#s of the early 1990s several two-way immersion
programmes have been established in Germany in ganhary education (Siebert-Ott 2001
199). The Berlin European School model catersHerlinguistic and cultural heterogeneity of
a capital city by offering bilingual education inffdrent language pairs at different school
sites. This type of bilingual education, in whictudents are grouped according to the
language pairs they acquire, and in which carakert about a balanced number of students
with respect to their language background, is gdhyefavoured over a random grouping of
students with diverse language backgrounds (Si€her2001: 198). The objectives of this
type of bilingual education include the acquisitiointhe second language in its spoken and
written modality, as well as an age-adequate prmmoof the children's home language
(Neumann 2009: 322). Because of the diversity ofifalanguage backgrounds, this model
also promotes intercultural learning (Neumann 2(G23).

1.2.4 Bilingual education: Challenges along the e=ch, policy, practice axis

Throughout the preceding sections we have sketttteedhajor variables that determine how
bilingual education is put into practice. The spatt of bilingual options portrayed reveals
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that different, often conflicting, objectives arargued in bilingual education, whereby the
linguistic aim (promotion of bilingualism) is oftesuperseded by educational objectives
(academic achievements) and socio-political expiects (full competence in the majority

language, linguistic homogeneity). This is reflelcia the typology of bilingual education

conceptions sketched at the beginning of this @ects List (2009: 257) remarks, attributive
opposites such as transitory vs. maintenance tgpdslingualism show how descriptive

linguistic models have developed into controverp@itions at the programmatic level in the
domain of educational policy. Certainly, a disceurthat is marked by an advantage-
disadvantage dichotomy “subjects bilingualism aschsuto fundamentally opposite

evaluations” (List 2009: 257, our transl.). In tlmsntext, it is important to emphasise, once
again, the relevance of taking the historical tiadiinto consideration because it “sets the
framework for the controversies which play out aubilingual education in the present
day” (Gogolin 2011: 232). As it turns out, the laock a consensus in the evaluation of
bilingual education originates in different viewboat the value of bilingualism and the

linguistic resources of bilingual individuals. Witately, attributions of success or failure of
bilingual education programmes, as it is outlingddwgolin (2011: 237), are

- explicitly or implicitly- related to a normativbasis. If, in principle, the value of bilingual
education is determined by the point of view thaifipiency in both languages counts, the
evaluation and judgement of the 'success' or ®fftess' of bilingual education models will
turn out differently from approaches in which onhe results inone language, namely the
majority language, count as a yardstick.

1.2.4.1 Educational objectives and evaluation oftcomes

Crucially, the tension that arises between educati@nd linguistic objectives pursued
through language policies of modern nation states tontinue to be monolingual in
orientation is also reflected in evaluations of thtcomes of bilingual education. The
ongoing debate about the benefits or the effectigerf bilingual education, often dubbed as
the bilingualism controversycf. the contributions in Gogolin & Neumann 200&; a recent
discussion), reveals that there is no agreementitatwhat .. the valuable outcomes of
schooling” should be (Baker 2001: 231).

Scholars dedicated to the investigation of theaues of bilingual education vary in
their general evaluation of the benefits of a lilial promotion (see Baker 2001: 229 f. for a
detailed discussion; Siebert-Ott 2001 for a sumnudryhe debate in Germany). Hence, it
comes as no surprise that the question about wigatistic and non-linguistic skills should be
assessed to judge bilingual education successfabbhas not been established yet (Baker
2001: 231). It must be noted that the lack of aseosus about the benefits of bilingual
education at the level of research represents drikeomajor impediments to articulate a
proposal for change at the political level (seeeE®006 for a critical evaluation). Indeed,
while the power of bilingualism research could iieholding up a mirror to socio-political
imbalances, research continues to be fragmentedilmating this way to the perpetuation of
myths that reinforce inequality. Consequently, we kft full circle in a situation that is
determined by the inter-dependence of researcltypahd practice.

The picture that emerges upon a critical appraistie contradicting evaluations is that
the status of a language, which reflects the statuts speakers, is a decisive factor when it
comes to the extent to which it is promoted in ation. Notice that the economic value
attributed to bilingual education is commonly ackfexiged only in the case of the
multilingual promotion of prestige languages, desmost-benefit analyses indicating the
benefits of bilingual education, in terms of lovaudent drop-out rates, higher achievement
levels, skilled work force and reduced unemploynrames that would make it an attractive
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option also for other student groups. Indeed, diad education has been estimated to have
comparable expenditure costs to mainstream (mamnadih) programmes (Baker 2007: 143).

As for the overall socio-political climate in Geanmy we conclude that it is such that it
is not overly favourable to bilingualism, eithernmajority language or in minority language
children. We may advance, therefore, the challeregesuntered by those who advocate for
the bilingual option in deaf education (see secfiah2 below) in a socio-political context in
which linguistic diversity continues to be widelggarded as a problem, rather than as a
resource. Where th@onolingual habitugs identified as one of the elements contributmg
the structural inertia of the educational systerod@in 1994: 30), we might ponder about
how it might be overcome.

1.2.4.2 Bilingual education and academic achievertgen

Because language is so intimately intertwined wktfowledge attainment and general
development, expectations on language skills athiand educational outcomes are often
confounded in evaluations of bilingual educatios. Baker (2001: 231) succinctly remarks
“bilingual education, whatever type or model, is guarantee of effective schooling.” Put
differently, there is more to education than theich of language only. Today, there is a
consensus that bilingualisgmer seis not a problem. Quite to the contrary, the aldé
research indicates that early bilingual education §oes not impose excessive demands,
neither on children with, nor on children withoutnagratory background. This holds true
regardless of whether the two languages are baiqgir@d simultaneously or successively”
(Siebert-Ott 2001: 201, our transl.) This obsepratis in line with the findings obtained in
the area of developmental linguistics about bilmldanguage acquisition (Plaza-Pust 2016).

Variables affecting outcomes/ariation in the results obtained in the area ibhgual
education must be regarded in relation to contéxtaaables (type of bilingual education,
sociolinguistic and socio-political characteristafsthe environment) and individual variables
(students investigated, parental involvement aadher motivation) that ultimately determine
how bilingual education is actually put into praeti More differentiated accounts would
address achievement levels for different curricaliggas, identifying those areas that would
need to be subjected to closer inspection of theancing factors.

Status of the language$he status of languages in a given social contextemarked
upon previously, determines the extent to whichytlaee promoted in education. It is
interesting to note in this context that not alh+territorial linguistic minorities function alike
at the socio-political and socio-linguistic levelRomaine (2004: 392) highlights the
differences between linguistic minorities in the AJghat are commonly assumed to be
reflected in educational outcomes. For example, ceonng their sociolinguistic
characteristics, this author distinguishes betw&mste-like” immigrant communities (e.g.
Mexican or Native Americans in the US) and autonosmainorities (the Ultra-Orthodox
Jewish community). According to this author, edigratfailure is common in the former
whilst it is not in the latter, which she takes @s indication that the latter type is not
subordinate either politically or economically.

Parental involvementAnother factor that has been found to affect estinent levels
of both monolingual and bilingual students concdemguage practices in the family. In a
review of the available research, Gogolin (2007:r28narks how mother-child interactions in
families with a literary orientation already prepahe children toward a written language
oriented language use. Further, better results temen found for those students with a
literacy distant background that were explicitlydasystematically introduced to the
difference between everyday and academic language.

Conception of bilingual educationn our discussion of the variables that distisgui
bilingual education programmes it became appatattthe linking of content and language
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learning, as it occurs in immersion bilingual ediarg is considered to be one of the best
predictors in the evaluation of bilingual educatfmmoegrammes (Siebert-Ott 2001: 19ace
Thomas & Collier 1997). Two-way bilingual immersieducation has been found to deliver
better results for immigrant children, which, bys@asption, is related to the comprehensive
conception of linguistic, content and inter-cultuesrning underlying this type of education.
In general, the success of bilingual programmegaasted out by Siebert-Ott (2001: 194),
rests largely on the availability of an overall ception, including such fundamental
components as the availability of a well-definedriculum, teaching materials, specific
training measures, and a school philosophy supmpttie programme. The irony of such a
conclusion is that one would take such a conceptmrbe a requisite for any type of
education.

1.2.4.3 The “bilingual” label revisited

We conclude this chapter by taking up the issuth@frather generic use of the term bilingual
to designate educational programmes. In view ofvdngety of models described, including
those pursuing a subtractive type of bilingual ediwn, we believe that it is useful to narrow
the scope of the term and reserve it to educatioere&vsome, most or all subject content is
taught through two or more languages (cf. Baker72a@1, Garcia et al. 2006: 13, among
others). Further, we believe that a distinctiondse®® be made between those schools that
“tolerate” bilingualism and those that “exert ediimaal effort” (Garcia et al. 2006: 14). The
latter, as Garcia et al. (2006: 14) explain cutévthe children's languages, by taking into
account and building further on “the diversity bketlanguages and literacy practices that
children and youth bring to school.” Finally, we wld like to argue in favour of the
ecologicalapproach to multilingualism in education “cent@u the dynamic and changing
conditions of the complex historical, ideologicsffuctural, and practical contexts in which
people use different languages and different viagedf languages in society and schools”
(Garcia et al. 2006: 20).



2 Changing perspectives in deaf education

In this chapter we turn our attention to the edocabf deaf students and the changing status
of sign language from a historical perspective. Wik see that the use of signs or sign

language in the teaching of deaf students is notrapletely new phenomenon although it

was not conceived of in terms bilingual education at the time. The historical sketch also
reveals changing perspectives in the understamafirfg) deafness (as more knowledge was
gathered about the effects of hearing loss), andlgibguage (as more knowledge was

gathered about the linguistic system, in particuaathe level of phonology, and articulation).

As views about deafness and language have evolvedtbe centuries, so have the main

objectives pursued in the education of deaf childveéhich is, in turn, reflected in a changing

emphasis on the aim of catering for the specifiedseand abilities of deaf children, on the

one hand, and the objective of remedying hearisg, lon the other hand.

2.1 Early records of deaf education

Little is known about sign languages, the languagjgaviour of their users and the status of
these languages in education and the societygs latil fairly recently. What can be gleaned
from studies on the early records of deaf individuase of signs to communicate and the first
attempts to educate deaf children is that manualnshef communication — where they were
used — were not being referred to akmguageon a par with spoken languages or deaf
individuals as bilinguals However, questions concerning theniversal nature of
gesture/signing (Woll 2003: 9), or the use of mamu@ans of communication (in particular,
the use of manual alphabets) have been addressrdtke beginnings of deaf education.

Beginning in the mid 18 century, the history of the education of deaf argih is not
only marked by developments specific to the teaghearning situation of deaf children, such
as the use of manual means (manual alphabets)ppoduthe teaching of the written
language, but also by changes in the society geJdor example, concerning the increasing
urbanisation in Western countries and the provigibruniversal primary education in the
second half of the fcentury (Winzer 1993: 7). Information on individases of literate
deaf individuals already circulated in Europe asttw 14" century suggesting that the
teaching of deaf children was not only an issutb@theoretical level but was already tackled
in practice by anonymous people (Gascén-Ricao &cBtale Gracia y Asensio 2004: 82).
The first attempts to educate deaf children comttad the longstanding belief that deaf
individuals were debilitated intellectually (it wassumed that hearing loss implied the loss of
the faculty of reason), a view that had been imfteel for nearly two thousand years by the
views expressed by Aristotle in th& gentury B.C. (Winzer 1990: 18). The first reconds
the education of deaf students date from tHecgtury, a time that was characterised by the
liberal atmosphere of the Renaissance which hadghtoabout a new interest in humanistic
principles, individuality and learning (Winzer 1995; Gras 2006: 247; Gunther 1996: 107);
attempts were made to demonstrate that disablesbpercould learn and achieve, whereby
deaf individuals were considered first, followed bind and only much later mentally
retarded people (Winzer 1990: 31).

The next sections are dedicated to a discussi@omie of the main milestones in the
early history of deaf education until the end oé thd" century, namely, (a) the private
teaching of deaf students through the use of varmoathods, (b) the establishment of deaf
schools, and (c) the rise of the education meticodsroversy.
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2.1.1 Teachers of deaf students

The early history of the education of deaf studestsnarked by the influential work of

several teachers of the deaf. Historical documesnteal that individual deaf children from

the aristocracy were taught by private tutors (ofteothers from religious congregations) in
the 14" century. The teaching of the spoken language dsettchildren occurred with two

main objectives: a legal one (that they could biesht® property) and a religious one (that
they learn about the Lord's word).

From a historical perspective it is interestingréonark on the spread of information
about the methods developed as of th& &éntury from one country to another, through
reports of chroniclers, publications, or correspnwk between advocates of distinct
approaches. Professionals were eager to keep Upthet latest developments. However,
although the invention of printing in the 1450s\pded a major impetus to the dissemination
of knowledge, individual professionals often refied form disseminating their knowledge
because they were much more concerned about thmamal benefit from keeping their
successful method secret. In addition, some ofiteedocuments were written with the aim
to report on the teachers' success rather tharrawide a faithful documentation of the
methods used (Gascon-Ricao & Storch de Gracia nw#se2004; Monaghan 2003), which
imposes caution on some of the interpretations lavai in the literature about the
achievements described by the teachers themselviesiochroniclers.

Table 2.1provides an overview of the main tenets and amiiof some of the most
influential figures in the history of deaf educati®Vhat can be gleaned from this overview is
that beginning with a focus on the teaching of wWréten language and the use of manual
communication means (manual alphabets and sigms)dévelopment of deaf education is
characterised by diverging views on the languagles & be promoted and the means used to
achieve these aims. While it is beyond the scoghisfwork to discuss these developments in
detail, we will elaborate on some of the main clesnigitroduced by some of the key figures
listed inTable 2.1

Table 2.1: The influential work of teachers of theaf in the 17-19centuries

Publicatiori* / school founded Main tenets / method
Pedro Ponce de * Focuses on teaching/learning of the written
Leon language
(15067-1584) * Promotes use of fingerspelling and signs in

the teaching/learning of the written language
and in communicative interactions

* Teaches word spelling, fingerspelling, and
articulation of sounds

Manuelllr?amirez * Focuses on teaching/learning of the written
de Carrion language and the spoken language
(1579- 1652) * Uses fingerspelling

Juan Pablo Bonet « Reduction de las letras y arte para ® Teaches the written languaged the spoke
(1573-1633) ensefar a ablar a los muddgirst language

% The information provided is based on Tellings 19@&scon-Ricao & Storch de Gracia y Asensio 2004,
Sutton-Spence 2003, Winzer 1990.

* Publications listed (appearing in italics) are exthaustive.
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Publication® / school founded Main tenets / method

practical treatise in the art of teaching Uses fingerspelling
the deaf; publication includes manual  qcyses on the articulation of sounds

alphabet.)
John Wallis * Grammatica linguae anglicanae. Cui® Teaches through written language
(1616-1703) praefigur, De loquela sive sonorumme  Uses manual alphabet for the teaching of
formastione, tractatus speech (fingerspelling, like writing, was
grammaticophysikugGrammar of assumed to represent speech)

English for non-English speakers;  « gmphasises learning the words’ meaning
contains description of vocal organs,  pefore their articulation

nature of voice and analysis of
phonetics of English.)

John Bulwer ¢ Chirologia or the Naturall Language * Uses signs as a complement to speech
(1614-1684) of the Hand * Uses bimanual alphabet
* Philocophus, or the Deafe and Dumbe Emphasises value of lipreading
Man’s Friende

William Holder e Elements of Speech: an essay of * Uses manual alphabet and signs
(1616-1698) inquiry into the natural production of « Emphasises speech and articulation before
letters: with an appendix concerning  writing
persons deaf and dum@.reatise on
the nature of language, and the
teaching of deaf people to illustrate
new theories)

Johan Conrad * Surdus loquens ¢ Advocates primacy of spoken language for
Amman * Dissertatio de loquela the development of thought
(1669-1724) .

Believes that the feeling of vocal organs in
sound articulation reptes inner speech, a
speechreading acoustic perception in deaf
individuals

* Teaches sound articulation /sound inventory

* Regards speech image, written image and
sound as a unit

Jacob Rodrigue e First professional teacher of the deafe Stimulates residual hearing to improve

Péreire in France speech production

(1715-1780) * Regards speech as the goal in deaf education
Thqmas * Braidwood academy, Edinburgh ¢ Advocates oral techniques

Braidwood (first private academy catering for e Uses speech, written language, lipreading,
(1715-1806) deaf students) fingerspelling, signed-spoken

communication

Charles Michel de e |instruction des sourds et muets pare Asserts that sign language is the natural

I'Epée la voie des signes méthodiques language of deaf people
(1712-1789) * La véritable maniere d'instruire les * Develops system of methodical signs
sourds et muets e Emphasises intellectual approach to deaf
* French National Institute for Deaf- education, stimulating students’ thought
Mutes, Paris

(first government sponsored school
deaf children in Paris)

Samuel Heinicke e School for the deaf in Leipzig * Advocates the primacy of speech for mental
(1727-1790) development (human thought being possible
only by the spoken word)
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Publication® / school founded Main tenets / method

* Emphasises articulation

¢ Believes inner sensation of articulation to be
the basis for development of inner thought

¢ Acknowledges use of written language and
signs as a supportive means in class

* Rejects fingerspelling in class

Johannes Vatter * Emphasises speech (no word should be
(1842-1916) written before the child could speak it)
¢ Uses kinaesthetic training for speech
production

Early records of deaf education in Spaifthe origins of deaf education in the™and 17"
centuries in Spain are commonly associated withitHaential work of three individuals,
namely, Pedro Ponce de Léon, Manuel Ramirez ded@aand Juan Pablo Bonet (Gascon-
Ricao & Storch de Gracia y Asensio 2004; Gunth&6l®lann 2004; Werner 1932). From a
historical perspective, it is interesting to ndtattthe beginnings of deaf education associated
with the work of these individuals were triggereg the high incidence of deafness in the
Spanish aristocracy.

Indeed, a coincidence of developments tied tdisi@ry of the Velasco family in Spain
paves the way for the development of deaf educat®nf the 18 century. Beginning with
two deaf boys sent to a monastery around 1550 whesewere to be brought up by a monk,
Pedro Ponce de Leon, the developments continuedt aleoenty years later as the Velasco
family was to choose Manuel Ramirez de Carriérhageacher of a three year old child that
suffered hearing loss. Juan Pablo Bonet, appoilated as a secretary of the family was to
write down the methods adopted in teaching dedfliedn, possibly upon his observations of
Ramirez's work. Each one of the three key figumedributed his way to the development of
deaf education. As Werner (1932: 132, our trapsit} it, “a lucky inventor had invented half
unconsciously the method of teaching the spokegulage and thereby demonstrated that it
was possible, a conscientious teacher had perféctad trained it practically, and a clever
man and good writer had eventually given the ide#@iouance.” Hence, though developed in
the teaching of individual aristocratic childrehetmethods elaborated by their tutors may be
considered to have been of benefit of deaf educatigeneral (cf. Werner 1932: 12).

Information on the teaching of deaf students inipvas to spread to other countries in
the first half of the 1% century, mainly through Franciscus Vallesius' bd@le sacra
philosophia” (published first in Turin 1587) (Wern£932: 118) and through the work of
Kenelm Digby who visited Spain in 1623 and metdkaf individuals taught by Carrion, and
who also learned about Bonet's publication. LitHedocumented about the methods used
around 1545 by Fray Ponce de Leon, a Spanish Bamedimonk, commonly mentioned as
the first known teacher of deaf students (Winze&d(t82), although he was not a teacher by
profession. Despite the paucity of historical doeuts there is agreement that Ponce focused
on the teaching/learning of the written language. i#l reported to have used signs and a
manual alphabet with his students (Gascon-Ricaoté&c8 de Gracia y Asensio 2004).
Neither did Ramirez de Carridn, the first teacHeathe deaf by profession (a teacher who had
also taught reading and writing to hearing indial$), document the method he elaborated
for the teaching of reading and writing, and ultiela also of the spoken language to deaf
children. As remarked upon by Werner (1932: 12,)20is understandable that he would not
have been interested in disseminating his methodngthat intellectual property was not
protected at the time and professionals like Raandiee Carrion were making their living on
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their expertise. Unfortunately, however, the segraloout the methods used also prevented
them from being used for the benefit of other ddalidren Gascén-Ricao & Storch de Gracia
y Asensio 2004: 86).

Pablo Bonet's publication in 162Bgduction de las letras y arte para ensefiar a ablar
los mudos)he first publication dedicated to the educatiorde&f children, breaks with the
tradition of secrecy (Gascén-Ricao & Storch de @GrgcAsensio 2004: 143). However, there
is some debate about the originality of his workhis concise study of historical records of
the beginnings of deaf education Spain, WernerZ1®8ints out that the method elaborated
in Bonet's publication was not originally his owuatlvather the method devised and used by
Ramirez de Carrion (cf. also Plann 2004: 59, bet Gascén-Ricao & Storch de Gracia y
Asensio 2004: 163 who take note of the accusatioglismiss them as false). We will not
delve into the controversy over the alleged plagmarany further because it is beyond the
scope of this work to settle this issue. Suffickoitmention here that despite the allegations
there is a consensus on the relevance of Bonetisilmation to deaf education by publishing
the first volume on the matter (Werner 1932: 13).

In a nutshell, the relevance of the work of PorRRamirez and Bonet can be seen in
their focus on the teaching/learning of the writi@mguage, the use of manual alphabets in the
teaching of the spelling of words and in the comitation between deaf and hearing
individuals. Neither Ponce, nor Ramirez or Bonek eingage in the teaching of lipreading,
although some of their pupils are reported to hdmee remarkably well in lipreading. The
deaf learners instructed by these figures alsoldped spoken language skills.

Dissociation of dumbness and deafne3he dissociation of dumbness and deafness,
reflected in the methods used by the Spanish tes@mal later in the methods developed by
teachers in England, The Netherlands and Germapyesents a crucial step in the history of
deaf education. The relevance of the teaching tofudation needs to be understood against
the backdrop of the longstanding belief that dunsbneesulted from articulatory deficits
(believed to be the consequence of an impairmetiteofongue) that were related to deafness.
Not originally at the focus in Ponce's work, butRamirez's and Bonet's, the “de-muting” of
deaf individuals breaks with this myth. Howevere theneral attribution of a miraculous
achievement by contemporaries reflects the comtmiaelief in the associated deficit (see
Werner 1932 for an extended elaboration on the caébeliefs at the time). While Ponce, not
focusing originally on the development of speechghih not have been aware of this
dissociation, Ramirez de Carrion probably was (J&91: 89).

Focus on the written languagelhe beginnings of deaf education are also marked by
the central role attributed to the written languagealeaf children's language development.
Against the backdrop of the predominant view of penacy of the spoken language, the
promotion of the acquisition of the written langaagrior to the attainment of the spoken
language deserves to be emphasised. The revededadracquisition clearly contrasts with
the view of spoken language acquisition represgndirrequisite for the attainment of the
written language, a view predominant at the time: taay.

In his concise analysis of the few texts docunmgntPonce's work (among them a
document written by a chronicler related to theif@mWerner (1932) portrays the work of
Ponce as the result more of coincidence than gigae. Ponce's efforts in teaching writing to
the boys seem to have been guided by the theotyatiwher sense organ compensated the
lack of one sense, so that in the case of deathessye substitutes the ear. Ponce's teaching
of the written language comprised exercising théing of whole words first, then the
alphabet, and subsequently the promotion of extémdading (Werner 1932: 168). In their

® Cf. Plaza-Pust 2016, chapter 2.4.2.1, for a d&onsof the different hypotheses elaborated aldwutrélation
between the written language and the spoken lamguag
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interaction with Ponce and other interlocutors, ¢& pupils used the signs of a manual
alphabet (Werner 1932: 50). Ponce delved into ¢aehing of the spoken language only at a
later point, probably prompted by the boys’ owremtpts at pronouncing sounds (Werner
1932; Gascon-Ricao & Storch de Gracia y Asensiod2@d). It is reported, however, that
their spoken language skills remained poor whenpawed with their writing skills. It is not
documented that other teachers would have takdnsumethod or that Ponce himself would
have trained other individuals to become teachktiseodeaf.

Use of the manual alphabetn one of the few notes available, Ponce write$ tha
deaf learner is prompted to learn the letters efdlphabet on the hand, using them then to
designate basic objects such as foodstuff. Furtieenotes that care should be taken that the
learner writes the words properly and separately. recommends labelling objects with
names designating them and associating them al$otieir respective signs (see Gascon-
Ricao & Storch de Gracia y Asensio 2004: 101 foemroduction of the original note). Jann
(1991.: 88) points out that Ponce did not regarddifferent semiotic systems in isolation but
established interconnections between them.

According to Gascon-Ricao and Storch de Graciasgnio (2004: 100) Ponce used a
symbolic alphabet signified on the left hand. P&Gnbeef notes on the method used indicate
that the letters were represented at the fingetgoiPlann 2004: 60). The alphabet used by
Carrién and reproduced in Bonet, by contrast, usadual signs to represent the letters of the
alphabet (Plann 2004: 60). Ponce's manual alphal&erefore similar to the one used in
Gregorian chant, a system whose use was partigwlédlespread among Benedictine monks.

Worthy of mention is the role attributed to the wé the manual alphabet for successful
communication (Gunther 1996: 110) so that peopleecto deaf individuals were encouraged
to learn the alphabet (an issue that would alstaken up later by Bonet). The use of the
manual alphabet in the teaching of learning to raad write is regarded as the major
achievement of both Ponce and Ramirez de Carridintf@r 1996: 110; Werner 1932: 235-
6). As remarked upon by Gunther (1996: 115) “thiegveed that there is a way for deaf to
learn a “spoken" language without first learningatticulate”. With the time, the use of the
manual alphabet would become a teaching tool usegdhools for the deaf as well as in the
communication between deaf and hearing individ@@lascén-Ricao & Storch de Gracia y
Asensio 2004: 68).

Use of signs.Apart from the manual alphabet, as we learn from Bonce's note
mentioned previously, Ponce recommends the uségo$ sn the teaching/learning of deaf
students. It is likely that especially Pedro PodeeLedn used the signs he knew from the
system of signs used among Benedictine monks wienwere obliged to keep silent (Plann
1997: 24). That successful communication was ptessilsough the use of these signs might
have influenced the reasoning that these manuahsmazuld be used in the education of deaf
students (Plann 1997: 24) (in her review of hist@rirecords Susan Plann remarks on
publications including compilations of the signedisamounting to about 300 around 1500
AD, Plann 1997: 220).

Spoken language Unlike Ponce, whose teaching reflected the furetaal role
attributed to the learning of the written languagenet focused on the articulation of sounds.
After the pronunciation of individual letters, sards learned to pronounce syllables, then
words, focusing then on the reading of texts (P2004: 60). Because of his focus on speech
production, Bonet is considered to represent “tfaisi by excellence” (Plann 2004: 61, our
transl.). Gunther (1996: 107), however, remarkshen“misunderstanding throughout oralist
historiography, about the role of speech and ofrtfamual alphabet” and points out that “a
look at the available historical sources shows iy diferent picture”. Pablo Bonet's main
aim was indeed the teaching of the spoken languagethis purpose, he considered the use
of written language and the manual alphabet asastipp means (Jann 1991: 90). Signs were
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considered to be helpful in class, but they werepssceived as a supportive means in the
teaching of the spoken language.

2.1.2 The establishment of deaf schools

The beginnings of deaf education, as we learnediqusly, are tied to the teaching of
individual aristocratic children in the $&nd 17" centuries. Larger groups of deaf children
were only taught more than a century later (in t#60s), for example, at Thomas
Braidwood's private academy in Edinburgh, or at Emench National Institute for Deaf-
Mutes opened in Paris by the abbé de I'Epée. lildime remembered in this context that the
provision of universal education to all childrensn@ot an ethical issue until the second half
of the 19" century, where a (new) concern for children asra @f the society, and childhood
as a discrete stage of development emerged (Wi®438: 7-8). It is not possible to detail all
the factors that influenced special education astitutional development in the late™.8nd
throughout the 1® century. However, it should be noted that the tgraents did not occur
in isolation, but are rather related to societytacures and values (Winzer 1993: 84):

Many of the issues in the nineteenth-century speciacation transcended strictly educational
considerations — the definition of handicaps, thetea for institutionalisation, the
administrative structure governing schools, thariitial responsibility for exceptional persons,
and the differential treatment of various socio@rnit groups, ... These issues and their
solutions link the structure and functions of thstitutions with a variety of external economic,
political, social, and intellectual forces.

Urbanisation and industrialisation beginning in tlage 18’ century made poverty and
dependence more visible; new large-scale socidbl@ness emerged, and traditional social
institutions adopted new roles (Winzer 1993: 89wNconceptions of children’s needs
emerged. Schooling was interpreted as a meansatoni social problems and as a way to
socialise children into a common cultural world (&&r 1993: 89). Public school promoters
also considered special children as they beliekieat education depended more on schooling
than that of the other children. According to WinZ&993: 93-94) the establishment of
isolated institutions for students with special deeprobably is the result of the circumstance
that a stable framework of an existing school systas not as yet available, and trained
personnel that would deal with what was increagimgbarded as a medical problem was not
available in regular institutions. Therefore, “...etlsystem that emerged reflected not an
alignment with the common schools, but the tradaioperceptions of disabled people as
charity recipients” (Winzer 1993: 94).

The Institute in Paris mentioned previously was finst public (that is, not private)
school for deaf students, catering not only foldien of wealthy families but also for those
coming from more modest backgrounds. Soon afteigas with deaf pupils were opened in
other larger towns across Europe (for example inpZig/Germany in 1778, in
Vienna/Austria in 1779, and in Madrid/Spain in 1y9slonaghan 2003). At that time, the
State and religious groups (often the Catholic Chumere the major stakeholders in the
education of deaf children. Priests, nuns and brstlirom diverse congregations founded
schools also in other countries throughout the dvdrl some cases, deaf teachers who had
worked in schools for the deaf in Europe went t@al@sh educational institutions abroad.
The first school for the deaf in Brazil (Rio de dan), founded in 1857 by Huet, a deaf
teacher from Paris, is a case in point (Berenz 2008).
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2.1.3 Competing educational philosophies: Manualisrs. oralism

While the goal of teaching deaf children the spol@muage was common to the different
approaches that were developed, the means to acthisvgoal would soon become a matter
of a heated debate that has continued to dividdi¢te today (Gascon-Ricao & Storch de
Gracia y Asensio 2004, Lane et al. 1996, Telling85).

Manualism. According to de I'Epée, the founder of the Padkool, sign language is
the natural language of deaf individuals (Winze®@949). In his school, deaf pupils were
taught written language on the basis of a signstesy (“methodical signs”) consisting of the
signs used by deaf individuals in Paris and adugiioinvented signs to convey the
grammatical aspects of French. The impact of lashemg method went well beyond Paris, as
several other schools that adopted this method wsetablished in France and a teacher
trained in this tradition, Laurent Clerc, estabdéidhthe American Asylum for the Deaf in
Hartford (Connecticut) in 1817 together with Thon@allaudet. Teachers trained in this
institution later established other sign-orientetha®ls throughout the USA (Lane et al.
1996).

Several historical records document the valuebated to sign language for deaf
individuals' communication and self-esteem by adtex of the use of sign language in deaf
education. Succinct statements of deaf teacherjeasne provided in (1) dating from the
mid 19" century, strike us today, more than 150 yearsbecause of the awareness they
reflect about the relevance of sign language ferlitres of deaf individuals and the learning
opportunities of deaf children (the passage by Gtiedrich Kruse published in 1853 is
quoted in Wisch 1990: 256)Particularly remarkable in this quotation is tbéerattributed to
sign language for the development of thought, tiaaklly associated with the spoken
languagegualanguage of thought (GrofRe 2001: 65).

(1) Die Geberdensprache ist das wahre Ristzeug deSggeid ebens des Taubstummen;
er denkt und theilt sich nur in einer solchen Fommt, und nimmt die ihm
mitzutheilenden Begriffe und Ideen auf eben demsellege in sich auf. Sie ist die
erste geistige Aeul3erung, welche auch darum jedder@n Sprache vorgeht, ja in ihr
kann er,inwieferne sie ihm das Denken anbahnt, das Wort fassen lernen, kann
sich die Idee der Sprache, als Form des Gedankemsgeistigen Sie ist ein
unentbehrliches Verstandigungsmittel zwischen Lrebirel Schiler und leistet dem
Unterricht zum Behuf der Erklarung der Begriffe wMibrter wesentlichen Dienst. Sie
bricht nicht nur dem Unterricht zuerst die Bahn,ndern muf3 auch demselben
fortwahrend vermittelnd und erlauternd zur Seitbaye[Sign language is the real tool
for the deaf-mute's intellectual life; he thinksdasommunicates only in this form, and
imbibes the concepts and ideas conveyed to himisnvtay. It is the first manifestation
of the mind thus also preceding any other languiagieed, it is in that language that —
inasmuch as it initiates his thinking — he may learto comprehend the word and
embrace the idea of language as the form of thougBétween teacher and pupil sign
language affords an indispensable means of undeiata which during the lesson
provides an essential service of explaining corscegptd words. Not only does sign
language actually open up the possibility of edooaand instruction in the first place,
it must also continually go side by side with thadhing, mediating and explicating.]

6 Following the tradition of discourse analysis titas analysed from a discourse analytic perspecdre
formatted like other examples and not as regulatajions.
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Oralism. The spread of the method that promoted the useyos, even if part of them
were artificial, and recognised the value of signguage for the communication with deaf
students and the teaching of written language diroit, was brought to a halt as a
consequence of the increasing influence of thosearbued in favour of the oralist approach.
Exclusively oriented towards the acquisition of §poken language, regarded as a requisite
for an appropriate cognitive development and fategration into society, the oral method
restricted communication means to speech and tprgalts advocates assumed that the
development of abstract thought was dependent eechp As written language was deemed
inappropriate for deaf learners to develop thodgahn 1991: 75), its learning was regarded
as secondary to the mastery of the spoken language.

One of the most influential advocates of the arathod in deaf education that spread in
Germany and among its allied countries was Sameelitke. Originally, a private tutor of
hearing and deaf students, Heinicke founded tlse $thool for the deaf in Germany in 1778.
In line with the ideas developed by Johann Conrawnan in the late I7century, Heinicke
emphasised the relevance of the spoken languagthdodevelopment of thought in deaf
individuals. Spoken language was ranked first iorfily over written language, before sign
language and the manual alphabet (Jann 1991: @idke contradicted de I'Epées view of
vision representing a sufficient substitute for ek of the hearing sense. Written language
was disregarded as a basis for the teaching ofesptdnguage, but was recognised as a
supportive means (Jann 1991: 99). By the same takgns were regarded as useful in the
explanation of word meanings. However, they wernected as communication means.
Fingerspelling was banned from class. Heinicke gaWe way for what is known as the
“German method” in deaf education (Jann 1991: 99).

Johann Conrad Amman, a Swiss-German physiciatedett the Netherlands, had
based his approach on his own teaching experienitbsdeaf children. According to Jann
(1991: 95), the relevance of Amman's approach liesthe focus on speechreading,
articulation, and the conception of speech imagétem image and sound constituting a unit.
Amman realised that the articulation of soundsesponded with different speech images,
and categorised sounds into vowels, consonants sena-vowels (Jann 1991: 93). He
classified sounds according to their place of alditon (Jann 1991: 93). Amman's method
consisted in the teaching of the feeling of soundseir production through their vibration in
the larynx. The approach was based on the assumibted movements of the vocal organs
felt during speaking constituted appropriate sifprsthought, representing an equivalent to
acoustic perception in hearing individuals, belatte be the basis for the development of a
symbolic system. Jann (1991: 97) remarks on thié fsbim the focus on the external control
of speech through the feeling of sounds produced speechreading towards the inner
sensation of the speech motor activity, regardethasbasis for the development of inner
thought. Beyond articulation and the sound invgntarthe language, writing and reading,
Amman's method focused on the teaching of langaage means of expression (Jann 1991
94). Amman believed in the primacy of the spokergleage as the means of communication
for the deaf (Noordegraf 2006: 197).

In England, William Holder applied the phonetiedny he developed (classification of
sounds according to their place of articulationhis teaching of deaf students, which, similar
to the method elaborated by Amman, relied on tiseiali perception and feeling of sound
articulation (Neis 2006: 373).

The Milan congressAbout a century after de I'Epée's and Heinickelzatke on what
should be considered the most appropriate eduedtiorethod, a congress attended by
educational professionals would pave the way fergtedominance of oralism which prevails
until this day. Indeed, 1880 is commonly identifigsl a turning point in the history of deaf
education. During the International Congress onHHbacation of the Deaf held in Milan in
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that year, following a resolution adopted duringstieongress, the use of signs in the
education of deaf students was rejected, and delegated in favour of the superiority of the
oral method (Gascon-Ricao & Storch de Gracia y Ager2004; Lane et al. 1996). The

impact of this congress, attended by hearing psadasals from only a few countries, also
needs to be understood in relation to the socidltitical developments toward the end of
the 19" century: “Milan makes an interesting case studyeikamining the interrelationships

among nationalism, signing, and oralism as welkhes complex relations among France,
Austria, and Germany” (Monaghan 2003: 6; cf. aladd.2003).

It is important to mention that the Milan resotuis did not materialise immediately in
all countries (Monaghan & Schmaling 2003). In sorttee shift towards oralism only
occurred decades later, as was the case in Ireldnede signing continued to be used in
schools until well into the 1940s (LeMaster 2008)others, for example, in the USA, sign
language was never banned completely from deafagiduc although some schools already
abandoned the use of the language toward the etiteafentury (Lou 1988: 86)Bagga-
Gupta and Domfors (2003: 70-71) describe the patadbsituation that obtained in Sweden
where, on the one hand, a transition towards takeamproach occurred at the Deaf schools in
the spirit of the Milan congress, while, on theasthand, manual communication or signing
continued to be a subject in the education of texachf the deaf. Worthy of mention is also
China, where oralism was introduced only in the9based on reports about the use of this
method in Russia (Yang 2008).

In addition, some scholars have remarked on aufditifactors that worked in favour of
the turn toward oralism in the second half of t18¥ tentury. Lou's (1988: 85) detailed
historical analysis of the language(s) used in @elfcation in the USA reveals that several
factors converged at the time, namely, (a) thedrapcrease of the number of teachers
employed in deaf education (from over 100 in 18&7ore than 1,000 in 1894), (b) the
poorer qualification of the teachers employed, #n@demphasis in their training on lipreading
and speech training, (c) the establishment of dagrammes (outside residential schools),
and (d) the expansion of education to younger omidthe Clarke School in Massachusetts,
one of the first oral-only schools establishedha USA, extended the age of admission to 5
years in 1867). Furthermore, the development ofihgaid technology toward the end of the
19" century needs to be considered as another infaldattor (wearable hearing aids would
become commercially available in the 1940s).

While the event in Milan was a major setback rdgmy the attitudes towards sign
languages, and its aftermath was felt until weloithe 20th century, sign languages
continued to be used in the deaf communities. lddakhough oralist in orientation for their
greater part, residential schools for the deafbdéisteed at the time and throughout the
following decades would still contribute to the dmpment and maintenance of many
modern sign languages as they were passed on fnengeneration to another through the
communication among the children outside the otesar So these institutions can also be
regarded as important sites of language contaatad.& Valli 1992), and by extension of
sign bilingualism, even though there was no awa®n& their bilinguality among deaf
individuals at the time.

As we will see in what follows, the educationallpsophies that emerged as of the late
18" and were discussed throughout thé' T@ntury continue to determine deaf education
today, and, by extension, the path toward bilingnalin the deaf communities.

" Lou (1988: 86) remarks on the apparent contraatistin the historical records and concludes thedamight
be an effect of the circumstance that the praatica continued use of sign language varied at ¢vellof
individual schools.
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2.2 From vision to audition: Changing perspectivesdeaf
education

Throughout the preceding sections, we have sketsbe® of the main developments in the
early history of deaf education. What can be glddnam this sketch is that the early history
of deaf education is marked by changes pertaion@) the people or institutions in charge,
(b) the number of children served, (c) the lang(ggef instruction, (d) the educational
setting, and (e) the methods used. Crucially, wee Isen that by the end of thé"i@ntury
education reached many more deaf children thanblead the case ever before; it must be
noted, however, that it became compulsory only miatér (in many countries during the
second half of the ZDcentury, see the contributions in Monaghan e2@03). Further, it
becomes apparent that manual means of communicatigarticular, manual alphabets were
used early in the teaching of deaf students.

The historical sketch also reveals that views eafitess and education have changed
over time. From the early records of deaf educatithe 28' century, deaf education has
been marked by two major shifts of perspectiveltegufrom (a) efforts made in the teaching
of the spoken language, after an initial focus oitten language, and later (b) the orientation
toward the primary promotion of listening skillsathcontrasted with approaches that
considered the use of all means available.

A second strand in the history of deaf educatiertgins to signs and sign language,
used initially as a component in the communicatieith deaf children, whereby sign
language was attributed the status of a languagestiuction in the school founded by de
I'Epée, whereas advocates of pure oralist apprgaitheeaf education rejected it. We will
learn later about the reintroduction of signs i@ tiontext of total communication approaches
in the second half of the ®@entury, and the use of sign language as a laegofigstruction
in bilingual conceptions of deaf education devetbfmvard the end of the $@entury.

The dissociation of deafness and dumbness, andftioels on speechThe first shift of
perspective in the history of deaf education is kedrby a dissociation of deafness and
dumbness. Beginning with the teaching of the writtanguage and the use of manual
alphabets and signs, the evolution of deaf edutasionarked by a shift toward an emphasis
on speech and spoken language development thatlwleule into what has been dubbed as
Padagogik des Entstummefygedagogy of de-muting’) (Prillwitz 1991: 20)itially, written
language continued to be used as a basis in tlohibgaof the spoken language. As Jann
(1991: 75-76, his emphasis) remarkg]th wesentliches Argument fiir den Einstieg tUbier d
Schriftsprache war der Sachverhalt, dal3 die Sdptéiche im Gegensatz zu den Mundbildern
beim Absehen der Sprache vom Msiaher und eindeutigrahrgenommen werden karja.
fundamental argument in favour of an access vianttigien language was the circumstance
that written language can be perceiveaireliable and unambiguous manneér contrast to
mouthings in the reading of speech from the mouiffjis view contrasts with the approach
introduced by Heinicke and later elaborated by &fativhereby spoken language was
developed via the kinaesthetic sensation of thexd®@rticulated (Jann 1991: 76). Insights
obtained into the sound inventory of languages amdnd articulation were used in the
teaching of articulation and lipreading to deafdstuts. Advocates of the principle of direct
association according to which learners should@atoconcepts and spoken words directly
rejected sign language (written language was at&tbthe status of a secondary system, cf.
Jann 1991: 86). For Vatter, considered as the feuofithepure oral method, signs should be
rapidly dispensed with and supplied by mime oraac{Uann 1991: 82; cf. also Tellings 1995:
43-46 for an extended discussion of the chang#seiuse of the notion of pure oralism over
the last century). The focus on speech was alsendefl by Alexander Graham Bell. Bell
argued that no word should be presented in itdemrifiorm to the deaf child before it could be
lipread, an idea that had also been put forward similar way by Johannes Vatter who
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argued that the child had to learn to speak thedvibmfore she learned to read or write it
(Tellings 1995: 54). Vatter focused on the ‘diredsociation with the spoken language’
(unmittelbare Lautsprachassoziatipnconcept formation in deaf children being dirgctl
linked to spoken language development (Jann 1983). Vatter rejected the use of signs in
the education of deaf children based on the arguthan signs would not only interfere and
negatively affect the association of concepts apdken language words but also the
attainment of spoken language morphosyntax (Ja@:1B13). Neither should signs be used
in the teaching of concepts as they would impedeceptual development. Because deaf
children's concepts should be linked to spoken wjdne also rejected the use of the written
language as a basis (Jann 1991: 114). His teachetgod focused on the combination of
content and language, whereby content was adapteiinded for the purpose of the
teaching/learning of the language.

From vision to audition.The second major shift pertains to a change ofgdoom
vision to audition whereby the attention hithertmidoto the oral (spoken) component was
superseded by a focus on the auditory (listeniog)ponent. The change can be traced back
to developments in the late 1&nd early 28 centuries regarding advances in hearing aid
technology and methods developed to use childresldual hearing (Beattie 2006; Tellings
1995). The recognition (in the late ™ @entury) that only few deaf people had a complete
hearing loss is reflected in the differentiationdafgrees of hearing loss, and the distinction
between hard-of-hearing and deaf people. The dpredat of wearable hearing aids and their
commercial availability in the 1940s representstlaofundamental step.

Aural-oral and auditory-verbal approaches sharelai attitudes towards deafness and
normalisation, but they differ in that the auditegrbal approach seeks to restrict deaf
children’'s visual input as much as possible so tiey rely mainly on auditory cues. It is
argued that this will enable the children to depeds “normally” as possible (Power & Hyde
1997). Such a “unisensory” approach contrasts ndéykevith the main tenet of a
multisensory approach whereby deaf learners “geermbthe message” from communication
via audition, vision and sometimes touch (Power gdél 1997: 449). Two developments in
the late 28 century furthered the shift toward the focus ouiton and the spread of the
auditory-verbal approach to deaf education, nammedg;natal hearing screening and cochlear
implantation.

Universal hearing screening.The increasing screening of newborn babies for
significant hearing loss (NHS or new-born hearimgesning), has affected the timing of
diagnosis and early intervention measures (in Geymscreening is regulated by legislation
since 2009, Diller 2009: 168). Not only has the bemof implantations increased over the
last years. The age of implantation has decreasddearly intervention programmes are
scheduled earlier (Hermans et al. 2014: 397). Adiexc of the auditory-verbal therapy
emphasise the relevance of detecting hearing Issgaaly as possible and argue that
intervention should start at 6 months of age “fptimal speech and language development”
(Lim & Simser 2005: 308). With effective auditorgnbal intervention (combined with early
detection and early amplification) it is believddht deaf children develop “age-appropriate
language and attend regular schools with theirihggreers” (Lim & Simser 2005: 308).

Cochlear implants.As for cochlear implants (Cls), the increasing nembf deaf
children provided with these devices has resulted revival of the purest oralist goals and
the oralist ideal of a “listening deaf child” (coame the discussion in Beattie 2006: 106).
Indeed, while oral methods came under critique fath® early 1970s, because of the low
academic achievement of orally educated deaf stesd@ee section 2.3.2 below), their
advocates gained momentum in the 1980s with thewrambs in hearing aid technology
(Beattie 2006: 106). Beattie's (2006: 106) statener(2) is an example of how excited
advocates of the oral method were about those tdatpcal developments. On a critical note,
we may wonder about what is actually meant by thteon of “effectiveness”, repeated twice
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in this statement, and assume that if it were edlab academic results (and not simply
hearing skills) the challenge to meet such expectatis certainly more complex than many
of the “new” oralist advocates would like to bekev

(2) Equally exciting is the challenge for teachers dhdrapists to deliver effective
programs to maximise the effectiveness of the egeig and the children's innate
potential. It seems unlikely that this will “slovodn” any time soon.

Auditory-verbal method The auditory-verbal approach emerges in the e2@y century
(developed by Urbantschitch in Vienna, it was dubBacoustic method” the USA by
Goldstein, later referred to as “auditory approashthe UK, and “auditory-verbal” in the
USA, based on Pollack's book published in 1985)Rdwer & Hyde 1997: 450). The main
requisites of the auditory-verbal approach as oedi by its advocates comprise (Bebee
1989/2014: 344) (a) early detection of hearing ,ldg3 immediate fitting of appropriate
hearing aids, (c) development of language and $p#®ough listening with effective use of
hearing aids, (d) a partnership of parent, chitdy professionals working together, and (e)
expecting the child to grow up and live in the mostmal learning and living environments
possible. The priority of intensive auditory traigito achieve the processing of language
through the auditory channel is reflected in a dpgr “eliminating visual cues to force
maximaluse of even minimal residual hearing” (Bebee 198P42 342, his emphasis); this
includes the rejection of lip-reading before it easured that the children are “hearing
oriented”. Rather than allowing the child to rely the modality that is accessible to her (the
visual), the child “must b&rcedto hear enough to stimulate the motor speech ceitiére
brain and to appreciate what hearing and discrinmnacan do for him.” (Bebee 1989/2014:
343, his emphasis).

However, in some countries, as is the case of @eymthese developments had an
impact on educational practices only many decaates.|According to Grol3e (2001: 194) the
so-calledGerman methodthat is, the visuo-vibro-tactile/kinaesthetic eggrh) was used
until well into the 1950s, because professionalsebed that the use of residual hearing
would have a negative impact on the spoken languBge turn toward the auditory-verbal
method in that country occurred only in the 198Dshange that was to be reflected also in
the reorganisation of schools catering for deadiesttss, with former hearing impaired or deaf
schools being renamed aBorderschulen fir den Forderschwerpunkt Hoéren (und
Kommunikation)'special schools with a focus on hearing (and camaation)') (Kaul 2009:
185).

Worthy of mention in this context is that emphasis audition combined with
technological advances implied a greater involvenoérfa) medical professionals in charge
of the audiological management and the fitting s$istive listening technology and (b)
speech therapists, specifically during the peribekarly intervention (Beattie 2006; Diller
2009); in addition, the auditory-verbal approaclplied a greater engagement of (c) the
parents, their time, attention and effort (Poweldgde 1997: 452).

It is important to note that advances in hearikgechnology, such as wearable hearing
aids available as of the 1940s are not only seegslation to their function as hearing aids,
but also as a means to remedy deafness. AccordliBgebe (1989/2014: 341 his emphasis),
for example, “a child in a true auditory prograndesafonly when he takes off his aids”

2.3 Oralism

Two hundred years after Heinicke's advocacy of dred method, the main tenets of the
philosophy of education termed oralism continudédovalid. Indeed, the remedy of deafness
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and the exclusive promotion of the oral languageatinoe to lie at the heart of this
educational philosophy. Today, beyond the trad@&iomiew of rehabilitation oralism is
guided by what is commonly dubbed as tpeilosophy of normalisationFrom this
perspective, which implies a deficit model of desfs rehabilitation and intervention
measures are necessary to remedy the effects oingpelass, particularly in the areas
disturbed, namely, audition/speech, communicati@hsocialisation (Grof3e 2001: 71).

Grol3e's definition of remedying deafness as a nggjal of education targeting hearing
impaired students in (3) (Grol3e 2001: 131) andlbimition of rehabilitation as a goal in (4)
(GroRe 2001: 133) are representative in this respdorthy of mention is the explicit
reference to the abilities of hearing individuaésving as a goal and as a yardstick in the
elaboration of rehabilitation measures. Implicithe perspective is the notion of deafness as
a childhood problem that needs to be remediedimiredted. Rehabilitation, as Grol3e defines
it in (3) thus comprises all measures that are ssug to remedy deafness “from the
perspective of hearing individuals”. A typical chaeteristic of this line of argumentation is to
include references to what is perceived as thenatee view, namely that of the deaf
community (cf. the comment in (5), from Grof3e 20034). Compare with the testimony of a
deaf adult (Frame 1979, quoted in Tellings 1995 i@85(6) which reflects the increasing
awareness and empowerment of deaf individualsarLlfvY0s, an issue we elaborate in Plaza-
Pust (2016, chapter 1) and which is discussed @srmponent in relation to the factors that
initiated a change in deaf education in section 2.4

(3) ... das Entstehen und die Expansion funktionelles¢iirinkungen, wie sie aus der
Perspektive Horender als Folge eines Horschadenst&ié werden, maglichst optimal
aufzuheben sucheh.. seek to optimally do away with the developmemd @xpansion
of functional limitations, according to how hearipgople judge them as a consequence
of hearing loss.]

(4) Tatsachlich erhebt Rehabilitation als Ziel die ltersysfahigkeit Nichtbehinderter, also
in unserem Falle Horender, zum Mal3stab, denn d&aoBene soll moglichst optimal in
den Zustand des Nichtbehindertseins (wieder-)verseterden. Padagogische
Rehabilitation Horbehinderter vereint folglich all&iele und Aufgaben, die der
spezifischen Forderung durch Uberwindung/Beseitigund Minderung der psycho-
sozialen Auswirkungen eines Horschadens aus SehtHdrenden dienenfindeed,
rehabilitation aims, as a target, at the abilibéthe non-disabled (in our case a hearing
person) as a yardstick, since the person concemdd be put (restored) into the
condition of not being disabled. Thus, pedagogicdiabilitation of the hearing-
impaired comprises all the objectives and targefsich serve specific support by
overcoming/eliminating or reducing the psycho-sbeepercussions resulting from
hearing loss according to the point of view of arireg person.]

(5) Daraus resultieren Vorbehalte seitens der Gehorigeeneinschaft, da sie bekanntlich
den Horschaden und seine Folgen nicht als Defizzeptiert.[Hence, the reservations
of the deaf community that does not accept, aseit kmown, the hearing impairment
and its consequences as a deficit.]

(6) Why do you, as hearing persons who do not know vthmeans to live in total silence,
insist that you know what is good for the deaf whieey tell you, with all the sincerity
they can muster, that you are wrong?

2.3.1 Components of oral education

While the main objectives of oralism as an educatighilosophy targeting deaf students are
easy to discern, a general definition of what iswownly referred as the “oral method” turns
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out to be elusive because of the diversity of t@id methods developed and used for the
purpose of the teaching/learning of the spokendagg. Hence, today, oralism is rather used
as a cover term to refer to educational conceptibasregard the attainment of the spoken
language and full integration into the hearing stycas the main goals. Table 2.2 provides an
overview of the different orientations in oralistueation (cf. Beattie 2006; Tellings 1995).
We can see that these differ with respect to thguage skills promoted, namely, (a) the
spoken (= oral) vs. the written language, (b) tisual perception of the spoken language
through lipreading vs. the auditory perception tigio residual hearing (= aural) (c)
metalinguistic awareness, and (d) communicationiaiedaction.

Table 2.2: Oral methods and their different origates.*

Type of oral method Area of focus Language skills

Visgal-v_ibro- _ » focus on speech * spoken language

tactile/kinaesthetic * visual-vibro-tactile perception of speech

(also:German signals

method « kinaesthetic control of articulation

Auditory-oral * audition * spoken language skills (with the aid of
* vision (lipreading) combined auditory and visual cues)

* lipreading (exploit phonological/linguistic
information)

Auditory-verbal e primacy of auditory input ¢ speech perception
* exclusive focus on * spoken language
listening (unisensory
method)
Natural oralism > ¢ maximal use of residual * metalinguistic awareness (requisite for
later: natural auralism hearing reading development)
* meaningful input e communication (child receives/expresses
meaning)

* literacy (experience with controversial and
creative elements of spoken language)

Maternal reflective

visual input (early use of ¢ spoken language skills

method texts) * written language is used as a support for the
e conversational approach  development of the spoken language
(deaf child - mature  reflection about language based on written

language user interaction) transcriptions
* residual hearing

* The information provided is based on Tellings 39Beattie 2006, and Grof3e 2001.

Variation in the skills promoted, as also becamgaagnt in our historical review, is reflected
in the means used to compensate limited or no atcoescoustic information perception (Jann
1991: 40), that is, (a) use of other senses (momgntaste, vision, touch), (b) use of
additional information systems, and (c) specifitivation of the organ impaired.

Traditionally, as we learned previously, oral eation is defined by the use of speech,
residual hearing, speechreading, and/or vibrolastimulation in the communication with
the deaf child (Tellings 1995: 43). As we have ddtefore, however, unisensory approaches
contrast with other oral approaches in their pryrfacus on audition. We will consider this
difference in the following summary of the main quments of oralist methods.
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Speech The main aim of oral education is that deaf aleildcommunicate solely
through speech. The priority attributed to the spokanguage is related not only to the
circumstance that it is the language of the childgrenvironment, but also to the idea that the
spoken language is the language of thought. Hebegond the social (communicative)
aspect, oralists implicitly or explicitly (Tellings995: 55) regard spoken language proficiency
as a requisite for an appropriate cognitive devaleqt, based on the ideal of a deaf child
thinkingin spoken language.

Written language Oralist methods traditionally emphasise the supiyiof spoken
language over written language. However, some nexiaf the oralist approach developed in
the course of the last decades recognise the relevaf literacy attainment and promote the
acquisition of the written language. Until recentiis occurred within the framework of
structured approaches through which deaf studearsiéd to read and write on the basis of
texts adapted to their alleged abilities. Todag, tblevance of communicative interaction is
recognised.

Integration into the hearing societyintegration into the hearing society is a goal that
central to oralist education conceptions. The mot'ocommonly conceived of in contrast to
what is defined as “segregation” (GroRe 2001: 134jis major objective is commonly
described in terms of socialisation with hearinglividuals (involving hearing friends,
hearing partners, hearing job environment). Howevtie is known about the actual
measures that are devised for this purpose beymndtatus attributed to the oral language as
the language of choice. Although many oralistsrtyemvour the regular school as the most
appropriate educational placement to achieve timecdiintegration, there is no consensus on
this issue because, as yet, the question of whetigeregular school can provide for the
specific needs of deaf children has not been cenaly established (see section 3.2.3 for a
more in-depth discussion of this issue).

Audition. Audition is at the centre of attention of oral nuth as they are oriented
towards deaf students' hearing, its stimulation taaiding. Learning to hear is understood as
a developmental process that needs to be stimutestexhrly as possible (Diller 2012: 234).
Typically, advocates of the auditory-verbal applo@mnphasise the relevance of an early
auditory stimulation based on the evidence of braarganisation after the critical period of
language acquisition. As Lim and Simser (2005: 3x)it, “the longer the brain is deprived
from auditory input, the greater the resulting sengleprivation, causing a lack of sensory
stimulation to the brain”.

Today, audiological management and the fittingasdistive listening technology is a
central component of oral methods. The auditorysgakemethod (Lim & Simser 2005: 309)
“utilises listening as a primary modality for thewklopment of spoken language, where
therapy sessions are individualised and diagnostistening is not only crucial for the
development of spoken language skills but alsoliferacy skills as reading is assumed to
primarily involve processing centres in the auditoortex (Lim & Simser 2005: 308). To
keep the use of vision as an aid to a minimum,igire¢éachers of deaf students have even
gone so far as to hide their lips with one handlevepeaking (Tellings 1995: 60). The so-
called hand cue continues to be used today in@yelerbal approaches as a means to signal
to the child that she should pay attention to tistg.

SpeechreadingThrough speechreading (also lipreading) deaf iddiais guess what
the speaker says. Because many visual “images” afdsvarticulated are ambiguous,
comprehension requires, apart from the knowledgeheflanguage, additional clues that
might be obtained through the context, and thectopithe conversation (Tellings 1995: 60).
The ability to speechread represents a major coerdoorf traditional oralist education (see
Power & Hyde 1997: 452f. for a discussion of thiatten of vision and audition in speech
processing based on the findings obtained in stuev@éh deaf and hearing children).
However, depending on how much emphasis is puthenuse of residual hearing oralist
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methods differ in whether or not and to what extgmgechreading is promoted. As we will
see next, the auditory-verbal approach rejectsisieeof any kind of visual stimuli.

Rejection of sign languageThe recognition of sign languages on a par withkepo
languages continues to be (widely) rejected inetthecational and medical areas, despite the
available linguistic research, which is much in then of the founders of oralism who
maintained that spoken language was superior tooter forms of communication.
Nevertheless, it must be noted that signs are imssoime classrooms for oralist purposes, i.e.
as a means to enhance spoken language attainrReing.” ‘oralists, however, radically oppose
the use of signs by the deaf child in any cont8xt, sign language communication on the
playground would be a feature that excludes thedcfrom being “truly oral” (Tellings
1995: 43).

From a sociolinguistic perspective, the use oh dapguage is argued to alienate deaf
children from the surrounding (hearing) societyorira developmental perspective, strict
oralists argue that the use of sign language i eldacation has negative effects on the deaf
child’s spoken language development. Despite thdirmaing lack of evidence that would
support this claim (cf. Fischer 1998; Fischer et1891), advocates of pure oralism continue
to use this myth in their line of argumentation,iethusually goes as follows: the use of fully
accessible sign language will not only reduce thaivation in the child to learn spoken
language but also the time that can be spentdde#ching (see Tellings 1995: 62 and Grol3e
2001: 203 for a discussion and further references).

The rejection of the use of sign language in therse of spoken language development
is explicitly listed in the catalogue of principle$ auditory-verbal therapy discussed by Lyn
Robertson (2014: 94) based on the reasoning thaerwision is unimpaired, a visual
language can become dominant and prevent attetatite spoken language”.

It should be mentioned in this context that thosaists, who do not reject the use of
sign language as a communication means among dkdfs,ausually maintain that the
language can be easily learned at a later agedse timterested in doing so (Tellings 1995:
56). Differences in the window of opportunity t@ta one or the other language are usually
defended by pointing to the critical period of laage acquisition that would make it
necessary to focus on the spoken language in theatdn of deaf children because of their
reduced input in that language. That time of expwsalso affects the sign language
competence acquired is not taken into consideratiespite the evidence available (compare,
for example the work of Mayberry and colleaguesyb&ary 2007), because the attainment of
this language is not a goal of this educationateggh.

Multisensory vs. unisensory modelk. must be noted in this context that rather than
focusing solely on the rejection of sign languaaghjocates of auditory-verbal approaches go
a step further when they dismiss the use of thealisnodality of processing. Hence,
lipreading is not used so as “to make sure tha&trling is being established” (Robertson
2014: 94). The controversy thus boils down to djvey views on the benefits of a
multisensory vis-a-vis unisensory stimulation. Argents against the former pertain not only
to time or to motivation in language learning, tledso pertain to effects on hearing potential
and spoken language development upon cochlear miapian.

Parental and specialists' involvementn general, oralist methods emphasise the
relevance of the dedication of all those involvedtihhe education of the deaf child, in
particular concerning the maximal use of residuzdring and spoken language use. Apart
from the parents, a team of specialists, doctgregesh-hearing therapists and educational
professionals are engaged in the endeavour of ngngetiearing loss. Parental involvement
in auditory-verbal intervention programmes commisiee reception of “weekly targets in
audition, speech, language, cognition and commtiait#o integrate into daily routines and
interactions with their child” (Lim & Simser 200311). To raise the efficacy of the
programme and the belief of the parents in thelilitigls, sessions between therapists and
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parents are also conducted at home. As Lim ande®i(2005: 311) put it, “[p]arents are the
main clients in an A-V programme (...) The goalstardevelop their confidence and skills in
implementing techniques and strategies, and to quaytegral role in habilitating their child
to develop listening, spoken language and commtiaicaompetence.”

2.3.2 Outcomes and critique

While a comprehensive discussion of the researditaied to the outcomes of oral education
is beyond the scope of this work dedicatesign bilingualism in educatignt is useful to
recapitulate briefly on some of the main conclusitmat can be drawn based on the available
literature. Our aim here is twofold, as we arernegeed, on the one hand, in contrasting the
monolingual rhetoric of oralism with the pictureatlemerges about monolingual education at
the empirical level, and, on the other hand, close¢he overarching topic of this book, we are
interested in putting the development of sign lgilial education into perspective.

Paucity of researchin general, the greater part of the literatureocal education has
been dedicated to a description of the methodsieappBeattie 2006: 118). Scholars
dedicated to the study of the outcomes of oral atlic themselves acknowledge a “paucity
of rigorous research” (Beattie 2006: 117) whichytbemmonly relate to the difficulties faced
by teachers to get involved in research (lack ofe)i and the complexity of assessing
educational achievements appropriately on the sidesearchers (sic!) (Beattie 2006: 119)
Certainly, observations like these reflect a paxathat is not specific to deaf education but
can be encountered in educational research in glertdowever, given the rhetoric of the
oralist approach about the superiority of an onadnpotion for deaf students’ academic
success, the lack of an empirical basis to supiartclaims about the superiority of this
approach is all the more surprising. Given the iooimig predominance of oralism, we are led
to conclude that the oralist monopoly on deaf etlonads based more on ideological power
than on the power of results.

Ladd's (2003: 109) image of a “wall of silencetemctly describes the mechanisms on
which this ideology is based: “Oralism then proagktb hold sway across the entire planet...
Oralism's practices were then discretely ignoradhke ensuing century and across the entire
world, they were never subjected to professionaéaech on a national scale by anybody,
whether inside or outside the profession - an exdliaary wall of silence.”

As for the studies undertaken, they typically @ncthe investigation of individual
programmes, with a focus on issues such as edoehtmacement, auditory perception,
speech skills or literacy. Achievement levels imtemt areas other than language are seldom
investigated, a gap that reflects the neglect oftextt teaching in deaf education and the
training of teachers of deaf students (Moores &tMi&2006: ix; 9).

Impact of multisensory input on brain organisatiorOpponents of a multisensory
approach have emphasised the negative effectdingsfrom an influence of visual input on
the organisation of the brain. Diller (2012: 248jnarks on differences in the reorganisation
potential of the brain resulting from a deprivatairauditory input. His line of argumentation
relates to the phenomenon of cross-modal plastiditgreby some sensory systems might be
strengthened to compensate a lack of one systeam sgnsory deprivation. Basically, the
argument is that visual stimuli engage brain aneaaf infants that would be involved in the
processing of auditory input if hearing was not aned and that are expected to be engaged
in the development of hearing upon cochlear implon. Negative effects on hearing
development after cochlear implantation are exgebtrause of a competition of resources

8 According to Giinther (1999: 101), the lack of riggs research also reflects the circumstance thigtew
language assessment has been largely neglectedalistso The author argues further that writtenglzage
assessment is more prone to an objective and naBsw@ssessment than spoken language assessment.
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in the processing of visual and auditory input. 8ese similar effects from the use of a
spoken language on the processing of visual stimdiearing individuals is not reported, it is
argued that sign language might be successfullyieam at a later stage. By the same token,
the primary promotion of sign language is rejecteecause of its impact on brain
organisation. What is overlooked in this line of@amnentation is that cross-modal plasticity is
not an effect of sign language expospeg se but is rather the result of prolonged sensory
deprivation. As Gunther (2012: 209) remarks, ias$ the early use of signs but the lack of an
early auditory-verbal promotion that leads to teerganisation of the sensory systems. As
pointed out by Gunther (2013: 209), the provisiéryaung infants with a Cl constitutes no
contradiction with an early bimodal-bilingual protiom.

Integration into hearing society as a gaalzeneral success of the method is often
associated with mainstreaming of the studentsr ttaping with the general curriculum and
socialisation with hearing peers. Though the issuine programmatic level is a central one,
“full integration” into the hearing society as aafjgs seldom specified in detail; commonly,
indicators of successful integration listed incledeialising with hearing people, having a job
in a hearing environment, having hearing friendsll{iigs 1995: 55), which generally goes
along with the rejection of identification with theeaf community. However, there is a
general lack of research that would provide insighto the success of the oralist method
concerning this goal. As Prillwitz and Wudtke (19881) put it, “de Fixierung auf
innerpadagogische Normen triibt den Blick fur dialR#& im Erwachsenenleben Gehdrloser.
[the fixation on intra-pedagogical norms dulls geFception of the reality of deaf individuals’
lives in adulthood].” Indeed, the exclusion of amttwith and advice of deaf adults reflects
the limited view of deafness as a child phenomewenalready mentioned previously. As
Brennan and Brien (1995: 257) remark, “[i]t is &such educators were operating on the
assumption that deaf children will somehow not gugato become Deaf adults”.

Another dimension of integration that has beerdlgadocumented in the literature
pertains to the family. Unfortunately little is kmo about the success of oral education at this
level, although it is perhaps taken for grantedengithat the choice of the spoken language is
among the main arguments that are put forward bgaates of oral education.

Oral language levels attainedCompared with the expectations oralist educataises
combined with a strong belief that sign languageesents a threat to the proclaimed success,
the picture that has emerged from research onitiguand academic achievements of orally
educated deaf students is a rather modest ons.ittéresting to note in this context that
special tests for students with hearing impairmegete only developed in the 1970s (Paul
1998: 263) (today, the Stanford Achievement Testearing Impaired Version is the most
commonly used standardised test in the USA). Intiaag the developments in the area of
linguistics, in particular following the new gengva paradigm, raised the interest in deaf
children's competence at the level of syntax (Maagc & Spencer 2006: 10).

Research documenting low linguistic levels anddao@c achievements of exclusively
orally educated deaf children began to be availabthee late 1960s and early 1970s (Wudtke
1993; Gunther 1999b). These studies showed thatt @886 of orally educated deaf school
leavers were illiterate. In particular, Conrad'919) study revealing a reading ability at the
level of 9-year olds in 16-years old school leavar&ngland had a great impact, providing
much impetus for the search of alternative edunatiethods, as is discussed in section 2.4.

From a linguistic perspective, the question arighsther deaf learners' errors reflect a
rule based development, however delayed or trudcatethe place of theoretically based
accounts of deaf learner languages, however, tbeat@r part of the literature contains
descriptive accounts of several grammatical defié@ommonly, the identification of “typical
errors” in deaf students' written productions scdssed in the light of the effects of deafness.
Grol3e (2001), for example, refers to a “principleconomy” that would guide deaf children
in their productions to explain the deficits in gtadents' productions.
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More recent research indicates some improvementcbutinues to show that deaf
children still fail to achieve age-adequate litgrdevels (see Beattie 2006 for a review),
which underlies the continued need, to this daglt@inative approaches to deaf education.

Technological devices and advances in the medicah (Cls, newborn hearing
screening) have not brought about the improvemapeaed for all deaf children. The
developmental delay observed for about 50% of thalyoeducated cochlear-implanted
student population investigated in Szagun's (2&IN3) study, and other investigations
conducted in the last years (cf. Glnther 2008:r&iges serious doubts about the assumption
maintained by advocates of the oralist approachléicé of achievement would relate only to
remaining deficits in environmental conditions (faexample, insufficient teacher
qualifications) (Gunther & Hennies 2011: 138). @ui the contrary, the picture that emerges
from a critical review of oralist literature is thitne oralist approach is not delivering what is
promised for a good part of the student population.

The available literature reveals a discrepancwéen the skills attained at the level of
speech perception and production, which appeaeterthanced through the use of hearing
aids and Cls and supportive measures aimed at einigalistening and speech skills, and
skills involved in the creative aspect of languaigeluding the grammatical and pragmatic
dimensions that are needed for literary proficiengliich continue to be highly vulnerable
(Gunther 2008: 17). From a linguistic perspectife, development of the latter is bound to
both inborn and environmental factors (languageulfgc linguistic input, interaction, cf.
Plaza-Pust 2016, section 2.2). In line with thegis obtained in research on language
acquisition in hearing children, lexical and sytiadevelopment in children with a Cl, too,
appear to be related. Children with a fast vocalpujowth have been found to make a fast
progress in the development of grammar (Szagun :2083 Although the impact of
environmental factors and the nature of the inpuatvided to CI children remain largely
unexplored, there is evidence that children berfeditn a rich input and parents' care in
securing their children's attention in conversati®nagun 2003).

Speech production and perceptio®ne area in which orally educated deaf students
have been found to outperform students enrolledttsr programmes is the area of speech
perception and production, although it is also eadled that success in speech performance is
subject to individual variation, an observationtthalds equally of children with CI implants
(Beattie 2006: 123; Gunther & Hennies 2011: 13®eefh intelligibility, as Marschark and
Spencer (2006: 12) put it, remains “both a chakeagd the touchstone of most approaches to
spoken language training”, including children witbchlear implants. Indeed, given that
speech intelligibility in orally educated deaf ciriién has been found to remain below 20% in
studies conducted as of the 1940s (Spencer & Ton2lD6: 176), the success at this level
certainly needs to be put into perspective.

Factors preventing succesn general, persistent deficits in the achieveimerh deaf
students, where they are acknowledged, are assdcan the one hand, with deafness (that
is, with the limitations resulting from hearing $)sand, on the other hand, with deficits in
how the oral method is put into practice. Reseascli®cumenting the outcomes of oral
education agree on the relevance of “optimal camait (in their terms, parental
involvement, early intervention, intensive rehdhbtion programmes and quality educational
programmes) for higher achievement levels in spd&rguage communication proficiency.

The pressure imposed by auditory-verbal approadresparents and children is
particularly critical, as “such programs to a geeair lesser degree impose a strict regime on
child and parents, often converting mothers (egfigtito teachers and giving them the
impression that any falling away from the regimd vasult in the failure of the child to reach
the goals of the model and that the fault will he mother for not working herself and the
child hard enough” (Power & Hyde 1997: 455). At gmme time, however, it is conceded
that many other factors play a part when it comesutcess at the level of individual learners.
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In this respect, Beattie's (2006: 127) line of angatation is illustrative as to the discrepancy
pointed out at the beginning of this section. Beatélls for caution when it comes to raising
parents' expectations based on good results reflentgroup means because these may not
hold for every child. Further, the author also dsaattention to the circumstance that the
apparent success of an individual child at a smegbint in time might be temporary.
Admittedly, Beattie is at least addressing issueg are commonly not discussed when it
comes to defending oralist education.

Ideological issuesAs oralist approaches have not managed to solvalifueepancy
between the expectations raised at the programreatet and the results obtained, it seems
rather that we are dealing with a rhetoric thgiagpetuating the myth of a deaf child that can
be turned into a hearing child through oralist edionn and medical intervention. We are
confronted then with the ideological dimension odlist deaf education discourse that has
been predominant in the field until today (cf. Mass 2008).

It is interesting to note in this context that Ists in their discourse have also
incorporated the language rights rhetoric thaypsctlly used by language minority groups to
claim their rights. Indeed, oralists' advocacy jpblen language, based on the argument that
its competence is a key to social integration addcational opportunities reflects the
“philosophy of normalisation” according to whichetldevelopment of the ability to listen is
granted the status of a human right (Beattie 2Q08), and so is the ability to speak reflected
in the claim of “the right to learn to speak” (Tetls 1995: 64). Expressed from a position of
power, granting these rights, the rhetoric of clearlat is commonly associated with
demands for language rights is turned into a dismagainst change, to secure power.

The question arises whether it is really the ¢haethe “longevity and vitality” of oral
education remarked upon by its advocates is boarte circumstance that the majority of
deaf children are born to hearing parents who wddkekire their child to use the oral
language” (Beattie 2006: 129). Since this wish @& denied in alternative approaches
including those that advocate the use of signsmag wonder whether it is rather the oralists
rationale and infrastructure (covering the medarad educational areas) that has managed to
influence and scare parents through a rhetoric ¢ggials sign language with a lack of
motivation to engage in all the activities that \bbe necessary to successfully learn the oral
language and integrate into the hearing societyrebleer, those who deny deaf individuals
the opportunity of (developing) dynamic and diveadBliations in distinct “communities”
may be confronted with the question whether iewlly necessary that individuals limit their
lives and linguistic resources, finding themselgéten in a situation of communicative stress
or pressure (Gunther & Hennies 2011: 144), rathan drawing on their linguistic and social
potential. Proponents of alternative approachee#ad education think that it is not.

2.4 Total Communication

The first alternative approaches to the strictlglist method were adopted in the USA in the
1970s as a response to the low linguistic and as@mdachievements of many exclusively
orally educated deaf children that had been doctedein research (Chamberlain &
Mayberry 2000). The new educational philosophy taerged at that time is commonly
associated with the notion of “total communicatiom” TC (used first in 1968 by a deaf
teacher, Ray Holcomb, cf. Tellings 1995: 80); tloeectenet of the new approach, as the
notion suggests, is that all means of communicatould be used in the interaction with the
deaf child; in other words, aural, oral and maruabdes of communication are combined in
the teaching of and in the communication with dgalfdren. In general, advocates of the TC
approach argue that an appropriate social, cultaral emotional development in deaf
children is promoted by the use of signs as antiat@i means of communication. Further, it
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is assumed that the simultaneous use of signs @e®tlk will make it easier for the child to
learn the oral language, and by extension to alteiter literacy skills.

From a historical perspective, it is worthy of men that the idea of a combination of
methods in the education of deaf children was dirgaut forward in the 19 century by
Edward Miner Gallaudet (the son of Thomas Hopkiralabsdet, founder of the American
School for the Deaf in Hartford, Connecticut) in718(Lou 1988: 82; Marschark & Spencer
2006: 8). Notice, however, that at the time, thenbmed method that resulted from the plea
for the additional promotion of the spoken langyagdich was argued to have been
neglected, did not involve ttemultaneousise of signs and speech (Lou 1988:%83).

It is important to note in this context that, altigh it represents a multisensory
approach to deaf education, the total communicatiamework is still determined by the
primacy of the oral language. Prillwitz and Wudsk€l988: 23, their emphasis) statement in
(7) illustrates how the inclusion of signs in aopikarly intervention programme targeting
deaf infants in Hamburg aimed at satisfying a dagective, namely, the promotion of an
age-adequate communicative capacity, and the atéihof advanced spoken language and
written language levels, the latter being definedaarequirement imposed by “our society”
(sic!). Hence, in essence, the idea was to promaklanguage acquisition, yet on the basis
of a secured communication (Prillwitz & Wudtke 1988).

(7) Es ist eine groBe Chance, uUber den Einsatz der @eb&ine leistungsfahigere
Alltagskommunikation aufzubauen, um sich dann awetasprachlich auf Sprache und
ihre verschiedenen Kodes beziehen zu kénnen. (.s¢r&liKonzeption zielt auf eine
Einbettung der oralen Erziehung und auf eMeudefinition der Zentralperspektive
Ziel allen Handelns muss die Gewinnung eimabglichst altersangemessenen
Kommunikationsfahigkeitsein. Diese Formulierung schliesst in unserer Gadraft
ein, dass die Gewinnung eines hohen Laut- und f&pmachniveaus unaufgebbar ist
(...). Eine um die Gebardensprache erweiterte Komzephuld die Mdglichkeiten zur
Gewinnung einer oralen und schriftsprachlichen Kamikationsfahigkeit offenhalten
oder noch besser: neu definier¢hhe use of signs provides a major chance to upld
a more efficient everyday communication that widlcaallow referring to language and
its different codes on a metalinguistic level. (Qr conception aims to embed oral
education ando newly define the central perspectiviae goal of all activities must be
to achievean age-adequate communication abilityn our society, this formulation
implies that the attainment of a high level of ocaald written language may not be
compromised (...). An extended conception that aeorporates sign language must
keep open the opportunities to attain oral as a&NMvritten communication abilities, or
even better, define them anew.]

Indeed, many advocates of TC would claim that mbmes the best of two worlds, namely,
that of the hearing and that of the deaf, or ptditedintly, and more in accord with the
educational dimension, “[tjhe goal of Total Comnuation is to take the best of both oral and
manual approaches and tailor them, as far as pesdi the communication needs of
individual students” (Lou 1988: 94).

Against the backdrop of strict oralism, the depehent of this approach, although still
encroached in the oral tradition because of thengwy it attributes to the oral language,
marked an important step forward in deaf educatibecause (a) it acknowledged the
relevance of communication for the deaf child's #omal, cognitive, linguistic and social

% In her discussion of the origins of the combineethnd (Tellings 1995: 79) points out that Edwarchéfi
Gallaudet, the son of Thomas Hopkins Gallaudetpmenended to introduce the teaching of speech, using
reading and writing as a means to teach the splakgjuage upon his return from Europe where oralisas
gaining ground (cf. also Marschark & Spencer 2®)6:
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development (hence it washild-centred and not exclusively oriented toward remedying
hearing loss) and (b) it recognised signing as aditianal means of improving
communication situation in the classroom.

Advocates of the TC philosophy argued againstgparalism, in particular, against the
aim that deaf children exclusively communicate tigto speech, which they claimed to be an
aim that could not be fulfilled. They also regardéx objective as immoral, given the
discrepancy between effort and time spentnommalising deaf children's speech and the
skills they eventually attained. Other critical rmloaspects were seen in the child's right to use
the more accessible communication via signs, tceldgvan identity (that does not deny
deafness), and to attain knowledge about the world.

Diverse factors are reported in the literatureqi®y 1988; Prillwitz & Wudtke 1988;
Tellings 1995) to have led to the (re-)introducti@h signs, including (a) research
documenting the low academic achievements of omdlycated deaf students, (b) studies
revealing the better results of deaf children dfdearents (DCDP) indicating the relevance
of natural language input early on (c) linguistes@arch recognising sign languages as full
languages, (d) nativist hypotheses put forwardhim domain of developmental linguistics
about the inborn human language faculty and thevaglce of natural language input for a
successful language development, (e) deaf adeltintonies and advocacy of the use of
manual communication in deaf education, and (f) iti@pient political activism of deaf
leaders.

From a historical perspective it is clear that albtof the factors mentioned previously
played a part at the same time because the develdprdo not chronologically concur (either
in the USA or in other countries); their convergestiould rather be regarded within a larger
period of time, spanning the 1960s to the 19804o0Athe situation in Germany, Gunther and
Hennies (2011: 135) remark on the relatively lateed of the debate about what they dub as
the “oral crisis”. As Prillwitz and Wudtke (19880 report, the academic response to the
general picture that emerged from the availablearet, documenting the lack of success of a
method that rejected the use of sign language opfwas to demonstrate that the oralist
prejudices against sign language were unfoundeggiarticular, it was argued that

... aus psycholinguistischer Sicht stellt sich did&densprache nicht nur nicht als Hindernis
fur die Entwicklung gehdrloser Kinder dar, sondexts die nahezu einzige Chance auf eine
horenden Kindern vergleichbare 'normale’ geistigeziale und emotionale Personlichkeits-
entwicklung.[... from of a psycholinguistic perspective signdaage does not only constitute
no handicap for the development of deaf childrem, father nearly the only chance of a
relatively ‘normal’ cognitive, social and emotionaérsonality development, comparable with
that of hearing children.]

2.4.1 Components of TC approaches to deaf education

As with other notions in education, the term ofaldtommunication (TC) is used widely for
different educational practices, the actual dabniof TC as a method remaining rather vague
for many educators (Tellings 1995: 47). SpencerBoblin (2006: 169) in turn, emphasise
that total communication refers to a philosophycofmmunication and not to a specific
method. The major components of education in T@ngetinclude the following.

Simultaneous communicationThrough the simultaneous use of signs and speech (a
method that is also termed “simultaneous commuisicabr “SimCom”, particularly in the
USA), TC advocates aim at enhancing spoken langaegeisition which is assumed to serve
as a basis for an improved literacy acquisitioe, gleneral idea being that manual elements
(signed systems, fingerspelling) serve to “visulihie spoken language (Spencer & Tomblin
2006: 171).
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Manual codes of the spoken language (signed sysfermihe use of simultaneous
(bimodal, that is visual and oral) communicationalves the use of speech and elements of a
manual code developed for the representation ofotak language. These codes typically
include elements of the surrounding sign language additional signs, created for the
representation of grammatical elements of the spdkeguage, in particular, function words
and bound morphology (Supalla 1991: 87). For exampiflected spoken language verb
forms are expressed manually through a sequemtmabmation of signs representing the verb
root and the affix respectively (spatial componentthe signing do not play any grammatical
role, unlike in sign languages). The creation dffialal systems consisting of sign language
elements and artificial signs began in the USAha 1960s. As the TC philosophy later
spread to several countries worldwide, signed systevere also created to represent the
national oral language of the respective coutitip Germany, first educational experiences
including the use of signed German (LBGautsprachbegleitendes Gebéardeisjgns
accompanying speech’) were run in Hamburg andmBddring the 1980s (see section 2.4.2).
In Zurich, the LBG pilot programme starting in 1984cluded the elaboration of a collection
of 3,000 signs and thAnleitung fir die Praxis des LBGguideline for the practice with
LBG") (cf. Kaufmann 1995: 14).

Sign systems vary as to the degree to which theyad indicating “faithfully” the
respective spoken language information. Hence #nety of systems in use in one country,
such as Seeing Essential English (SEE 1), SignxerEEnglish (SEE 1) and Signed English
used in the USA. Today Manually Coded English (M@R)sed as a collective nhame to refer
to these systems (Spencer & Tomblin 2006: 171, lBugeCripps 2008: 179).

Orientation towards the spoken/written languagemanual codes is reflected at
different levels of linguistic analysis, includindpe lexical, morphological and syntactic
levels. At the lexical level, for example, sometsyss involve the use of the same sign for
homonyms in the oral language, although differeghs would be available to express the
different meanings in the surrounding sign langudgea similar vein, compounds are split
into meaning units despite the existence of sepaighs. In SEE |, for example, 'butterfly’ is
expressed through the use of the signs for ‘butet"fly’. Other versions of signed systems
include more sign language elements (SEE Il woaltain 61% of ASL signs, cf. Lou 1988:
92). However, they still use artificial signs tdleet the spoken language inflectional system,
and the sequential order of the elements in a elfnlfows the word order of the respective
spoken language.

Sign language Natural sign languages are recognised as theahdaunguages of the
members of the deaf community. However, they ateinduded on the curriculum because
they are not regarded as an appropriate educatioobhto enhance deaf children's spoken
language acquisition.

Audition. Early diagnosis and assessment/fitting of heamds is an important
component of TC programmes. Methods used for tleenption of visual-auditive speech
perception and audition are the same as in oratagdun, although, in addition, signs are
believed to reinforce visual-speech perceptioro(tgh simultaneous use of sign and speech).

Socialisation Parents are expected to attend courses in sigmddingerspelling. They
are encouraged to use all means of communicatitim their child (signs, mime, speech),
whereby they should progressively strive towardsubke of simultaneous communication in
speech and sign. Further, deaf children's ideatibo with other deaf people as role models
is regarded as a crucial factor for their apprdpriaocial and emotional development.
Therefore, the inclusion of deaf teachers or suppersonnel in the classroom is a central

19 Eor a historical review, see Lou (1988). The fegstem Signing Essential EnglisStGEE or SEE 1) was
created by a deaf teacher, David Anthony, in Miahign the early 1960s. The idea was that every warald
be signed morphemically. The system was later eed further and referred to 8geing Essential English
which reflected the purpose to create a systemvtbatd appeal to hearing parents and teachers 1088: 91).
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component of this type of education, which markgraportant difference to oral education
programmes.

Communication in the classroomAs for the actual communication in the classroom,
advocates of total communication approaches emghathieir flexibility regarding the
communication means that can be used for diffepemposes in deaf children's education,
arguing that “[f]lexibility and adaptability in thenodality of communication method used
yield a larger number of potential audiences andirmneased access to communication
patterns” (Spencer & Tomblin 2006: 170).

It should be noted, however, that the flexibigvisaged does not involve the use of
sign language as a language of instruction. Thidshequally of the approach envisaged by
Prillwitz and Wudtke (1988: 23) for the early intention programme in Hamburg as is
reflected in the following statement:

Wir versuchen - angesichts der immer noch entt@&amsidn Erziehungsresultate —
herauszufinden, ob sich nicht die Freiheitsgradepdagogischen Programm erhéhen lassen,
um flexibler in der langen Zeit, bezogen auf dasejezelne Kind und die Fulle der
Bildungsziele, den Sprach- und Kommunikationsaufbadern zu konner{ln the face of the
still prevailing disappointing educational resuit& are trying to establish whether it is possible
to increase the degree of freedom within the didgoogramme, in order to support language
building and the development of communication othex long term and with respect to the
individual child as well as the multitude of educaal goals.]

From a historical perspective, this line of argutagon shows not only how carefully
arguments in favour of the inclusion of signs weue forward at the time, but also that there
was little room for manoeuvre at the level of ediacel conceptions.

Metalinguistic awarenessAmong the linguistic skills that are assumed tecebhbanced
through TC is metalinguistic awareness. Considaellwitz and Wudtke's (1988: 23)
statement in example (7) above. The goal of pramgotnetalinguistic skills certainly
deserves to be emphasised. At the same time, #tensint is revealing in that the
metalinguistic knowledge Prillwitz and Wudtke (19&83) refer to is still monolingual, as it is
not (yet) the use of sign language they have irdimyotice, in addition, that the authors refer
to metalinguistic awareness of “languag8p(ache not ‘the languagesdfe Sprachen

Since total communication approaches are typicallynolingual in orientation, the
diversification of educational options at this sagpans anonvisual/visualcontinuum
(Grimes et al. 2007: 530) at the level of the mibgadf expression, consequently not a
bilingual continuum, involving different languages.

2.4.2 Challenges to the inclusion of signs in desfucation: The Hamburg experience

From a historical perspective, it is worth recalaitimg the circumstances under which the
first educational programmes including the useighs were developed. Although not all of
these educational experiences would use the labé&btal communication, using instead
attributes such as “educational programme withsSiggoals, components and practice of the
new approaches conceived of correspond with theactexistics outlined previously for deaf
education in TC settings.

This is the case also of the early interventiod preschool pilot programme run in
Hamburg from 1979 to 1987. The insights providedhmse who actively participated in the
first educational experience including the useighs (LBG) are not only illustrative of the
main ideas of those who favoured a change of @iiemt in deaf education, they also reveal
some of the challenges that were faced at the tahd¢he levels of policy, research and
practice (that is, the three main areas involvedmguage planning activities). It is interesting
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to note, from a historical perspective, that, or tbne hand, the “LBG-experience”
represented a precursor phase that was succeed#t bynplementation of the first sign
bilingual education programme with deaf studentslamburg, whereas, on the other hand, it
probably triggered the spread of a vaguely defipexttice to use LBG in the classroom in
other parts of the country.

In Germany, one of the countries with the strohgealist tradition since Heinicke's
advocacy of the oral method in the late 18th cgnfsection 2.1.3), the controversy over the
decision to make the step to include signs (nat apguage, but elements of the German
signed system LBG) in the education of deaf stuglenteported to have been virulent. From
a historical perspective and in the face of thetioaing predominance of oralism in this
country, the discrepancy between the (ongoing)euedebate on the inclusion of signs and
the rather limited extent to which signs or signglaage are actually used in the educational
practice is striking (cf. Gunther & Hennies 2011351 Fortunately, however, although
advocates of oralist approaches have impeded a wptead of the inclusion of signs and
sign language in deaf education, their campaigagajnst sign language did not fully prevent
the conception and implementation of sign bilingapproaches in Germany (see section
3.1.1).

The development of an early intervention progranmmekiding the use of signs, as well
as its implementation and concurrent research ifinggg in 1979) were conducted by a team
of academics from the University of Hamburg andfgssionals working at the Hamburg
School for the Deaf (Wisch 1990: 219). According/Nasch (1990: 219) the impetus for the
development of the programme was provided, on tie ltand, by the empirical evidence
documenting the low achievement levels of oralluaded deaf children, and, on the other
hand, by the good results reported for deaf childriedeaf parents growing up in a bilingual
environment with sign language. In addition, thepgioal evidence gathered in a study of
everyday communication practices in 20 familiesafivg parents, deaf children aged 2-6
years) carried out by Prillwitz and colleaguesha 1970s (Prillwitz & Wudtke 1988; Wisch
1990) showed that the temporal delay in spokenuagg development, reflected in a reduced
quantity and quality of interactional turns at cersation, imposed severe restrictions not
only on communication, but also on identity devehgmt in the children (Prillwitz & Wudtke
1988: 25; cf. also Wisch 1990).

The notion of language barrier (obstructing, feample, access to print) is used by
Prillwitz and Wudtke's (1988: 27) to describe whizy assume to be the cause for deaf
children's difficulties in attaining good acaderachievement levels (in this context, they cite
Van Uden's figure of 3,800 words passive vocabuilar§4-years old deaf children). Wisch
(1990: 241) succinctly makes the point by descghiime scarce language foundations upon
which communication and the teaching/learning aitent is supposed to function in the (oral
language only) classroom, both on the side of danlers regarding their limited spoken
language skills (cf. (8)) and on the side of thackers with respect to their lack of sign
language knowledge (cf. (9)) (Wisch 1990: 241):

(8) Wie will ich einen dem Wissenstand von Grundschdétn angemessenen
Sachunterricht durchfiihren, wenn dazu auf der SiteSchiler bestenfalls ein aktiver
Wortschatz von 200 bis 400 Wértern zur Verfliguegtstdie nur mihsam artikuliert
werden kdnnen und von denen sich vielleicht 5%dasfgerade anstehende Sachthema
beziehen7How can | adequately teach a non-language focasbgect on the level of
primary school students’ factual knowledge, if #tadents' active vocabulary at best
comprises 200 to 400 words that can only be agtedl with difficulty and when of
these words approximately only some 5% might refehe current topic?]

(9) ... wenn ich als Lehrer gerade Uber ein paar huhd&ebardenzeichen verflige, aber
nicht tber die vollstandige Gebardensprache: Psdtii bedeutet dies eine doppelte
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Sprachbehinderung in der Gehérlosenschule, fur EBchind Lehrer.[... when, as a
teacher, | only master a few hundred signs instdadtle complete sign language: this,
in effect, constitutes a twofold language impairin@na deaf school, for both students
and teachers.]

Main tenets and goals.Much in line with the emphasis on communication chhi

characterises the rationale of TC, the argumerds wrere put forward in support of the

inclusion of signs concern advantages attributetthéo use for the cognitive, communicative

and social development of deaf children. As for riiin tenets and goals of the educational

experience, Wisch (1990: 221) mentions the follagwin

» acceptance of the child's deafness (as opposedhetotraditional oralist fixation on
exceptional deaf individuals with excellent speskitis)

« trouble-free communication between parents anddml, age adequate at the level of
content

» recognition of deaf individuals as members of guistic minority group

* inclusion of sign language not only with the aimprbmoting a relation with the deaf
community but also to ensure a relatively normaglaage development

* promotion of speech and hearing skills from theif@gg (including first steps into
written language at preschool)

e preparation for a double integration, as a sucaoessicialisation is understood to be
related to the integration into the hearing anddbaf worlds.

Challenges.In their report of this educational experience]lWitiz and Wudtke (1988: 21)
summarise some of the challenges and tasks thatedeto be tackled, in particular,
concerning (a) the collaboration with deaf adultg,the identification of the main properties
of sign language, (c) the relation of sign languageé written language, and (d) the effects of
the combined method on parent-child communicatfoneview of the literature reveals that
these issues also represented a challenge forsgrofials and scholars in other countries (cf.
for the USA, Strong 1988; Kuntze 1998; for Switaad Kaufmann 1995).

Deaf collaborators and teacher©ne important aspect that distinguishes TC froai or
education pertains to the choice of role modelsprajmwhom deaf adults play a key role.
Notice that deaf professionals were banned froni sig#ools upon the turn towards oralism,
but had been teachers at if not the founders ofynealucational institutions catering deaf
children during the 1®century (see section 2.1.2). Statements like tleeprovided in (10)
(from Prillwitz & Wudtke 1988: 21, their emphasigpke it clear that the recognition of deaf
individuals as equal collaborators was not obviauthe time (cf. also Kaufmann 1995). The
use of the adverbun ('now') indicates that the new education conceptias a first step
toward this goal.

(10) Wer die Gebarden in der Alltagskommunikation undBildungsprozessen einsetzen
mochte, mul3mit Gehorlosen zusammenarbeitenUns scheint es ein Zeichen
demokratischer Erziehungskultur, dass die Padagayanden Erzogenen jenseits von
Familie und Schule nun auf der Basis von Gleichstellen. Wir sind der Uberzeugung,
dal3 nur in Zusammenarbeit mit gehdrlosen Erwachseiee Kommunikationsprobleme
angemessen verstanden werden kénnen, ohne daBrgwikilegierte Einsichten gibt.
[Anyone who wants to use signs in everyday comnatiino and in education must
collaborate with deaf individualsWe deem it as a sign of democratic education that
teachers have now put themselves on an equal fpetith the educated — beyond
family and school. We are convinced that only ilmmeration with deaf adults can the
problems of communication be adequately understeothout privileged insights.]
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Signs vs. sign languageThe need of (further) sign language research was
acknowledged, in particular, as a requisite for diegelopment of educational conceptions
that envisaged to include sign language in theauum (that sign language research was in
its early stages is also acknowledged for the stinan the USA at the time when signed
systems were developed, cf. Kuntze 1998: 5). Whiéedifference between the use of signs
and the use of sign language was acknowledgedradeadvantages were attributed at the
time to the use of signed systems (Prillwitz & Wkelf1988: 126). For one, the use of LBG
was thought to be psychologically helpful in partar for the hearing parents who would be
able to continue to use the spoken language wéin tieaf child after the diagnosis shock. In
addition, LBG was assumed to be of use in the ptimmoof the spoken language
development. Another influencing factor pertainedtiie circumstance that neither hearing
nor deaf professionals were available that wouldehbeen in the position to teach the
language and use it in classroom communicatiois. iliteresting to note in this context that
the same shortcomings were addressed in otherreesu(df. Strong 1988: 117).

The statement in (11) (from Prillwitz & Wudtke 18821) shows that there was an
awareness of the dual role sign language mighil falthe educational area, namely, that of
an educational tool, and that of a language iows right. The latter function was understood
as a “future phenomenon” because of the limitatibat oralism had imposed on its
development as a language (sic!). Against this dhexgk it is certainly remarkable that only
two years later, in March 1990, the line of argutagan changed to the reverse, emphasising
the advantage of the natural sign language as eddoshe use of signs as a pedagogical tool
(Prillwitz 1991). The key to resolve the apparewbritradiction” can be found in the
statement we provide in (12), which is part of fin@l conclusion of Prillwitz' contribution to
the International Congress on Sign Language Rdseiarcl990. The change toward a
bilingual model, as Prillwitz (1991: 31) puts iidchot happen overnight and it was designed
in such a way that it wouldftlr die (vormals) orale Praxis verkraftbar vonstatgehen.
[occur in a bearable manner for the (previouslg) practice].”

(11) Die Gebarden sind ja deshalb ein so besonderer (ged, weil sie als
lautsprachbegleitende Gebarden padagogisches Zwteknsind, aber auch eine
Zukunft als eigenstandiges Sprachsystem (DGS) hdhenGebardensprache will in
ihren kreativen Leistungen aber auch in ihren Beguengen analysiert werden, die sich
aus der eingeschrankten sozialen Reichweite und déamomsschluss aus
Bildungsprozessen seit dem Mailander Kongress (18B8feben[Signs are special in
so far as they are used in sign supported oral aomgation as a means to a
pedagogical end, but also because they have aef@siran independent linguistic
system (DGS). Sign language has to be analyseddiagaits creative achievements,
but also with respect to its limitations in consewce of its socially restricted range and
its exclusion from educational processes sincéviien 1880 Congress.]

(12) ... befinden wir uns alle immer noch in einer sehmvwserigen Situation; denn die
Grundlage einer Neuorientierung in Richtung Zwessirigkeit, eine umfassende
Gebéardensprachforschung und —lehre fir die DGSjissheute bestenfalls in Ansatzen
gegeben. Fur die praxisbezogene Umsetzung im Berel@olmetschen,
Gebéardensprachkurse, Lehr-/Lernmaterialien, undobéegrs im Bereich Erziehung und
Bildung sind noch wesentliche Grundlagenarbeitennachen. Bevor hier nicht die
entsprechenden Angebote ausgearbeitet sind, sodte sich hiten, die Kolleginnen in
den Gehdrlosenschulen tGber erhéhte Anspriiche zrioidern. Als erstes musste die
gehorlosenpadagogische Aus- und Weiterbildung Glhi#aprache als wesentlichen
Bestandteil aufnehmen. Dies ist bis heute noch amek Ausbildungsstatte fur
Gehorlosenpéadagogik in unserem Land geschehenlei¢hdl ist auch unter diesem
Gesichtspunkt der lange Weg zur Gebéardensprache mmd Zweisprachigkeit
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Gehorloser Uber das lautsprachbegleitende Gebargiee Hilfe, den Frust Uber die
Diskrepanz zwischen Wollen und Kdnnen, zwischempracs und Wirklichkeit tGber
Jahre, ja Jahrzehnte auszuhalt¢n. we are still in a very difficult situation sindbe
foundations for reorientation towards bilingualisosgmprehensive research on and
teaching of DGS, have until now only been carriedl ludimentarily at best. For its
implementation in practice, in the areas of intetg@tion, sign language courses,
teaching and learning materials, and especiallgdacation, significant groundwork
still needs to be done. Until an adequate offeaviailable in these areas, one may be
well advised not to overstrain the colleagues aif dehools by levying excessive
expectations on them. First, sign language ha®tadopted as an essential component
in further education and training programmes inf geegalagogy. That, however, has not
yet happened in any training institution in thisiotry [i.e. Germany, CPP]. Bearing in
mind the actual situation, having to go the longywawards sign language and deaf
bilingualism via signed German might be of helpb®ar the frustration given the
discrepancy between intention and capability, etgiemns and reality over years, even
decades.]

Literacy. The relationship of literacy and sign language cetmpce remained largely

unexplored at the time. Prillwitz and Wudtke's (8921) questions (13) reveal how little

information on deaf individual's own perceptionlitdracy was available. We can see further
that didactic conceptions concerning the relatigndtetween sign language and written
language still needed to be devised.

(13) Vollig ungeklart sind die Bezlige zwischen Gebardad der Schriftsprache. Die
Gehorlosen besitzen keine spezielle Schrift. Wigtelgen sie Texte? Was kdnnten wir
hier lernen, wenn wir uns kommunikativ zu den Gleisén in Beziehung setzen
konnten! Wie lassen sich Gebardenkompetenz undiftSphache aufeinander
beziehenqThe relationship between signs and written laggueemains unclear. Deaf
individuals do not possess a special writing systelow do they understand texts?
How much could we learn in this respect if we couddate to deaf individuals
communicatively! How could competence in sign laexge and in written language be
related to each other?]

Impact on parent-child communicationThe need to assess parents' sign language \skils
identified as a task in order to ascertain whetiher use of signs improved parent-child
communication during all important phases in liferifwitz & Wudtke 1988: 21). It is
interesting to note that the essential componenthatt Prillwitz and Wudtke (1988) refer to
as the “combined method”, namely, the combinatioh smns and speech in the
communication with the deaf children is not addeelsas a challenge. Neither do they refer to
the creation of artificial signs that were necegsfar the “visualisation” of all spoken
language properties, to enhance the child's “inputhat language, which was ultimately the
aim of the simultaneous use of speech and sign.

2.4.3 Outcomes and critique

More than 30 years after the establishment of itis€ TC settings it is interesting to remark
on the rapid spread of the TC approach throughwutmorld (e.g. in the Australia, Germany,
New Zealand, Switzerland, The Netherlands, Spamaildand, Taiwan, USA, to name but a
few countries, cf. Monaghan 2003: 15; Tellings 1999-80). The USA, for example,
witnessed a changeover to TC from 1968 to 1978,reldyein 1978 a total of 65%
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programmes had adopted this approach (35% idemgifyihemselves as pure oral

programmes) (cf. Lou 1988: 93; also Kuntze 1998: Fgctors that contributed to these

developments include the functional use of ar@ifiGgign systems (as a tool to teach the oral
language) and the relative ease in their “mastégy’hearing teachers (that is, it was only
signs that had to be learned, not a different {@pagrammar and language).

Turning to the outcomes of the TC approach, thereo agreement in the literature
about its impact on deaf children's oral languageetbpment, although an improvement at
the level of communication is generally acknowletigeor example, about 10 years after TC
programmes were established in the USA, Luetkeh®tain (1990: 326) concluded that there
was no indication of an improvement of academicieadment levels in deaf students
educated in TC settings (compared to those in ayipers of education). Spencer and Tomblin
(2006), too, conclude their review of the availasledies with the assertion that there is, as
yet, no clear picture of the outcomes.

General assessmentBvaluations of programmes including the use gisicoincide in
the improvement of deaf children's skills in diffat areas. For example, the results obtained
in the longitudinal research concomitant to thdyeertervention and preschool programme
established in Hamburg document the children's Idpugent at the level of the lexicon (cf.
Prillwitz & Wudtke 1988: 76-108, cf. also Wisch 189226 for a summary of the results
obtained). The children's spoken language was fooimelach optimal levels according to Van
Uden's definition for orally educated deaf childréimat is, a command of more than 200
active words and 500-700 speech read words. Futiierchildren were found to be able to
identify 400-700 written words (some children athgastarted to write, whereby
fingerspelling was found to be useful).

As for the signs attained, the children's signaimdary was found to comprise 1,400-
2,000 signs, which allowed them to engage in stighted and spontaneous communication.
Interaction sequences in sign supported commuoitatere reported to be much longer than
the ones identified in the communication of orabjucated deaf children, and the range of
topics addressed to go well beyond the here and wibneh is also reflected in the diversity
of functions language is used for. Wisch (1990:)23ghlights the knowledge function (to
request/provide information). He also remarks anubke of egocentric language, with similar
forms as the ones observed in hearing children.aOmore general level, the overall
development of the children at the levels of settem, independence, and social behaviour
was found to be positive. The children's parengésraported to have engaged in the learning
of signs (generally, the mothers). At the levespéech production the children were found to
frequently produce speech with signs. Articulatisndescribed as less clear compared to
successful orally educated deaf children. It is alsnceded that formal linguistic competence
and speech had not progressed as expected (WiS6h R8Ilwitz & Wudtke 1988).

Speech intelligibility While “the promise of fully intelligible speech irC classrooms
has not been achieved” (Spencer & Tomblin 2006:f.},760 negative impact of signed
communication on speech intelligibility was fourtekaluations of the intelligibility of their
students provided by the teaching staff mirror pineportions obtained for orally educated
deaf children (less than 20% are estimated adyfeasy to understand”).

There has been, however, some concern about thétyquf the speech used
simultaneously with sign given that speech (andseau produced in simultaneous
communication tends to have a longer duration (8&ge& Tomblin 2006: 175) resulting in
sequences like “okaaaay, nooow weee aaare readaolyy luunch” (Kuntze 1998: face
LaBue 1995: 170). However, the impact of these frcadions on speech acquisition remains
unexplored. Spencer and Tomblin (2006: 179) reporthe results obtained in a more recent
study (Yoshinaga-ltano & Sedey 2000) where sevlaors influencing the development of
phoneme inventories and speech intelligibility wiglentified, namely, (a) age (older children
produced phonemes more correctly), (b) languagis gkiigher language skills correlating
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with better speech skills), (c) degree of hearogs) and (d) type of communication (oral, TC,
with better results for the former).

Grammar. As for the linguistic skills attained, better uts are apparent at the lexical
level than at the (morpho-)syntactic level (cf. lirgls 1995: 92). Based on the evidence
obtained for children acquiring English, Spencat @aomblin (2006: 186) conclude that there
IS a great variability in students' achievementstbat the pattern that emerges at the level of
language development is similar to that of heacimiédren, albeit delayed. With respect to the
skills attained at the distinct levels of linguistnalysis, the research undertaken indicates
that word order seems to be a rather robust arga,bstter results than those obtained for
other areas, as, for example, morphology. At thepimalogical level, students educated in TC
settings have been found to have problems witkectihtnal morphology, either omitting or
inappropriately using morphological endings (SpenkeTomblin 2006: 184), which is
generally related to the inconsistency in the inpuatvided by teachers and parents (Schick
2003: 227). In other words, functional elementdudimg auxiliary and copula verbs as well
as the inflectional morphology appear to be moleanable to the type of “mixed” input deaf
children are exposed to (Spencer & Tomblin 20065; 1. also Schick 2003: 226-227)
(students with a Cl have been found to performebegiroducing inflectional morphology in
the spoken modality, cf. Spencer & Tomblin 20065)18Vhat is not specifically addressed in
the literature is whether the use of inflectionarphology would vary depending on whether
the students used spoken language or written |g@guaccording to Schick (2003: 227),
productions in the latter might better reflect umglag competence. On a critical note,
evidence indicating that the use of signed systelmss not significantly improve deaf
students' mastery of the functional elements ofaita language raises the question of why
they continue to be used as an educational toaigely for the purpose of enhancing deaf
students' attainment of these elements (a fundtida also attributed in some bilingual
education programmes, see section 3.2.1).

Communicative skillsLittle is known about the functional benefit okthise of signed
systems to improve the communicative situation edfcchildren at home (in particular for
those born to non-signing parents). Although adiescaf simultaneous communication
commonly argue that the combined mode makes iteedsr parents not native in sign
language to interact with their child, the few stiscthat tackle this issue suggest that the lack
of interaction with their parents or other familyembers continues to be a reality for many
deaf children educated in TC settings (Mayberry22@a3).

As for communication in school, the few testimenayailable of scholars involved in
research on the language used in TC settings aie gvealing about the inconsistent and
fragmentary character of sign-speech combinatiortie input to and output of the students
(Hansen 1991: 65; Mahshie 1995: 117-120). In h@omteon the use of simultaneous
communication in Denmark, Hansen (1991: 65) remdhled teachers confronted with a
video-taped recording of their sign-speech produstiwith the sound turned off could not
fully understand what they had produced. Furthesclers also realised that they had not
consistently provided speech-sign combinationsoalgh they believed to have done so
(Hansen 1991: 65; Mahshie 1995: 12). Further, aealyf children's productions revealed
that the spoken part of the signed-speech combmaticorresponded rather with lip
movements than with the actual pronunciation ofdsorThis is illustrated in the Swedish
example in (14) (Mahshie 1995: 122 based on Bergh®&8), from a boy that was assumed
to have a good command of simultaneous communicatydoth parents and teachers.

(14) Jag ater bara god mat. Swedisharget sentenge
'| eat only good food'
adbaoba lip movements producgd
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According to Hansen (1991: 66, our transl.), thédcbn mixed the languages to “survive
communicatively”, but they had no idea about “where language ended and the other
began”. Observations like these hint at the disamep between the functional dimension
attributed to simultaneous communication and thewktedge of language it is expected to
enhance.

2.4.4 The controversial status of signed systems

Today, the use of simultaneous communication infigtld of deaf education continues to be
widespread, although critiques of hybrid commungratmeans have been abundant.
Advocates of the TC approach generally point toai@mg shortcomings in the way TC is
put into practice. From the perspective of develeptal linguistics the benefit of this
approach is questioned on more fundamental gropedsining to the relevance of natural
language input for the acquisition of language.

Shortcomings at the level of practicAdvocates of the TC approach acknowledge the
lack of a general success of TC, but do not questie use of simultaneous communication
per se Rather, remaining shortcomings are discussedlation to deficits in how TC is put
into practice (Akamatsu & Stewart 1998; Spencer &mblin 2006; Fischer et al. 1991).
Spencer and Tomblin (2006: 173), for example, rénthat “[v]ariability in the language
models provided should be considered when supptesdilts” of exposure to TC are
discussed.” Further, they argue (Spencer & Tomb066: 170, their emphasis) that “there
appears to be a discrepancy between what peopik shouldbe used and whas in use
regarding sign systems.” Indeed, adult “models§.(e2achers and parents) have been found
to use simultaneous communication in an incondisteanner. Particularly functional
elements appear to be frequently dropped (Schid3R0Estimates of the proportion of
omissions in simultaneous signed/spoken utteravangs Spencer and Tomblin (2006: 173-4)
report on a range from 8 and 26% of omissions faartte input provided by mothergdce
Swisher 1985) (particularly English function wordere omitted); teachers matching their
utterances for as much as 90pade Luetke-Stahlman 1988). Apart from missing elements
simultaneous communication has also been foun@ntam mismatches between the signed
and the spoken component. Johnson et al. (1989fdi6@xample, provide an excerpt of the
transcription of the productions of a preschoothea interacting with 4 years old preschool
children. Mismatches included lexical errors (SIgBBSTER DEVIL, speechEaster Bunny
signs: FREEZE, speectvan)), and morphological errors (signs: CAN'T, speeawdn). On a
critical note, it seems that the apparent “flexiyil of simultaneous communication might
also turn into one of its major drawbacks.

Critique from the perspective of (developmentat)guistics. From the perspective of
developmental linguistics the question arises ashether deaf children exposed to a mixed
code acquire that code. Not surprisingly, the impafc simultaneous communication is
seldom addressed this way, but is rather assessethtion to the function it is supposed to
fulfil, namely, the acquisition of the oral lang@agAs Schick (2003: 225) remarks, “for
children acquiring MCE, the goal is to acquire Estglas a first and native language, and
researchers typically focus on the extent to wicitiidren adhere to or deviate from the rules
of English, rather than a description of the clatds overall communication skills.” We are
confronted then with an incongruity between theuinprovided (a mixture of codes) and the
output expected (knowledge of the oral languaghkis discrepancy reflects not only a lack of
differentiation between communication and language, also reveals a general
misunderstanding of the impact of modality on thganisation of language, a point that has
been taken up by linguistic critiques of signedtays, but has been largely ignored in the
educational area.
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The main concerns expressed pertain to (a) thessiaf signed systems vis-a-vis
independent linguistic systems, and (b) the impzfctsigned systems on deaf learners’
language acquisition. There is a consensus tha¢gigystems do not constitute a proper basis
for the development of the deaf child's languagelfs (Bavelier et al. 2003; Drasgow 1993;
Fischer 1998; Johnson et al. 1989; Lane et al. ;199&gleton et al. 1998; Strong 1988;
Supalla 1991).

A widespread misconception, particularly at thgeleof practice (that is, in the
education of deaf children) is that signed systemsld represent the language tluriplicate
in another modality of expression. Linguistic arséyclearly shows that they do not. As
Supalla and Cripps (2008: 184) put it, “MCE is nomparable to the language (i.e., English)
that it intends to duplicate for the benefit of delildren. The structural violations leading to
the production of distorted sentences is thus aadl undermine their capacity for language
acquisition”.

From a linguistic perspective, research has shihnahsigned systems are inconsistent
with how spatial languages work (Schick 2003; Shapé&l Cripps 2008). Supalla and Cripps
(2008: 184) illustrate how the use of sequentiatphemes in signed English systems (MCE)
to represent inflected spoken language verbs esl#te morphological and phonological
constraints that hold of sign languages (for examiol express “watching” two separate signs
are sequentially combined, namely, the sigpTcH and the sign NG). Children confronted
with these forms failed to correctly identify thgreed “affixes” as part of the verb roots,
interpreting them rather as unbound morphemesnlasi effect of confusion is given at the
lexical level with the artificial creation of compids. For instance, the “butterfly” example
mentioned previously rather than helping childrerdécipher the intended meaning would
provoke confusion, letting them wonder “how in therld a stick of butter was able to fly”
(Kuntze 1998: 5). Observations like these make gmpdhat an appropriate understanding of
bimodal productions requires not only knowledgéhef signs used, but also knowledge of the
grammar simultaneous productions are meant to ctefl@ohnson et al. 1989: 19).
Consequently, the use of signed systems leads paradoxical situation, as it requires
knowledge of the language whose acquisition iig®sed to enhance.

Furthermore, it must be noted that the creationsighed systems represents an
intervention into therchitectural principles of sign languages that underlie th&éicacy as
language systems, not only in language use, botialshe development of language. As
Supalla and Cripps (2008: 185) put it, “an adoptdnhe spoken language structure (for the
signed medium) will only lead to the linguistic 83 losing its learnability variable”.

Against this backdrop, it is certainly not withawbny that students educated in TC
settings have been found to adapt their signingetter conform to the constraints of natural
sign languages (e.g. with respect to the use ofiadpgrammar). Such adaptations are
generally interpreted as providing additional ewick for the artificial character of signed
systems (Kuntze 2008; Singleton et al. 1998; Strb®@8) and the role of modality in sign
language development (Supalla 1991: 109). As Sctdtk3: 228) remarks, “there maybe
something about making a spoken language into walisne that is inconsistent with how
languages work (...)". Put differently, it seemie'tlinguistic system must be free in adopting
a structure best suited to its modality” (Supall&&pps 2008: 185).

Simultaneous communication and sign bilingual edatton. We would like to end this
critical appraisal by drawing attention to two asgave consider important for an appropriate
evaluation of the role of signed systems in thecatlan of deaf students. The first
observation concerns the impact of the use of $anabus communication on the evolution
of deaf education. From a historical perspectivean be argued that the TC approach paved
the way for further developments, including the dach for and the establishment of sign
bilingual education programmes. As pointed out ynke (1998: 5), the spread of signed
systems in its various forms “helped legitimize tige of signed communication in the
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classroom” (for a similar conclusion along thesedi see Prillwitz 1991, whose statements in
this respect were discussed in section 2.4.2).stohet al. (1989: 13), too, remark on the
circumstance that because TC “obliged” teacherauude signs it became a symbol of
resistance to oralism, strongly supported by thétatkaf community in the USA at the time.

The second observation concerns the continuedfusenultaneous communication in
TC and in bilingual settings, despite the caveattired previously. We shall expand on this
in section 3.2.2. Nevertheless, we advance hettethigpractice reflects unresolved issues
pertaining to communication between hearing adattd deaf children and the means that
should be used in the teaching of the grammaticgigaties of the oral language.



3 Sign bilingual education

Following our critical appraisal of education plsigphies with a monolingual orientation, we
turn now to the question of how sign bilingualissrpromoted in the context of sign bilingual
education settings. We are interested to tracdelkrelopments leading to the establishment of
sign bilingual education programmes, and to idgntife key components of this type of
education as well as the range of variation. Bezalis bilingual education option continues
to represent the exception rather than the nornaytodve will seek to discern those
circumstances that work against a more widespreadqtion of deaf children's bilingualism.

In the following sections, we will look first aheé main developments leading to the
inclusion of sign language in deaf education (sec8.1). We will then critically appraise the
main components of bilingual education and explive dimensions of variation in how
bilingual education is put into practice (sectio)3

3.1 Sign bilingual education on the agenda

Sign bilingual education emerges in socio-politiealucational and linguistic discourses as of
the 1980s as a notion to refer to an educationébsgdphy that differs radically from oralist
and TC approaches in that it includes the usegof lsinguage as the or one of the language(s)
of instruction in a bilingual model of deaf educati(cf. Johnson et al. 1989; Knight &
Swanwick 2002; Singleton et al. 1998). In recogrysihe relevance afign languagedor the
linguistic and cognitive development of deaf cleldy the bilingual/bicultural approach to
deaf education marked a turn in the history of gesfagogy (Johnson et al. 1989; Prillwitz
1991). In the bilingual model envisaged, sign laggiis attributed the status of the primary
language for deaf students, in terms of accedsikdind language development. The oral
language, in turn, is attributed the status eeeondanguage(L2). The bilingual model also
acknowledges the bicultural dimension of a bilingu@motion through the inclusion of deaf
teachers as role models and Deaf culture as acudsjehe curriculum.

The inclusion ofign languagen a bilingual approach to deaf education is comiyno
regarded as the result of a convergence of devedofmin the socio-political, educational and
academic areas. From a historical perspective, hemyvé is important to note that discourses
in these areas have only progressively converged.

Educational discourseln educational discourse, sign bilingual educatiomerged as
an alternative to the TC approach in the 1980shaigh the Total Communication
philosophy had represented a step forward in theogmtion of the relevance of
communication through the visual modality, it caon&ler an increasing critique because
simultaneous communication was deemed inappropaate basis fonatural language
development. Johnson et al.'s (1989) publicatidnlécking the Curriculum:.”.had a major
impact on the debate about deaf education not iontile USA but also in many countries
throughout the world. In their publication, the lauts questioned the use of signed systems in
view of the continuing failure of deaf educatiordaargued in favour of the inclusion of sign
language. The publication reflects major changdsonty regarding the recognition of sign
languages as full languages, but also with redpegisocio-cultural view of deafness.

Deaf movementChanges concerning communication and travel duhadatter half of
the 20" century increased opportunities to exchange asskdiinate knowledge, contributing
also to a rapid spread of the ideas associated tvtiDeaf movement and the demand of
bilingual education (Bagga-Gupta 2004. 48). The fDmavement in the USA in the late
1980s opened new perspectives on the role of ddafiduals as agents of change and their
role in deaf education. As Bagga-Gupta (2004: 26} it, “[i]t can be surmised that Deaf
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education, probably for the first time ever (anyvehm the modern world), became a serious
and realistic agendtr Deaf children and by the Deaf in the United Std#esopposed to
Deaf education being an agenda for Deaf childrehdaring professionals)”.

Speech therapists involved in the bilingual progre established in ltaly, at the
Cossato school, also remark on how visits abroathhty to Gallaudet University, affected
the views and knowledge of deaf individuals wheailatngaged in research activities (see
Plaza-Pust 2016 for a discussion). According talaeand Minola (2003: 39) the participation
of deaf individuals helped to break with the tremfil way educational intervention had been
conceived of and organised (a task exclusivelyléatcky speech therapists until then):

Cio ebbe un effetto dirompente ed innovativo sulionia cui veniva considerato l'intervento
educativo e rieducativo nei confronto dei bambordg portava in primo piano I'esperienza ed

i vissuti comunicativi e linguistici degli stessofagonisti della presa in carico logopedica ed
arricchiva di informazioni e conoscenze il terrewlintervento fino ad allora dominato
esclusivamente dai “rieducatori” e dalle loro esslue conoscenzgThis had an explosive and
innovative effect on the manner in which the edueaand re-educative intervention has been
considered in the way to deal with deaf childrerthie first place it brought in the linguistic and
communicative experience of the very protagoni$tspgech therapeutical care and enriched
with information and knowledge the interventionaarap until now dominated exclusively by
“re-educators” and their exclusive knowledge.]

Social model of disabilityThe developments depicted also run on a par withange of
perspective on disability that derived in a socradel of disability, whereby disability is
understood in relation to the social context arel éhvironment developed by non-disabled
people (Knight & Swanwick 2002: 29; cf. also Domieg-Gutiérrez & Alonso-Baxeiras
2004: 16). Humanitarian principles leading to thevelopment of this model began
circulating in the 1960s, at the time of the cights movement, when many of society’s
stereotypes were questioned (Winzer 1993: 376).KAgght and Swanwick (2002: 29)
remark, “from this perspective, people are not ldesd by their particular disability, but by
the extent to which the social environment in whibby live places constraint upon their
opportunity to function fully within it”.

Parental engagementrinally, one crucial factor in the implementatioh mlingual
education programmes pertains to support and engageof deaf children's parents. Indeed,
parents' initiatives have played a key role atsth&o-political level. Their dissatisfaction with
the available educational options and informedsienito demand the implementation of the
alternative sign bilingual option provided the imysefor the set up of the first experimental
classes in Sweden and Denmark (Mahshie 1995: xxdihe engagement of the parents
(often in the form of parents’ associations) isoadé&knowledged as a driving force for the
implementation and the continuity of bilingual pragimes in other countries, such as
Germany (Gunther 1999b), France (Leroy 2005), Itglyolterra 2003), Australia
(Komesaroff 2001), and Spain (Gras 2006; PéreziNattal. 2014).

3.1.1 First steps: Developments leading to the ustbn of sign language

The comparison of the developments leading to tif@amentation sign bilingual education
programmes in several countries toward the entie®6 century makes apparent how local
circumstances interact with global issues. Forhenrtllustration, we will briefly sketch the
developments in the USA, Scandinavia and Germany.

USA In the USA, the inclusion of sign language in fdeducation in terms of a
bilingual model of deaf education was already dised in several publications appearing in
the 1970s (Bagga-Gupta 2004: 132). In the acadares, the demand for bilingual education
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of deaf students was also included in the resaistiadopted, for example, at the Second
National US Symposium on Sign Language ResearchTaagdhing in 1978 (Bagga-Gupta
2004: 132). However, at the time, there was yetcoovergence between research and
practice with respect to a new orientation in degcation. As pointed out by Strong (1988:
117) “this change in thinking is not yet refleciadschool programs for a number of reasons”.
Among the factors that worked against putting thiendgual idea into practice were the
teachers' scepticism against sign language, thakrdf qualification in that language, the lack
of a written form of sign language and the laclsigh language curricula (cf. Singleton et al.
1998 who also remark on the administration's ralum to support a bilingual programme
without empirical research supporting the needushsa shift in programme design). Against
this backdrop, we can understand why some resaardaled for caution, expressing
concern about the danger of setting-up poorly aesigoilingual programmes that would be
likely to fail (Mahshie 1995: 206 cites Woodward789. Further, several activities preceded
the implementation of a bilingual programme. At t@alifornia School for the Deaf, for
example, a committee was set up in 1990 that woalttdinate the activities aiming at a
better understanding of the bilingual/biculturapegach among the different stakeholders,
and the administrative effort its implementationwebtake. As of the late 1980s and early
1990s, several bilingual programmes were estaldigtepublic and at residential schools
(Mason 1994; Singleton et al. 1998: 18).

Sweden In Sweden, where the provision of home-languagehieg to minority and
immigrant students was stipulated by the 1977 “hdamguage reform” (Bagga-Gupta &
Domfors 2003), sign language was recognised in E81he first and natural language of
deaf individuals. Because Swedish Sign Languagé)(%8s recognised as the first language
of deaf children, the 1981 ruling decreed that thveyld receive all their schooling in this
language (Bagga-Gupta & Domfors 2003: 68). As réethupon by Svartholm (2010: 161),
while the Special School curriculum implemented 883 required that deaf children should
strive toward bilingualism, the 1994 national curriculum reqdireschools to ensure
bilingualism in all deaf pupils upon the completiohtheir education. The work of Swedish
Sign Language researchers (inspired by Stokoetamds into American Sign Language,
ASL), deaf community members, and parental NGOsdinbabout the change at the level of
language policy that would soon be reflected indbmpulsory use of sign language as the
language of instruction at schools with deaf stisleriThe policy resulted in the
implementation of a uniform bilingual education iopt(Bagga-Gupta & Domfors 2003: 67),
which contrasts markedly with the continuum of op$ offered in other countries as of the
1990s. Indeed, the institutionalisation of therglial option in this country has not been
replicated in any other country. Yet, word of the@rges in Sweden circulated quite early in
the USA and in other countries, although detaitddrmation on how bilingual education was
put into practice only became available in Engbsly later (Mahshie 1995: xxi).

Denmark As for the developments in Denmark, Hansen (188):also notes that the
acknowledgement of shortcomings of TC combined veith increasing knowledge about
Danish Sign Language (DT) and the parents' iniatifurthered the idea of bilingualism in
deaf education. The Centre for Total CommunicationCopenhagen contributed to the
implementation of bilingual education programmeshvihe set up of language courses for
parents and teachers, and the making of teachdepsiin DT.

Germany At the Hamburg school for the deaf, the first lglial classes were
implemented in the 1993/4 school year (Gunther 4999). Several factors contributed to
this development, including (a) the results of tely intervention experimentation and
related demand for the continuity of the experiefugon the parents' initiative), (b) progress
in sign language research (the ‘Institute for Gerrséggn Language’lnstitut flir Deutsche
Gebéardenspracheat the University of Hamburg was the first to aridke linguistic research
on sign language in Germany), (c) parents' engagent@ professionals' engagement, and
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(e) the appointment of a new chair of deaf pedag@aus-B. Glnther) who would
contribute to the theoretical foundations of thdingual programme and conduct the
concomitant research group. According to Gunth&09a: 11), the parents of the children
attending the LBG-early-intervention-and-preschexjperience described previously (cf.
section 2.4.2) demanded the continuity of the guis approach as of 1991, seeking advice
also in the academic area. Their engagement waml fmube decisive for the conception and
implementation, and ultimately the success of thegramme. The potential influence of
other factors, such as the Scandinavian experiemcgsalified by Gunther (1999a: 11) who
argues that the results of the Scandinavian expegewere not available at the time when a
team of teachers of the Hamburg school for the deaf academics of the Hamburg
University presented their conception for the Igiial programme in 1992 (they would
become available only in the course of the bilingegperience). As the sign bilingual
education conception elaborated was rather theatgetwith little information on how the
bilingual teaching was to be put into practice, thdactic conception and the scientific
elaboration of the “bilingual idea” (Gunther 19994.) had to be developed further based on
the actual practice in the bilingual pilot prograsnm

3.1.2 First bilingual education programmes: Challges at the level of practice

The preceding sketch of the developments leadingh® implementation of bilingual
education programmes in diverse social contextts ah some of the challenges faced and
efforts made by the professionals involved. Thes#egsionals were confronted with the
circumstance that information (and research) on tiensign bilingual education philosophy
was put into practice was scarce. Scholars emphgdise right of the deaf child to grow up
bilingually, notably Francois Grosjean (1992: 31ditlined the main components of sign
bilingual education, remarking, at the same tirhat thow this is done is clearly a challenge
for parents, educators and members of the lingutstmmunities involved”. In a similar vein,
Drasgow (1993: 247) acknowledges that the impleat@mt of a bilingual programme is “no
simple matter” and that “there is much to considéttirther, he argues that the use of sign
language in the education of deaf students rais@splex issues” (Drasgow 1993: 245), such
as “How and when should English be taught? Who Ishbe the teachers and role models?
Because language and cultural identity are so lglostertwined, what about the possibility
of cultural conflict between deaf children and thearing parents?”

More than ten years after the implementation & finst experimental classes in
Sweden, Mahshie's (1995: xxxiv, our emphasis) ofas®ns on the status of bilingual
education in that country succinctly summarisettipes of challenges faced at the practical
level: “Those involved agree that the implementatd this model —which involves putting in
place personnel, practices, expertise, and dahebutes that have not been typically been
present in either the educational or the healthcaystem- requires both time and broad-
based support.” (cf. also Hansen, 1990, for acafitappraisal of the developments in
Denmark). What these reports make clear is thatptbgision of sign bilingual education
requires a range of human and didactic resouroefjding qualified teachers, appropriate
teaching materials, and a bilingual curriculum, ahdt it takes some time before these
resources are developed.

3.1.3 Diversification of methods used in deaf edtioa

Throughout the preceding sections, we have sketdheddevelopments leading to a
diversification of options in deaf education in thee 2¢" century, including the sign
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bilingual approach. By the turn of century, oralibad definitely lost its exclusive status in
many European countries. In a survey on statudriliison and characteristics of sign
bilingual education programmes in EurbpéPlaza-Pust 2004), many of the participants
asked about thgeneralstatus of sign language in schools with deaf stigdim their country

or region hinted at the availability of educatioetirods including sign language to a greater
or lesser extent. In general, the increasing dityeod methods at the time was emphasised in
additional comments such as “enormous variatioosacschools, units, regions” or “it is a
mixture — different methods in different school®lgqza-Pust 2004: 1. Interestingly, the
survey revealed variation not only in the distribot of the bilingual programmes
implemented, but also in educational conceptiortss Variation, as becomes apparent in
recent publications on deaf education in otherspaftthe world, is not exclusive to the
European context. The next sections are dedicatedctitical appraisal of the dimensions of
variation in sign bilingual education.

3.2 Variation in sign bilingual education: A critial appraisal

As outlined previously, sign bilingual/biculturatl@cation is used as a notion to refer to a
philosophy of education defined primarily by theeusf sign language as the or one of the
language(s) of instruction in the education of dstfdents (Knight & Swanwick 2002).
Because the language of the surrounding commusityneé spoken language and it is the
language of literacy, access and provision of sagiguage to deaf children is bound to a
bilingual concept of education. Unlike bilingual usdtion catering for hearing students,
which, as we learned previously, is characterisgd/driation regarding its objectives, the
bilingual approach to deaf education is often asged with the idea of a uniform conception
that would account for the specific needs and tasliof deaf learners. While this idea
continues to be widespread at the programmatid,leve are interested in how bilingual
education is put into practice, and to discernkinevariables that determine the development
and maintenance of sign bilingualism in education.

The empirical basis of our critical appraisal coisgs personal interviews conducted
over the last decade with professionals in edueatidnstitutions offering sign bilingual
education in several countries, including Germépain, Quebec, France and Switzerland.
We obtained further insights into educational molehy and bilingual teaching practices
through our participation in bilingual classes. \Also subjected the available literature on
bilingual education programmes to a critical review the last years, several thematic
volumes, dissertations and journal articles havenhmublished (see, for example, the report
on the Québec bilingual programme in Vercaingne-dénet al. 2005, the bilingual
programme established in Hamburg in Gunther et28D4, the bilingual programme
established in Berlin in Hennies & Ginther 2011 thilingual experience established in
Cossato, Italy, in Teruggi 2003, the research gn bilingually educated deaf children at the
Geneva school in Niederberger 2004, the researdiliagual education offered in France by
the associatioDeux langues pour une education 2LRELeroy 2005 and 2010, and the
contributions in Plaza-Pust & Morales-Lopez 2008vding insights into developments in
diverse social contexts, such as Argentina, Aus@iaina, Italy and Spain.). Pilot bilingual

™ The countries covered by the survey were AusBElgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece,
Ireland, Italy, Norway, Spain, Sweden, Switzerlafide Netherlands and the United Kingdom.

12 Apart from the feedback obtained through a questiire, additional information was gathered in¢hatext
of personal interviews with professionals involiedleaf education in France, Germany, Spain andz8dand.
Participants included headmasters, teachers andaiguage interpreters. As most of the participduaid filled
out the questionnaire previously, the semi-stretinterviews centred on the issues raised inuheeg as well
as on the particular problems encountered in thgemtive institution.
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programmes established with the political mandatacomitant research, documenting not
only conception and establishment of the progranmie also the students' performance,
turned out to be particularly valuable as a soutbés is the case, for example, of the
programmes established in Quebec and Germany).

What can be gleaned from the information gathesethat sign bilingual education
programmes vary along the components identifiedripusly for bilingual education in
general (section 1.2.2), namely, (a) status oflahguages (minority vs. majority language),
(b) language competence(s) envisaged (full biliigoa or proficiency in the majority
language), (c) placement (segregation vs. maimsirgg, (d) students enrolled (with a
minority or a majority language background or bp#md (e) allocation of the languages in
the curriculum. In the course of the following sexs, we will look at these dimensions of
variation in more detail, paying particular attentito some of the dimensions we consider
particularly critical for the promotion of sign mgualism (cf. Table 3.1 for an overview).

Table 3.1: Sign bilingual education variables.

Status of the Language Placement Students’ language Curriculum
languages competences background and languages
envisaged hearing status

 Status and timing ¢ sign language « special school « hearing status « sign language

of exposure to » spoken and « regular school « linguistic « spoken language

sign language written language (interpreted background * signed systems
» Status and timing  proficiency education, co-

of exposure to * metalinguistic enrolment, units)

spoken language  skills

and written » academic

language language

* literacy

3.2.1 Status of the languages

3.2.1.1 Sign language: Variation in age of exposure

Status. One of the main tenets of sign bilingual educatasnan educational philosophy
concerns the promotion of sign language asfitis¢ language of deaf children. The status
attributed to sign language as an L1, irrespeabivéhe language used at home, marks an
important difference to other types of bilingualedtion®® That sign language be promoted
as early as possible as the primary languageagqurement that is based on insights obtained
in the area of developmental linguistics concerrtimg relevance of natural language input
during the sensitive period for language acquisiticf. Bavelier et al. 2003; Fischer 1998;
Grosjean 2008; Leuninger 2000). Because deaf |leafm@ve limited or no access to the
spoken language, sign language is regarded asmaheal language of deaf children on
accessibility grounds. As Vercaingne-Ménard e(2005: 10) remark

...pour l'enfant sourd chez qui la surdité et tellgilgest incapable de discriminer les sons,
l'acquisition d'une langue orale comme langue pegmiest impossible. Dans son cas, seule un
langue signée correspond aux conditions d'acquoisit'une langue premiér¢... for a child
whose degree of deafness is such that he is nmt@bliscriminate sounds, the acquisition of an

13 Kuntze (1998: 3) remarks that this is a “radiogparture from the basic assumptions of bilinguailcation in
general”. The observation takes mainstream bilihgdacation in the USA as a reference, wherebydotril are
taught in their home language, which is assumetlelp them in their acquisition of the (majority) I(2f.

section 1.2).
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oral language as a first language is impossiblehit case, only a signed language meets the
criteria of the acquisition of a first language.]

Further, the social and communicative (interactag)ect is also taken into account by some
scholars highlighting the status of sign languag¢ha social/peer language of deaf students.
Mason (1994: 12), for example, argues that “[ijat¢ive, spontaneous and meaningful
communication with students is more likely when thachers and students can understand
and be understood in their interactions”.

The status attributed to sign language is a maftehoice in more flexible conceptions
of sign bilingualism, in which the definition of éh“preferred language” is related to the
individual needs and abilities of the children (#imi & Swanwick 2002: 30):

Although the model is largely developed aroundlihguistic needs of those deaf children for
whom sign language will be a first or preferredgiaage, it also addresses the needs of those
deaf children for whom spoken language is the prefelanguage and sign language may be
their second language. This ensures that they lggoale the opportunity to enhance their
cognitive, academic and social opportunities.

Knight and Swanwick (2002: 30) also note that timdual policy may change over time
depending on the development of the child and #meahds of the curriculum. Further, owing
to the circumstance that the “preferred languageinot (always) be determined at the early
years stage, a policy is required that would ensuraccess to a broad band of linguistic
experiences [that] should continue to be availéblell children within the nursery whatever
their degree of deafness” (Knight & Swanwick 2083). This holds equally of children
provided with a ClI, as is elaborated further below.

The status attributed to sign language in prad®sgends on several variables, such as
the choice of the languages of instruction, theetgpeducational setting and the availability
of early intervention measures that would focugtendevelopment of a firm competence in
sign language early on.

Variation in age of exposureBecause the majority of deaf children are borndo-n
signing hearing parents, the early exposure to lsigguage is a critical issue when it comes
to how bilingual education is put into practice,asby information and involvement of the
parents is an important factor. However, the detail how and when sign language is
acquired by the majority of deaf children with hiegrparents remain largely unexplored (see
Bagga-Gupta 2004: 137; Singleton et al. 1998: 19).

Well-defined intervention measures are necessapydmote deaf children's acquisition
of sign language. Unfortunately, the social (pe@ug) transmission pattern of sign language
is often confused with the assumption that dedtictm would naturally acquire the language
at any age, provided they encounter other deafsp&t only do we know today that late
sign language learners do exhibit deficits paréidylat the morphosyntactic level (Singleton
et al. 2004; Mayberry 2007); what is more importarthat many of these children never had
the chance to develop a true mother tongue initeeplace, which has severe consequences
for their acquisition of a second language (inahgdsign language) at a later age because
their language faculty did not develop appropriathiring the sensitive period for language
acquisition.

Measures to ensure an early exposure are takemewbidingual education is
institutionalised (the case of Sweden) or organtsed comprehensive bilingual service (the
case of the IRIS association in France, includirggevice for the families). Particularly in
those programmes offering bilingual education agreschool (or earlier, at the foundation
stage, in nursery schools), deaf students' learoiirgggn language is modelled in such a way
that it is acquired in a natural way, or as natyra$ possible. That is, emphasis is put on the
communicative and interactive dimensions of theylege (Rodriguez 2003: 3). In Sweden,
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parents are offered courses in sign language upmuliagnosis of hearing loss in their child
(Ahlgren 1991: 107; Svartholm 2010). Sign languageirses were also established in
Denmark and Norway upon the implementation of sigimgual education (Swanwick et al.
2014: 294-5).

The SBE S$ervice d'Education BilingyéBilingual education service’) offered in the
area of Poitiers, too, comprises a set of measiaeted out by different professionals, so as
to ensure the appropriate development of the amnldatered for (Leroy 2005: 58):

L'éducation dans le Service d'Education Bilinguel@$ruit d'un choix opéré par les parents: le
choix d'une scolarité normale, a I'école publiquese langue des signes. Les objectifs de cette
scolarité sont les mémes que pour tous les enfabjsctifs fixés par 'Education Nationale. Il
s'agit, dans une situation aisée de communicaterfavoriser les apprentissages et d'ouvrir les
enfants sur le monde. Chaque enfant sourd est dicaens la classe correspondant a son
niveau, avec les enfants entendants, a la différeleclRIS et Laurent Clerc, ou les enfants sont
regroupés dans des classes LSF. L’éleve sourd Isgitmémes enseignements que ces
homologues entendants, auxquels s'ajoute un erexgigmt spécifique de langue des signes
(renforcement, consolidation de la langue, cell@&teint apprise la plupart du temps, en dehors
de I'école, de facon naturelle, en communicatioecades personnes signantes). Les 2 langues
de la scolarité sont la langue des signes et Iadaés écrit. La langue des signes reste la langue
de communication et d’enseignement. Quant au fian¢@angue de la société, accessible par
les sourds dans sa modalité écrite, il est propgos®tot pour devenir outil de communication et
d’acquisition des connaissancd&ducation in the Service d'Education Bilingue {@jual
Service of Education) is the result of a choice endg the parents: they opt for a normal
schooling in a state school and schooling in segigliage. The objectives of this education are
the same for all children, they are set by the dveti Curriculum. It is about furthering learning
and making the children aware of the world arourat in a normal communication situation.
Each deaf child is integrated in a class corresppontb his/her level, together with hearing
children, in contrast to IRIS and Laurent Clercenehthe children are put into LSF classes. The
deaf child follows the same curriculum as his h&pgounterparts, with additional teaching of
sign language (reinforcement or consolidation ef limguage that is, most of the time, being
learned outside school in a natural fashion, in momcation with signing people). The 2
languages used in school are sign language antemviitrench. Sign language remains the
language of communication and of instruction. Ag~tench, the language of society that is
accessible to deaf people in its written formsibffered very early so that it becomes a tool of
communication and acquisition of knowledge.]

In most other programmes, however, for multiplesogs (among them the predominantly
oralist orientation of medical advice upon diagspsind of early intervention programmes,
the later enrolment of deaf students coming froalistrprogrammes and the unequal regional
distribution of bilingual programmes), the requiesh of an early exposure to sign language
is often not met and deaf children reach the hilaigprogramme with little or no sign
language competence at all.

Bilingual programmes are often established fistpdot programmes with a limited
scope (in terms of the time available and the nunabestudents catered for). Vercaingne-
Ménard et al. (2005: 4) address the discrepancyemat theory and practice regarding an
early promotion of sign language in their report tbé bilingual education programme
established in Quebec, when they remark that tiialirdea of beginning the programme at
preschool was later rejected. Instead, the progmanbmgan with a first year primary
education class, made up of students with quitereiit language backgrounds. As they put it
(Vercaingne-Ménard et al. 2005: 4)e ‘projet ne tablait pas sur une classe exceptibeares
les éléves représentaient bien la réalité de lantkle de I'école Gadboighe project was not
targeting an exceptional class, and its studemisge of abilities was representative of the
student population at the Gadbois school.]”
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A similar situation obtained in the case of thestfibilingual pilot programme at the
Hamburg school for the deaf in Germany (Tollgre@92: 23). The second grade class, for
example, included some of the students that haticipated in the LBG-project (see section
2.4.2), and also a newcomer with no language skilisl. Another student with rudimentary
skills joined the group at third grade primary eahian.

With regard to the bilingual programme establislhedCossato (Italy), too, Volterra
(2003: 12) notes that “.molti di questi bambini entrano nella scuola cormwbmpetenza
limitatissima sia nella lingua dei segni che n#éliano rispetto alla loro eta cronologicé...
many of these children enter school with a veryiteohcompetence in sign language as well
as in Italian with respect to their chronologicgéd”

In some cases, deaf children reach the progrananeslater age with no language
competence at all. Compare Leroy's (2005: 88) elasen concerning one of the participants
in a primary education class, where the IRIS servias providing a bilingual serviceEf
effet lorsqu’elle est arrivée a IRIS, sa langue sigmes était trés pauvre, et a 10 ans, elle ne
savait pas lire, comme le dit la responsable pédagee il s’agit la d’'un “travail de
réparation”. [As a matter of fact, as she joined the IRIS paog her level of sign language
was very low and, at the age of ten, she couldreatl; as pointed out by the teacher in
charge, what needs to be done is ‘repair work’.]”

Cases like these continue to occur, because bdingrogrammes cater also for deaf
students that fail in oral programmes. It is clélaat this practice, combined with the
“repairing” myth of deaf education, is the prodotia system that continues to regard the use
of sign language as a last resort option, disreggrdot only the knowledge that has been
accumulated about sign language but also aboutldinguage acquisition and the sensitive
period the successful unfolding of the languagelfgés bound to.

A specific situation arises in interpreted edumatwhere students attend regular classes
in a mainstream school, supported by sign languatgepreting. In this type of education, it
is common to take the students' sign language ctampe for granted, with little effort put
into the teaching of this language (the Frenchngual service programme mentioned
previously representing a remarkable exceptionprhctice, this means that many students
are required to learn the language whilst usingdhguage to learn, receiving language input
from adult models who are mostly not native uséth® language (Cokely 2005).

A different situation obtains in the case of deildren native in sign language
attending co-enrolment classes. In Vienna, for eptanrsuch a bilingual pilot class with deaf
and hearing children taught by a deaf and a hedsagher was established at a regular
school. As remarked upon by Krausneker (2008: 24 @yoject of this type “would probably
not have worked so smoothly with children whoseistic development was delayed or
whose language skills were insecure or weak”. Aediint approach is adopted in co-
enrolment settings catering for deaf children witha sign language background, in which
linguistic diversity of the students is taken itocount. This is the case of co-enrolment in
the four schools providing bilingual education inadid (Pérez Martin et al. 2014), the
bilingual programmes established in Hong Kong (Ta0#4: 318), the Netherlands (Hermans
et al. 2014) and Italy (Ardito et al. 2008).

Domains of language useTo attribute sign language the status of a primary
preferred language also raises the question aheutdmains of deaf children's sign language
use. Although parents are encouraged to learnatigubge, and some programmes include
the provision of sign language courses, the fodusesearch is generally limited to the
institutional framework. Hence, the knowledge tltain be gleaned from the available
research offers only a limited insight into the ttmigual lives of deaf students, their
language acquisition and communication practicémate and in their leisure time.

As for the use of the language in the academitesonit is important to ensure that sign
language is used as a language of instructiom) asademic language; this status needs to be
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distinguished from the use of the language as anuamtation language on the school
premises. The distinction is remarked upon in titerim report of the Hamburg bilingual
programme by one of the (hearing) teachers invol¢étudtke 1999: 88). Wudtke's
observations in (15) are interesting because thewdshat development and knowledge about
the language was regarded as a dynamic procesenicid by the functional dimensions of
its use in the academic context.

(15) Die Zukunft der Gebardensprache liegt nicht allemAlltagsgesprach, der Einsatz in
schulische Bildungsprozesse wird sie selbst dynareis ihre Potentialitat bei der
Wort-, Idiom- und Begriffsbildung steigern, die Gatensprache muss gerade auch als
sprachliches Medium anspruchsvoller Diskurse geseWwerden. Sie ist nicht nur
Notbehelf wie etwa bei mehrfachbehinderten Herams@ecden, sie kann gerade auch
Medium der Hoéherbildung wund selbstreflexiven Veligegrung in der
Gehdrlosenkultur seifThe future of sign language will not just lie Everyday
communication; its application in educational pss®s is going to revitalise it and
boost its own potential of creating words, idiomsl @oncepts. Sign language has to be
especially considered as a communication meansophisticated discourses. Sign
language does not only constitute a makeshift,nashé case of adolescents with
multiple disabilities, but is particularly a meaios higher education and self-reflexive
awareness in deaf culture.]

As for the use of the language in regular classswsth deaf and hearing children, including
the presence of an interpreter and a deaf eduadads the case in the bilingual programme
offered in Cossato, Italy) Celo (2003: 34) distirsines the use of sign language in direct
communication and a “filtered” use of the languagehereby the latter would be
characteristic of the language produced in inteéegrsituations. Further, he notes that in class
the academic register is typically used when thpgctocentre on academic contents such as
mathematics, grammar, or geography (Celo 2003: 35).

In this context, it is interesting to note that th994 Swedish national curriculum
specifically addresses the relevance of the skik®ded in communication situations
involving sign language interpreters, both in tewhthe development of linguistic repertoires
and metalinguistic awareness about the impacttefpretation on social interaction (Hult &
Compton 2012).

3.2.1.2 Spoken language and written language

Status and timing of promotionThe oral language has commonly been attributectihies

of a secondlanguage(L2) in sign bilingual education programmes (Bag@i#pta 2004;
Gunther 1999b; Gunther et al. 2004; Krausneker 20@8caingne-Ménard et al. 2005; Yang
2008). Upon closer scrutiny, it becomes appareat tariables concerning oral language
promotion, such as the time of exposure (simultasdo sign language exposure or at a later
age) or the emphasis on written language vs. tlukesp language reflect (a) different
conceptions of the relationship between the langsadb) different theories about the
acquisition of literacy, and (c) different viewsoalb the promotion of the spoken language as
an educational goal.

With respect to the promotion of the oral langyageo approaches can be
distinguished, namely, (a) the promotion of sigmlaage skills before oral language skills vs.
(b) the parallel promotion of the languages early Arguments in favour of one or the other
model are, in part, similar to the ones put forwaith respect to bilingual education of
hearing students. In the realm of sign bilingualitimwever, additional factors come into play
related to the circumstance that deaf children lhever only a limited access to the spoken
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language, on the one hand, and seldom reach eoh@hinstitutions with sign language
skills, on the other hand.

It is important in this context to acknowledgetttiege issue of the timing of exposure to
the spoken language at the level of education@rvention pertains to the timing of a
structuredintroduction to the spoken language. This needsetdistinguished from a general
introduction to spoken language “dictated morehgyihdividual child's experiences than by a
specific decision by a teacher’” as that the majoat children grow up in a hearing
environment (Knight & Swanwick 2002: 37).

The primary promotion of sign language occurgjrags, to the exclusion of exposure
to the oral language during the early years. Umgdently, the promotion of the written
language in the bilingual model adopted in Swedsgah at age seven (with the beginning of
primary education). Notice that the successive rhodplemented in Sweden most closely
adheres to Cummins' idea (1991) of a strong L1do#tie best foundation for the learning of
the L2 (commonly referred to as the Interdependéhgmothesis, see section 4.3.2.2). Indeed,
according to Svartholm (1993: 324), whose line rguaentation is based on this theory, the
L2 written language deaf children learn is a conteduced language, which, according to
this author, has no meaning for the child before “$fas attained the cognitive maturity the
task demands”. Recently, however, the model adaptéite country has changed (Swanwick
et al. 2014: 298) from a focus on the written laaggito a broader concept including spoken
language.

The simultaneous model, adopted in the bilinguagmmmes established in Hamburg,
Berlin, Madrid and Montréal, is based on the idkat tchildren should profit from their
residual hearing from the beginning. Commonly, ginemotion of the spoken language is
broader in scope than in aural approaches in thiat mnot only limited to the fostering of
speech/audition, but conceives of spoken langu#tgement as a process embedded in the
students' bilingual development (Glnther et al. 91986). One of the main tenets of the
educational philosophy adopted in the bilingualgpammes in Hamburg and Berlin is that
because the two languages do not develop at paigy,language assumes the role of a base
language. Indeed, Gunther (1999b: 24) assumes.thaich die Gebardensprache schneller
und differenzierter entwickelt und dadurch die sablwere Verbalsprache quasi mitzieht,
ohne dal3 sich kontraproduktive Interferenzen zejgersign language develops faster and in
a more differentiated manner, pulling along the keea oral language without
counterproductive interferences.]” The bilinguapegach thus accounts for the asynchrony in
the development of the two languages, the developheelay of the oral language being
compensated by the more advanced sign languagbaseaystem (Gunther 1999c: 101).

In addition to this developmental argument, theatctatus of the two languages is
regarded as a requisite to comply with the goalrotiding educational excellence, compare
Krausmann's (2004b: 13) statements in this respect:

Das Konzept zur bilingualen Erziehung gehorloseriser formuliert als Konsequenz aus den
Einschrankungen, die eine hochgradige Hoérschadidiinglie Betroffenen mit sich bringt, dass
beide Sprachen in den Bildungs- und Erziehungspspehotrioser Kinder gleichberechtigt
einbezogen werden mussen, um eine kognitiv ansprold Bildung zu ermoglicherjin
consequence of the limitations imposed by a sehesring impairment in the individuals
affected the concept of bilingual education in delsifdren claims that the two languages be
integrated in the educational process on an ecpa@tinly in order to make a cognitively
sophisticated education possible.]

Promotion of spoken language and written languadggign bilingual education conceptions,
as opposed to traditional oralist approaches, bawemonly emphasised the promotion of the
written language because of its full visual acdebsi. From a developmental perspective,
many programmes concur in that written languaggvisn prominence over spoken language
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(the case of the Quebec bilingual programme, cfcdagne-Ménard et al. 2005, bilingual
deaf education in Sweden, cf. Svartholm 1993, Bdggpta 2004: 135-6, the bilingual
education service in France, cf. Leroy 2005, 204} the programmes in Hamburg and
Berlin, cf. Ginther & Hennies 2011, Gunther 2008).8n a more individually oriented
model, the status attributed to the oral languagedds on the individual characteristics and
needs of the students. Speech/hearing therapy aondhopon of spoken language
development would be provided on an individual ®asutside regular classroom teaching, in
accordance with the students' abilities. This jpractvas adopted in Sweden, where the
training of speech skills “is kept apart from otlparts of teaching, such as reading texts in
the classroom for the purpose of mastering themerds” (Svartholm 1993: 299, Bagga-
Gupta 2004: 136). As Svartholm (2002: 1) explainghe Swedish model the promotion of
the L2 oral language is conceived of as a “silsetond language, i.e. without taking speech
into account for developing reading skills but gsitheir first language, Swedish Sign
Language”.

Variation concerning the weighting of the writtend the spoken language is intimately
bound to conceptions of written language acquisjtion the one hand, and socio-political
expectations, on the other hand. Many educatiomafegsionals in bilingual education
programmes have been confronted with the ethidainina of how to deal with the political
pressure to deliver good results in the mastemhefspoken language, on the one hand, and
their knowledge about deaf students' sensory ltroita and related efforts in learning the
spoken language, on the other hand (Tellings 19923). Current developments regarding
deaf children’s improved opportunities to attaire tepoken language have reduced the
pressure on professionals related to this dilemma.

Mugnier (2006: 147) summarises the relevant viehighlighting the ambivalent
position of deaf individuals with respect to thgsue:

Ainsi, la question de savoir si I'enseignement adahgue nationale inclut — en plus de la
lecture et de la production écrite — un entrainetra 'utilisation du reste de 'audition, un
enseignement de la lecture labiale et de lartitisla reste une source de débats dans
lesquelles la question de I'identité sourde résoimmement. De ces débats en découle un autre,
celui de la problématique de l'acquisition de latlere ou s’opposent deux positions, I'une
privilégiant la voie phonologique, la seconde s'apant sur la voie idéographiqugSo, the
question as to whether the teaching of the natiamgjuage includes — in addition to reading
and written production — training in the use ofidaal hearing, a teaching in lipreading and
articulation remains a source of discussions inctvlihe question of the deaf identity weighs
heavily. From these discussions follows anothemaliee issue of reading acquisition where
two approaches confront each other, the one fawgutie phonological route, the other one
being based on the ideographic route.]

Scholars in Germany have favoured another, morsstioliew of language development.
Promotion of writterand spoken language skills is assumed to constitutgaisite to fulfil
the core education goal of preparing studentsHeir tadult life in the hearing and the deaf
worlds (Krausmann 2004b: 17); good speech-readiitig and vocabulary are regarded as an
asset for the students' later professional livesofding to Glnther (1999b: 23), the aim of
uniting the oral/aural and sign language opporiesiin one concept are in line with a holistic
view of the development of deaf individuals' perdy over the whole lifespan.

Activities aimed at enhancing the children's awass of the meaning of the written
language are a fundamental component of some melsgihogrammes offered in special
schools (Rodriguez 2003: 3) or in bilingual clasaesegular educational settings (Ardito et
al. 2008). The bilingual conception of the Berlirogramme, for example, emphasises the
primary promotion of the written language basedanthe full accessibility of print and (b)
the relative autonomy of the written language, Wwhimplies that the acoustic perception of
the language is not regarded as a requirementd@cguisition (Krausmann 2004b: 14-15).
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In other words, the assumption is that written leage can be acquired independently from
the spoken language (Krausmann 2004b: 15; for@uskson of the different hypotheses see
Plaza-Pust 2016, section 2.4.2). The relevancbeeofwritten language is not only emphasised
with respect to deaf children's literary and acadesievelopment, but also as a medium of
communication with the hearing society, and heasean important requisite for integration
and participation in society (Krausmann 2004b: 17).

Teacher qualifications and materialsAs for the teaching of the oral language as a
second language, conceptions are commonly basdatbea available for the teaching of the
oral language as an L2 to hearing students. Thestipe implies that the cross-modal
component of sign bilingualism is not taken intmsideration in the materials available. For
the contrastive teaching of the two language teachee usually confronted with the task of
devising their own teaching materials.

The promotion of speech and hearing skills usuatlyolves the engagement of
specialists other than the regular teachers, asXample, speech therapists and educational
audiologists. Programmes vary as to not only whethis work is carried out by these
specialists or is rather done by the hearing teathe also as to whether these specialists are
present in the classroom during regular classesjook with the children separately outside
the regular classroom. An interesting situationaot® in secondary education provided in
Madrid (Spain) as speech therapists assuming teefeupport teachers are often competent
in sign language and regarded by their students @®ferable figure in the classroom than
that of the interpreter (Morales-L6pez 2008).

The impact of changes in hearing aid technologihe status attributed to the spoken
language in sign bilingual education has been &dtedy the increasing sophistication of
technology, in particular, in the form of cochl@aplants (Cls) (Knoors 2006). As more and
more cochlear-implanted children attend bilinguabgpammes, a trend that reflects the
overall increasing provision of deaf children witlese devices, bilingual conceptions of the
promotion and use of the spoken language need tedsfined to do justice to the linguistic
abilities and needs of these children. A possibponse to the increasing heterogeneity of
the students population regarding their accessibéihd use of the spoken language is the
conception of more flexible, that is individuallyiented, conceptions that would define the
L1 and L2 labels (or what is considered to be thefgored language) in accord with the
individual student's abilities and needs (KnighE&anwick 2002: 115).

3.2.2 Curriculum languages: Language choice anchiguage planning in the classroom

One crucial variable in bilingual education persato the choice of the main language(s) of
instruction. Variation in this respect reflects ooty the status attributed to the languages, but
also different conceptions about the specific eistances that determine bilingual language
acquisition in deaf children, favouring a parathela successive promotion of the languages.
Variation is also tied to the respective set-uptloé teaching/learning situation of the
educational placement chosen (cf. section 3.2.8ns@er the elaborate type of “linguistic
planning” required for team-teaching in a co-enmhtnsetting (Pérez Martin et al. 2014: 376)
vis-a-vis the choice of sign language as a meditimstruction in interpreted education.

Only in few bilingual education programmes all recurlum subjects are taught in sign
language. This was the case of the bilingual edutamnodel adopted until recently in
Sweden and one of the bilingual programmes esteddisn France, namely, the one in
Toulouse (IRIS) (Leroy 2005: 73). In Sweden, theseone national curriculum with a
supplementary curriculum for special schools (Swar 1993: 299, Hult & Compton 2012).
Swedish and Swedish Sign language are recognisksh@sages of instruction. The training
of speech skills is required to take place seplyrates promoted on an individual basis.
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3.2.2.1 Team teaching (one person—one language)

In some other programmes, the languages are natlystullocated by subject but are used
alternatively in classes taught by deaf and heaeaghers in collaboration. This method was
applied in the Quebec programme, particularly ie tAnguage lessons (Quebec Sign
Language, LSQ, and French) as the political manfiatéhe project was oriented towards a
bilingual concept for the teaching of French andQL¥ercaingne-Ménard et al. 2005: 4, fn
1).* The Hamburg and Berlin programmes were footed @or&eption characterised by a
continuous bilingualityin the classroom (cf. Gunther 1999a). One cemaiponent of this
conception is the bilingual team-teaching of a imgaand a deaf teacher based on the one-
person-one language principle assumed to contributa separate development of two
languages in a bilingual acquisition situation. tiéatarly during the initial phases of the
bilingual development, the person-related use efldhguages may serve as an additional cue
to differentiate the two codes (Vercaingne-Ménairdile 2005). In addition, the functional
distribution of the languages is meant to enhaheestudents' awareness about an appropriate
language choice (cf. Krausmann 2004b: 13, cf. Bls®z Martin et al. 2014):

Durch die Zuordnung der beiden Sprachen zu verdelmien Personen wird ihnen deutlich,
dass es sich um zwei verschiedene Sprachsysterdelth&ie lernen dabei, in der Interaktion
je nach Adressat die eine oder andere Sprache autben und entwickeln so ihre Fahigkeit zu
einem situations- oder personenbezogenen CodehéngtcSie wahlen in der Regel DGS, wenn
sie mit Gehorlosen kommunizieren und Deutsch miteldtiitzung von LBG oder bei
entsprechenden individuellen Voraussetzungen nsprgehene Lautsprache, wenn sie mit
Hoérenden kommunizieren. Daneben besteht selbsiveitgth die Mdoglichkeit, mit
entsprechend kompetenten Hérenden auch in DGS ramunizieren[By assigning the two
languages to two different persons, they understhadl these are two different linguistic
systems. This helps them in their interaction triehow to use one or the other language
according to the addressee and develop the slditwdtion and person-related code-switching.
They usually choose DGS when communicating withf geaple, and German, supported by
LBG or, depending on the individual circumstanc@gsst spoken communication when
communicating with hearing people. Alternativelferte is, of course, also the possibility to
communicate in DGS with sufficiently competent legupeople.]

For the professionals involved, team teaching irmpame additional tasks that need to be
tackled. Tollgreef and Schwarz (1999: 60), for eglemremark that

[fm Team zu unterrichten, bedeutet, gut vorbetei® sein, aufeinander zu achten,
gleichberechtigt vor die Klasse zu treten und pentohaftlich miteinander umzugehen, um den
Schulerlnnnen ein positives Vorbild zu geben. Basicht immer leicht, auch deshalb nicht,
weil wenig Teamzeit zur Verfiigung stéht). [Team teaching means to be well prepared, to
respect each other, to teach the class as equhte anoperate with one another, so as to give a
good example to the students. That is not alwagg, éhe more so because there is little time
set aside for team meetings.]

Antia and Metz (2014: 436) coincide with these obsions when they remark that teachers
are confronted with the challenge of (a) giving agme of their autonomy as they have to
work in a team and regard each other as equalsdijional time needed to plan classes in
collaboration, and (c) learning sign language (i®yhearing teachers).

Despite the benefits attributed to team-teachthgs method is seldom used in the
teaching of the whole syllabus. In the Hamburg paogne, for example, team-teaching
covered 8 hours a week, which amounts to one tfirthe total teaching load (cf. Glnther

14 That deaf teacher would also use LSQ in otheselmsan be gleaned from the indication (in a faednihat
the deaf teacher was present in the mathematissedaHowever, the authors of the final report atopnovide
any further information because, as they remai& was not part of the mandate for the bilinguaigpamme.
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1999a: 12, 22); in the Berlin programme it covet&dhours a week (cf. Krausmann 2004b:
25). The distribution of the languages at the Beprogramme, as described in one of the
school reports, is summarised in Table 3.2 (KrausnzZD04b: 25).

Table 3.2: Distribution of languages on the cultiouat the Berlin bilingual programme.

Hours  Subjects Languages Teachers
15 bilingual language and contentDGS, German with LBG team teaching hours (class
teaching teacher and deaf teacher)
3 sports, swimming DGS deaf teacher
9 mathematics, religion, German with LBG hearing teachers

rhythmic/music, arts

It is interesting to note that the unequal distiifu of hours taught in either language is the
result of a compensatory factor. Krausmann's (20Q86) observations reveal that the 40
to 60 percent ratio of DGS vs. German input aimsaspensating the limited access to the
spoken language:

Die Gewichtung von etwa 40% Basissprache DGS za @#6 Zielsprache Deutsch zeigt, dass
ein mdglichst gleichwertiges Verhaltnis der beidgprachen im bilingualen Schulversuch

erreicht wird. Das vorhandene Ubergewicht von Deltsechtfertigt sich aus der Tatsache,

dass Deutsch als Zielsprache den Schuilern nur medir weniger eingeschrankt zuganglich ist
und sie deshalb auch mehr Zeit fir den Erwerb @sicriebenen und in verstarktem MalRRe der
gesprochenen Form des Deutschen aufwenden mij$senratio of 40% base language DGS

to 60% target language German in the bilingual aetlopsal pilot project shows a balanced

distribution of both languages. The predominanc@&fman is justified by the fact that German
as a target language is more or less of only lon#tecessibility to the students which means
they have to spend more time on mastering writtehh aven more so, spoken German.]

What is remarkable about the bilingual conceptimplemented is that the teaching of the
language and the teaching of content are expliséfyarated (Krausmann 2004b: 15):

Bilingualer Unterricht reduziert diese Doppelfurtkii der Lautsprache zunéchst auf die
Zieldimension - den Erwerb mdglichst weitgehendeutSchkompetenz - und entlastet so die
inhaltliche Arbeit von kommunikativen EinschrankemgDie Gebardensprache wird anfangs
vorrangig als Medium zur 6konomischen Vermittludggraentsprechend komplexer Inhalte
genutzt [Bilingual teaching first brings down this dualfttion of oral language onto the level
of the target dimension — the acquisition of Gerraarbest as possible — thus relieving content
work of communicative limitations. Sign languagepigedominantly used at the beginning as a
means of teaching complex age-specific contentiecnomical way.]

Further, students were initially not obliged to wke spoken language, but were allowed to
choose their preferred language, to promote itseldgment, following the tenet that
(Krausmann 2004b: 28)[€]ine Sprache kann dann moglichst schnell und statdig
erworben werden, wenn sie ungehindert und sellbsttsedlich benutzt werden darfA
language may be acquired rather swiftly and conmgnsively on condition that the learners
are allowed to use it naturally and without restirdi In their description of language learning
activities in the context of the co-enrolment modébpted in four schools in Madrid, Pérez
Martin et al. (2014: 375) remark how the hearingtutors fluent in sign language take
responsibility of the use of Spanish Sign LanguldeE). Following the one person-one
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language principle, sign language and spoken lagegywaie associated with the respective
professional.

This interaction stimulates conversations, hypothessting, and exchanges of opinions where
the students engage in negotiating the contenfassimom discussion (...) This means that
children are learning the language by practicaitgracting with each other, which resembles
the natural processes of language acquisition. Pragtice means that teachers must pay
attention to what activities they are using to poterianguage learning.

What is remarkable of the linguistic planning pres@lescribed is that it is tailored to the
individual needs of each child. It is not “the saateoss all activities and contexts; instead, it
needs to be planned depending on the skills of ehitl in each classroom group” (Pérez
Martin et al. 2014: 376).

Some of the strategies used to link language ileguarctivities with the work on content
matter, such as the one described by Krausman2@9), are reminiscent of those used in
the foreign language classroom; for example, arabrs are corrected, but selectively those
that are relevant for the overall theme treatednduthe lesson. Some errors that occur
persistently are worked upon separately, duringsgfeech/hearing training hours. It is noted,
however, that this procedure needs a careful mamg@n the side of the teachers so as not to
disrupt the communicative and content activitiethefclass (Krausmann 2004b: 29):

Dieses Vorgehen impliziert aber, dass weiterhirksttarauf geachtet wird, die kommunikative
Interaktion an sich und den sachlichen Gehalt detsgrechenden Unterrichtssequenz nicht
unnétig durch wiederholtes Uben zu belasten oder zua zerstéren - ein Muster, was im
traditionellen Unterricht an der Gehorlosenschubaufig vorkam und zu Recht kritisiert wurde.
[This procedure implies taking care that neither tommunicative interaction as such nor the
content of the teaching sequence are unnecesdauilyened or even destroyed through
repetitive exercising — a pattern that used todrarnon at the deaf school that has been justly
criticised.]

Finally, at times, the original conception concegiithe allocation of the languages is
changed. This was the case of the bilingual programastablished in Madrid at thestituto
Hispanoamericano de la Palahravhere the original practice consisted of the hesag of the
whole curriculum in both languages, through themt¢@aching method. In the course of the
first experimental year, however, it was realideat sign language developed much faster and
that the aim of providing all content in parallebsvdifficult. Hence, it was decided to
attribute sign language the status of the basaiEggused in communicative interactions and
for the learning of content. The teaching of thal éeanguage was conceived of in terms of a
second language, with a more systematic approachg@ater focus on vocabulary and form
(Rodriguez 2003: 4).

3.2.2.2 Simultaneous communication

Although “puristic” bilingual conceptions would gntonsider the use of sign language and
written language, additional codes are generalgdusr the teaching of the oral language.
Cued Speech, for example, was used in the tramirgpeech skills in the Madrid bilingual
school mentioned previously. The use of fingerspgllsigned German and Cued Speech are
also listed in the conception of the Hamburg progree (Ginther 1999a: 13). In the interim
report of the Hamburg experience, Poppendieker9d1968-57) explains how terminology and
activities in the mathematics classes were masiesed) DGS (as a base language) but also
with an increasing use of written language exesci$@e use of signed German (LBG) is not
explicitly mentioned in the definition of what isferred to as continuous bilinguality in the
classroom, but it is clearly the communication roediof the hearing teachers, as is
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documented in the Hamburg and Berlin reports (Kraarsn 2004b: 13; Ginther et al. 1999),
and | had the chance to observe at the programnigeilin. In their report of their team
teaching at the Hamburg programme, Tollgreef artdv@cz (1999: 59) describe the planning
of individual classes, wherebyffur die konkrete bilinguale Unterrichtssituatiomird jeweils

in Vorgesprachen geklart, welcher Teil der Untentseinheit in DGS, welcher in LBG und
an welcher Stelle Laut- und Schriftsprachibungergemehen sind[In preliminary talks
about the concrete bilingual lesson it is deterchiwhich part of the teaching unit is going to
be in DGS, which in LBG and at what point therelviie spoken or written language
exercises.]” The authors describe their work withtten language materials used for the
teaching of different subjects. They note that waevkh these texts required careful
preparation, including translation into DGS (whuften represented a challenge at the level
of terminology). Beginning with a “reading in DGShe texts are subsequently read aloud
with the help of LGB (Tollgreef & Schwarz 1999: 59)

3.2.2.3 Sign language as a separate subject

Another issue that varies is the inclusion of slgnguage as a separate subject in the
curriculum, as it was the case in the Hamburg aedimB bilingual programmes (Gunther
1999a: 12; Gunther & Hennies 2011). Celo (2003;, 88 LIS specialist engaged at the
bilingual programme established in Cossato (Italgjparks on the relevance of promoting
deaf students' knowledge of sign language, its gramand pragmatic dimensions also to
enhance their metalinguistic awareness of the agegulnterestingly, Celo, also remarks on
the children's exposure to different dialects a@nslanguage (given the different regional
background of the specialists using the languagienproject). As for the syllabus for the
teaching of sign language, it must be noted thigt ritot always readily available (in Berlin it
was developed during the time covered by the pilotgual programme, cf. Bauermann et al.
2011).

3.2.2.4 Language contacts in the classroom and pinemotion of metalinguistic skills

One salient characteristic of communication inghgm bilingual classroonis that it involves
several languages and codes. As Knight and Swan{@@®2: 24) put it “[tlhe challenge
facing all teachers of the deaf working in thedmagions is how and when to use each
language and, more importantly, how to manage whikin the wide variety of education
settings in which they are working”.

While “language use in classrooms for deaf chiidisea complex, controversial, and
poorly understood phenomenon” (Ramsey & Padden :1998 studies conducted on
communication practices in the classroom show (aAatlanguage contact is used as a
pedagogical tool, (b) teachers (deaf and hearind)sdudents creatively use their linguistic
resources in dynamic communication situations, &jdstudents learn to reflect about
language, its structure and use.

Typically, the activities aimed at enhancing thesaxiations between the languages
involve their alternative use, often in combinatieih elements of other supportive codes, as
is the case of teaching techniques that are comymrefierred to aghaining (Humphries &
MacDougall 2000), where written, fingerspelled aspmbken/mouthed items with the same
referent follow each other (hence the notion ofiming), as is illustrated in example (16)
(from Humphries & MacDougall 2000: 90).

(16) (VOLCANO) (V-O-L-C-A-N-O) (‘'volcano') (point) (V-O:=-C-A-N-O)
initialized sign + fingerspelling + printed wordpbinting to word + fingerspelling
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During text comprehension and production activjtteachers and students move between the
languages. For example, it has been observeddhahérs provide scaffolding through sign
language during reading activities, including expl@dons about the areas of contrast between
oral language and sign language (Baldwin 1997142, Bagga-Gupta (2004: 184) describes
chaining of the two languages in a simultaneousyoichronised manner, for example, by
periodically switching between the two languages“wsually reading” (signing) a text.
Mugnier (2006) analyses the dynamics of bilinguaimmunication (in LSF and French)
during text comprehension activities in classegltaby a hearing or a deaf teacher. LSF and
French were used by the children in both situatiddiewever, while the deaf teacher
validated the children's responses in either lagguthe hearing teacher only confirmed the
correctness of the spoken ones. Only in the forsiteation did teacher-student exchanges
include metalinguistic reflection about the diffieces between both languages. This aspect is
missing in the communication with the hearing tesichn which it was occasionally observed
how the students, among themselves, engaged irabgb@xchange, with no participation on
the side of the teacher. Millet and Mugnier (20@4) conclude that students do not profit
from their incipient bilingualism by the simple paposed presence of the languages in the
classroom, but benefit where language alternagoa component of the didactic approach
adopted.

The dynamics of bilingual communication in the sslamom also has a cultural
component. As pointed out by Ramsey and Padder8(199 “a great deal of information
about the cultural task of knowing both ASL and Esigand using each language in
juxtaposition to the other is embedded in classralsnourse, in routine ‘teacher talk' and in
discussions”. The teachers' behaviour will be deteed not only by their linguistic
background and their training, but also by the tgbesetting in which they are working
(Humphries & MacDougall 2000: 92).

The situation is different in interpreted educatishere, as remarked upon by Ramsey
(2004: 222) the interpreter serves as a languageditr/m” not a “model”. Students in
interpreted education often lack the opportunitydvelop one important component of
bilingualism, namely the awareness of their owrngilality and the knowledge about the
contrasting properties between the languages, becsign language is hardly ever included
as a subject in the curriculum (Morales-Lépez 20@¢8)wever, knowledge about special
language registers and academic language would &ebena requirement where students are
expected to cope with a “bilingual” situation in ish, on the one hand, sign language is used
as a means of communication, but on the other htmlteaching/learning of academic
content is based on materials devised in the wrldtaguage.

A different situation obtains in the case of coedment classes, in which deaf and
hearing children are taught together, as classreommunication is characterised by a
continuous bilinguality. Ardito et al. (2008) andaasneker (2008) describe the language
practices in such contexts for preschool prograrmre&ly and a primary education class in
Austria, respectively. A positive effect of thispty of education is that deaf and hearing
children learn to respect the linguistic needs ahtlities of each other. Krausneker (2008:
212), for example, describes a situation in whichearing child explains to her why the
interpreter is in the classroom (“because Melami@ Boris [Deaf pupils] are here and they
can’'t understand Brigitte [hearing teacher] so veitl therefore Sabine [the interpreter] is
here”). Krausneker (2008: 212) enquired further whie deaf students did not understand the
hearing teacher so well, to which the hearing chélsbonded “Brigitte can’t sign so well”.
Ardito et al.'s (2008) description of the consteotle-switching also provides an insight into
how deaf and hearing children are immersed iniadhibl situation, in which they learn about
the pragmatic dimensions of language choice.
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3.2.3 Educational placements and the concept oflirston

One important variable in deaf education concehgstype of institutional framework in
which bilingual education is offered. Several opsicare available within and without the
bounds of special schools, ranging from speciabsishwith a sign bilingual education policy
to the provision of interpreted education on anivigial basis at a regular school, with
intermediate options such as the provision of guial classes at schools for the deaf or units
for deaf students in the mainstream.

3.2.3.1 Special schools

Special schools defining themselves as clearlyndpial aim at providing a comprehensive
framework for the bilingual/bicultural education @é¢af students. The bilingual policy of the
school is reflected in the commitment of the staf€luding deaf and hearing teachers) to the
bilingual idea, the promotion of deaf children'sstielentity and socialisation. This goal was
pursued at thénstituto Hispanoamericano de la Palabra bilingual primary school for the
deaf located in Madrid (Rodriguez 2003: 1). In 2003wever, the staff decided to pursue a
more inclusive model, which resulted in the essditient of an inclusive school in 2009,
where deaf and hearing children are taught togdtedriguez 2009: 2). In the Netherlands,
bilingual-bicultural education was established e t11990s in special schools. Since then,
however, the policy adopted has changed, and iloclus also regarded as favourable to
segregation (Hermans et al. 2014: 396).

The type ofsegregatedilingual education was also chosen in Scandimaga@untries.

In Sweden, Denmark and Norway the implementatiosigih bilingual education occurred
mainly in the context of special schools, whichnierpreted by Swanwick et al. (2014: 298)
as “probably the only way to implement the reforintlzat time”. In Sweden, bilingual

education is offered at six regional state schdéoisthe deaf and hard-of-hearing (Bagga-
Gupta & Domfors 2003: 75; Swanwick et al. 2014: 298 addition, eight mainstream

schools are equipped to cater also for deaf stadaentluding also the teaching of sign
language as a subject for hearing students, apstitat is reminiscent of other co-enrolment
programmes.

Swanwick et al. (2014: 298) describe the modepsstbin the Nordic schools as “sign-
language islands”. This contrasts with the appraatbpted in many special schools for the
deaf in other countries where bilingual programmeggesent one educational option among
others, offered at the premises of one and the saeol. This is the case of many pilot
bilingual programmes. These programmes, run formatdd period of time only, often
constitute individualklasses Their “island character” is remarked upon by Mi#i(2011:
159), the headmaster of the Berlin school for teafdwho highlights, on the one hand, how
special resources were available for the teachinghis class (at the level of staff, for
example, two teachers were engaged in team tegcland, on the other hand, that teachers
and students had to cope with the additional pressuposed by the public and academic
interest in the experimentation. In addition, sweztucational experimentations are often
regarded with suspicion by the surrounding staff.

In some cases, the temporary educational apprizastiegrated as an option among
others. For example, in 2003, the management oHtmaburg school for the deaf agreed,
upon the local administration's consent, that thedual approach be implemented as one of
the two models of education pursued in that intitu The decision was taken after the end
of the pilot programme mentioned previously. TheliBeschool, in turn, envisages an “open
bilingual” concept in its new school programme,hwé view to tailoring their offer to the
individual needs and abilities of the students (Mé12011: 166).
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3.2.3.2 Bilingual education in the mainstream

Bilingual education in the mainstream also comgrseveral options, including co-enrolment
classes with deaf and hearing students, units af sieidents and interpreted education in
regular classrooms. In the first and the third fygaf and hearing children are taught in the
same classroom. The unit model caters for deafli@nilin separate classes at regular schools,
where specialist staff teach them (Knight & Swarki®99: 125). For some curricular areas,
deaf children might be integrated into mainstresasses.

Particularly in the USA, a widespread alternatteebilingual education in special
schools or self-contained classrooms (or unitsjegular schools is the provision of sign
language interpreters in regular classrooms. Indéed education is also provided in Spain,
particularly in secondary education. In this coynthe transition from primary to secondary
education involves a change of institution, an@mf change of the bilingual method used, as
team-teaching, used throughout primary educatiorsame bilingual programmes, is not
available in secondary education (Morales-L6pez8200

Co-enrolment classes as, for example, the onblettad at a regular school in Vienna,
where hearing and deaf children were taught byah @ed a hearing teacher, have been found
to work well, but often remain temporary educatexperiences (cf. also de Courcy 2005 for
an experimental programme in Australia). The reastmr their temporal limitation are
diverse, including the small number of deaf chitdrative in sign language, or the limited
time of the political mandate. A different situatiobtains in Spain, where bilingual education
and co-enrolment have been related since the twvartl integration in the 1980s. As Pérez
Martin et al. (2014: 370) explain, special schampened their doors to hearing students, so
that “the same buildings that were used previobsglgleaf children now housed units for co-
enrolment of hearing and deaf pupils together, Wwigenerated a more diverse and rich
educational context”.

Since the 1970s, integration, in terms of schaphwithin the bounds of a regular
school, has been increasingly regarded as preéetaldegregation (cf. Lane et al. 1996) not
only in many Western countries (Monaghan 2003) &lsb in countries such as Japan
(Nakamura 2003: 211), with the effect that manycsdeschools have been closed in recent
years. In the USA, the trend initiated through Rulblaw 94-142 (1975) requiring that
education should take place in tleast restrictive environmetior all handicapped children
has resulted in more than 75% of deaf childrendentucated in the mainstream (Marschark
et al. 2005: 57) (compare with the 80% of deafdreth being educated in residential schools
before the 1960s in that country, cf. Monaghan 20d3. A similar situation can be observed
in many other countries, for instance, in the UKiene only a minority of deaf children are
educated in special schools (8% according to Swan&iGregory 2007: 14; Swanwick et al.
2014 remark on more than 80% of the student padpuldteing educated in the mainstream).
Moores and Martin (2006: 3) note, though, thathe USA, this type of education was
already increasingly offered shortly after World MWaas the number of children, including
deaf children, increased and the establishmentepérate classes in regular schools was
favoured to the building of further residential sols. Hence, financial factors also play a part
in the decision-making processes concerning thecelad educational placements.

In Spain, too, mainstreaming is the most widespttgae of education whereby deaf
students attend regular schools supported by teadbe children with special educational
needs and speech therapists, in an oral commuomcativironment (Pérez Martin et al. 2014:
370). According to Gras (2006: 236), about 7 %haf ¢ducational institutions catering deaf
students are special schools. Following the 198P (bey 13/1982 de 7 de abril de
Integracion del Minusvalido (LISMI)) stipulatingehintegration of students with disabilities
in regular schools, and that they be attended mmulidisciplinary team, special schools for
the deaf were closed (with a few exceptions) oatexgorised as regular schools (Gras 2006:
237). Gras (2006: 238) highlights the paradoxicalasion that arose as speech therapists
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assumed a compensatory function owing to a lackesburces necessary for the real
integration of deaf students in such settings:

De esta forma, nos hallamos ante la paradoja desigstema que pretendia ser normalizador,
entendiendo esta nocion como una forma de queuehrad sordo tuviera la oportunidad de
socializarse con el resto de los alumnos oyentaiami el contacto diario, y termina siendo
una barrera para el alumno puesto que no existenrerursos suficientes para que pueda
acceder al curriculo base con “normalidad”; es dea@ través de un sistema de comunicacion
accesible para él[In this manner, we find ourselves in front of tha@radox of a system that
pretends to be normalising, understanding thisonadis a form in which the deaf student would
find the opportunity to socialise with the resttbé hearing students during daily contact, and
ends up being a barrier for the student since therao sufficient means that would enable him
to have access to the basic curriculum in a “ncrwaly; that is to say, through a system of
communication accessible to him.']

Pérez Martin et al. (2014: 369) also remark on théerepancy in their description of the
efforts made by the administration regarding teat¢tsning measures and the provision of
educational placements catering for deaf studérisy explain (Pérez Martin et al. 2014:
369) that schools selected as “special mainstré@si’ pursued two main objectives, namely,
“(1) the focusing of teaching resources (materdald personnel) in these schools and (2) the
grouping together of deaf children with hearingldt@n to promote social interaction and to
avoid social isolation”. Further, they recount treagjned Spanish was to be used as a
communication means between teachers, parentstadenss, and cued speech to enhance
the students’ phonological skills (Pérez Martinakt2014: 369). However, at the level of
practice, language choice was ultimately determimethe aim of catering for the majority of
hearing students with the effect that deaf studémtsised visual means of communication
only in separate groups within or without the dlees, and (b) attended classrooms in which
spoken language was available but not accessibletn.

In Italy, the figure of the support teacheasgistente alla communicazignavas
introduced as of the end of the 1990s in classrowitis deaf students in some regions
following parents' initiatives. The role of thisgfessional is to improve the communication
between the teacher and the deaf student (Volg8©8: 10). According to Volterra (2003:
10), this type of education often leaves the dédfl@lone, except for those individual cases
where deaf children are grouped in a classroomh wie effect that they receive more
attention by their teachers and hearing peers. Xaemional case to this situation is the
experimental programme at the Cossato school, wdesméand hearing children were taught
together at an integration school (Volterra 2003: 1

In the European context, Germany stands out, hegetith Belgium, The Netherlands
and Switzerland by pursuing a two track approadfere segregation of students with special
education continues to predominate (cf. also Bokadinz 2009: 57). In a comparison of
approaches implemented in European countries, tirepean Agency for Special Needs
Education (2003) distinguishes three types, namely,

» one-track approach:
education of all students with special educatioedseat the regular school
* multi-track approach:
multi-layered system, with different forms of intative pedagogy
» two-track approach:
two separate education systems, segregated edudatigtudents with special education
needs being the rule

In Germany, unlike in other countries, mainstreajras an option was brought to the fore by
parents' initiatives (Grof3e 2001: 173-4). This nieachallenge to the traditional approach of
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an indirect integration (aiming, roughly, aocial integration viaeducationalsegregation).
Today, mainstreaming (termeg@meinsamer Unterrichth German) as an educational option
is regulated in the legislations of several Fed8tates. Although proportions of deaf students
attending regular schools have raised, integratontinues to be the exception for deaf
children in this country (Leonhardt 2009: 182).

3.2.3.3 Variation in educational placements: Spdaeds vis-a-vis equity of access
Variation concerning the institutional frameworklofingual education is not only tied to the
critical question of where deaf children may obttia highest quality education (cf. Lane et
al. 1996). Variation in educational placements riagefor deaf students also reflects changes
in the conception of disability that are in turrileeted in conceptions of special education.
Changes in the conception of diversity, and by resitsn disability, are reflected in the UN
Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disak#it{CRPD) (United Nations 2006: Article
3d) which stipulates “Respect for difference andeptance of persons with disabilities as
part of human diversity and humanity”. Further, tienge from a linear, medical, deficit-
oriented understanding of disability toward a syste approach is also reflected in the
introductory text to the WHO'international Classification of Functioning, Disdiby and
Health (ICF) (2001) endorsed by all Member States ofWH¢O in 2001, which does not see
disability only as a “medical” or “biological” dyshction (WHO 2001: 20):

A variety of conceptual models has been proposedntierstand and explain disability and
functioning. These may be expressed in a dial@dtienedical model” versus “social model”.
The medical model views disability as a problemtted person, directly caused by disease,
trauma or other health condition, which requireslice care provided in the form of individual
treatment by professionals. Management of the iitgats aimed at cure or the individual's
adjustment and behaviour change. (...) The socialeinofddisability, on the other hand, sees
the issue mainly as a socially created problem basitally as a matter of the full integration of
individuals into society. Disability is not an dte of an individual, but rather a complex
collection of conditions, many of which are creatad the social environment. Hence the
management of the problem requires social actiod, inis the collective responsibility of
society at large to make the environmental modifices necessary for the full participation of
people with disabilities in all areas of sociaklif(...) ICF is based on an integration of these
two opposing models.

According to Boban and Hinz (2009: 55), one coneegqa of this development is that

Personen, denen ein solches Phanomen zugeschrghlinnicht mehr pauschal als ein Teil
einer definierten Gruppe quasi automatisch einezzdpschen Institution zugewiesen werden,
sondern dass anhand ihrer individuell besonderedagégischen Bedarfe geschaut wird, wo
der Lernort mit einer angemessenen, am wenigstetkiankenden Umgebung besteht, an dem
somit das gréf3te Anregungspotenzial fir eine pasitieitere Entwicklung bestefindividuals
afflicted by such a phenomenon are no longer géngrarceived as part of a defined group and
automatically referred to a specific institutiomstead, by considering their individual
educational needs, a placement is sought with gropgate and least restricted environment,
one that, therefore, offers the highest potenfigtiuli for a positive further development.]

In the educational area, several terms have beed it describe the main objectives of
mainstreaming, namely, the choice of the leastrictise environment, integration or

inclusion (Moores & Martin 2006: 3). It is interagsd to note, however, that the schooling of
deaf children in regular schools addresses onlydamension of the notion of inclusion. As
remarked upon by Powers (2002: 230) there is saniision as to whether refers to
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.. a goal (e.g., ending “educational segregatiombugh closing all special schools), a state
(e.g., all children educated in mainstream clasag)p a process (e.g., of increasing
participation for children with special needs), aams to an end (e.g., mainstream education as
a way to better academic outcomes for all), orlaevaystem (e.g., one concerned with rights of
all marginalized groups).

The generalised trend toward mainstreaming raibesquestion of whether the aim to
guaranteeequity of accesto all children is superseding requirements camogreducational
excellence. As pointed out by Moores and MartinO@X), “the goals of equity and access
are not always compatible”. Separate educationtiragotential advantage of providing a
framework in which specialised instruction focusioig individual children’s needs can be
offered. However, seeking sanctuary in special aslshoften results in social isolation and
reinforced stigmatisation, which goes against thieaive of preparing deaf children for their
future lives as adult bilinguals. In addition, tienplification of the general curriculum has
been a critical drawback of special educationBeker 2001; Lane et al. 1996).

Another important aspect concerns the number aif ddudents catered for in a
particular institutional context. Unlike mainstreag in regular schools, co-enrolment
programmes and special schools have the advantageowding deaf students with the
opportunity of socialising with other peers. Detfdents’ choice to change to special schools
in order to mingle with other deaf peers can beraks an indication of the relevance of this
aspect (Knoors & Marschark 2012: 299).

There is some consensus about the advantages -ehraliment contexts vs.
mainstreaming in regular schools, in particulagarding (a) the languages of instruction
used, (b) the availability of role models (teachefs) peer interaction (hearing and deaf
students), and (d) access to the regular curriculum

Antia and Metz (2014: 425) address the importaniedsion of the status of deaf
students in the mainstream when they distinguigivdxn “being a visitor and a member of
the classroom”. In traditional models of inclusiatidents and their accompanying teachers
would be considered as “visitors” to a classroorhictv goes along with an emphasis of their
differences. In co-enrolment programmes, by cohtraembership is extended to all students
(Antia & Metz 2014: 425).

Hermans et al. (2014: 400), too, remark on theaathges of the co-enrolment
programmes such as the one established in the f\Netts. Apart from opportunities to
interact with hearing peers, students benefit franfaster pace of instruction as teachers
cannot attune their pace of instruction as theyldvon special education where student
groups tend to be smaller and teachers tend tomdbtheir instruction more with a focus on
those children that require more support. At thenesatime, students become more
independent as they cannot expect to get as muehtiah as they would in the typically
smaller groups catered for in special educationa@ide note, some authors also remark on
hearing students’ benefits from the presence ahteraof special education in the classroom,
particularly, in communication and language relaetvities.

3.2.3.4 Sign bilingualism in the mainstream: Tasks be tackled

As for sign bilingualism in the mainstream, sevetaldies remark on remaining shortcomings
regarding (a) the students' sign language skilig, the qualifications of teachers and
interpreters involved, (c) the teaching-learnirtigation, and (d) role models.

Students language skillsA particularly critical aspect of interpreted edtion
concerns deaf student's acquisition of sign languddpstery of the language needs to be
ensured, sign language not only identified as Herfdr “this language is the means by which
she is going to access education” (Monikowski 2@®B): Unfortunately, it is often taken for
granted that students attending this type of edutatither know the language or acquire it
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through interpretation. In other cases, interpeetarly obtain vague information about the
child’s preferred language or communication me&sspointed out by Ramsey (2004: 221),
for many children not native in sign language thigel of “pidgin sign English” is used as a
descriptor that is of little help for interpretéepart from being an inaccurate term), because it
“often describes, not the existence of languagétyghbbut its absence”. As Swanwick et al.
(2014: 299) remark, the challenges faced by deafesits in the mainstream, including the
demands of the mainstream curriculum, the numbeeachers they interact with, and the
increased use of group work should not be undenestid. A fundamental question that needs
to be addressed concerns the learning opporturidgredeaf children in the mainstream, for
example, concerning opportunities to participatgrioup work, and group discourse.

Professionals’ qualifications Another issue concerns qualifications of teacherd a
interpreters involved in this type of education. lWtsome authors highlight the role of the
interpreter as a liaison between the two worldsaakey player in the inclusion process”
(Antia 1998: 158), other scholars raise the quastb whether the teachers involved are
adequately prepared to meet the needs (cognithgjistic, learning) of deaf children (Lang
2003: 17). There is, indeed, substantial variattmmcerning the qualifications of the
personnel involved (including sign language commpet® In her detailed study of the
bilingual programmes established in France, LeB®05: 82) notes that the offer of bilingual
education in a mainstream context (with deaf supg@chers or interpreters) is not always
appropriately prepared beforehand. For exampligeal oulouse school, the principal teacher
remarks on the lack of knowledge about deafnesssagid language the staff had, neither
were they informed about the legislation that sufspthe implementation of sign bilingual
structures in France:

... la directrice nous confie gu'auparavant elle mmgaissait pas du tout le monde des sourds
et qu'elle avait d0 apprendre sur le terrain ce igwliquait la surdité. On notera de ces
paroles, le manque d’information aupres des entatdd@rofessionnels de I'école en ce qui
concerne la surdité, et donc un manque au nivediome de I'information en général de la
population entendante sur la communauté sourddge@étectrice n’a pas suivi de formation au
préalable et n'a été informée que de la présencmel’classe bilingue dans sa structure sans
aucune autre explication... On reléve la les lacuhesysteme francai... the head of school
confides to us that previously she did not knowtlimg at all about the world of deaf people
and that she had had to learn as she went alongdebfness was about. These words highlight
how much the hearing school staff lack informatimmcerning deafness, therefore, how much
at national level the hearing population lacks genmformation about the deaf community.
This head of school did not receive any prior tragnand has only been informed about the
presence of a bilingual class in her school withany further explanation... Here we can
clearly see the shortcomings of the French edutatjetem.]

The teaching/learning situation The teaching/learning situation of deaf children in
interpreted education settings raises several igmsstabout the relation of and
communication between teachers, interpreters andests. For example, hearing (non-
signing) teachers’ are confronted with the chaléen§ assessing deaf children despite their
lack of access to the interaction between the pné¢er and the deaf child (Ramsey 2004:
216). The situation bears the risk of limiting deafldren’s access to participation in class
(for example, because discourse conventions thateirparticipation are not directed to
them). Ramsey (2004: 223), a former education@rpmeter herself, concludes that “[t]he
teacher-interpreter-deaf student triad must be eincarefully to determine whether
intersubjectivity between teacher and student ssiide when an interpreter is in the middle,
whether establishing intersubjectivity among thmeeople is possible, and if so, how
participants manage it".
Role models One the of the fundamental tenets of many bilingeducation

programmes is that deaf students should have ezhahd hearing role models (Gunther et
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al. 1999; Gunther et al. 2004; Ardito et al. 2088ausneker 2008; Morales-Lopez 2008;
Yang 2008). Due to the circumstance that many sdmldnly experience their bilingualism in
the classroom, the team-teaching approach adoptedvieral bilingual programmes (e.g., in
Berlin) and co-enrolment settings (e.g. in Madudjereby both deaf and hearing teachers or,
in some situations, deaf advisors teach togethéndrclassroom, is of particular importance.
It is important to note that deaf children in imated education settings only seldom have
this opportunity, although they may profit from emction with other deaf peers in the
classroom. Bilingual education offered in maingtnear integration schools may also involve
the collaboration of different specialists. This tise case of the bilingual programme
established at a regular school in Cossato, I&ly1{7) for an overview). The cooperation of
these specialists is deemed essential for an apa@@ssessment and documentation of the
teaching/learning situation in the classroom (P2€03: 21).

(17) Specialists involved in the Cossato bilingual pemgme (cf. Preto 2003: 19)
At preschool (two experimental sections, with 2afing and deaf pupils):
* 4 reqgular teachers
« variable number of support teachers
» 1 deaf educator expert in LIS (employed by the &mssommunity)
» 1 interpreter
At primary school (5 full time experimental claske
» 2 regular teachers per class
« variable number of support teachers (1 deaf)
1 interpreter per class
1 LIS deaf educator (LIS mother tongue, DCDP)
2 external experts (advisers of teachers)

Co-enrolment programmes offered in four integraehools in Madrid also engage a team

of specialists including (Pérez Martin et al. 20347)

» deaf LSE specialists (responsible for the teaclnh$§SE to deaf and hearing students,
teachers, and teaching/training of LSE and visaairaunication for families)

* two co-tutors per class (two teachers with equalstin the classroom who plan and teach
the subject areas together, acting as languagesneke points for the children in LSE and
Spanish)

« SALTs (Speech and language therapists) (responfbléhe stimulation of speech and
listening skills, in close collaboration with the-tutors)

* interpreters (in infant and primary schools they primarily engaged in internal meetings
and in the contact situations with the families,evdas in secondary education they take
over a more active role).

Hermans et al. (2014: 400) also explain that thermolment programme established in the
Netherlands combined the benefits of special edutatith those of mainstreaming. Students
are instructed by a trained teacher of the deafT NSederlandse GebarentgalSign
Language of the Netherlands), and sign supportdadiDare used (additionally) as a medium
of instruction, and Deaf culture is consideredha ¢turriculum.

Depending on the institutional framework, hearargd deaf teachers, sign language
interpreters and speech therapists may have ditféenctions, as was described above
(section 3.2.1) for the bilingual service offeredRoitiers. Moreover, in her analysis of the
role of interpreters in Spanish educational sestiigras (2008) remarks upon deaf students’
difficulties in coping with changes ensuing theaaluction of new actors in their classrooms
(e.g., interpreters instead of co-tutors), chantped were undertaken without a previous
evaluation of the pros and cons of such measurggdaific teaching situations.
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While there is some consensus that children berfiefm integration into regular
schools with respect to their cognitive developmeaine authors have raised the question of
whether there is an improvement regarding deafestist] interactions with hearing peers
(Keating & Myrus 2003; Nunes et al. 2006). The @aging role of spoken language skills in
the linguistic repertoires of CI children might ueg the challenges; nevertheless, the role of
sign language as an identity marker should not haerestimated. The transfer of deaf
students from regular to special schools obsemetie USA and other countries (Knoors &
Marschark 2012: 300) can be taken as an indicdttreorelevance of language and peer-to-
peer relations. Reports of deaf and hearing stsderieractions in co-enrolment provides a
different picture, especially regarding hearingdstuts’ attitudes towards their deaf peers and
the use of sign language and oral language inlgssmmom (Krausneker 2008), as well as the
deaf students’ positive attitude towards their a@eafness (Yiu & Tang 2014: 360).

The latter observation leads us to the more fia@gd differentiation of the notions of
integration and inclusion, currently under debalte. the literature, these notions are
commonly distinguished in relation to the extentwoich diversity is recognised. Whereas
integration is commonly associated with the notbassimilation (in the sense of eliminating
diversity), the notion of inclusion is understocsl @ response to accommodate or manage
diversity (Kusters et al. 2015: 19-20).

3.2.3.5 A note on the bicultural component of sigiingual education

The sociolinguistic and cultural dimensions of dglwalism in the deaf communities have
received little attention in the area of deaf edioca An aspect that continues to be
controversial, and is also of relevance in the wismn about the most appropriate
educational placements, concerns the notion ofitoi@lism in the education of deaf students
(Massone 2008; de Klerk 1998; Mugnier 2006). Whggin bilingual education is also
bicultural for some educational professionals, ittea of deaf culture and related bicultural
component of deaf education is rejected by otherghe end, what this discrepancy reveals is
that there are diverging views about whether sigimdualism is the intended outcome
(following the type of maintenance bilingual educa} or rather regarded as a transitional
phenomenon in terms of an “educational tool”, whpetterns with the variation observed in
other types of linguistic minority education (Bak#d01: 204). The latter view, widespread
among teaching professionals (cf. Mugnier 2006afatiscussion of the situation in France,
Massone 2008 for Argentina), commonly attributeghdanguage the status of a teaching
tool, without acknowledging its cultural componewte are confronted then with a restricted
view of bilingualism, reducing the language of dw®ito a tool to improve academic
achievement, without acknowledging that the latsera much more global concept than
language skills alone. In her discussion abouirtbleision of French Sign Language (LSF) in
France, Mugnier (2006: 145) underlines the disarepas follows:

Le fait que la LSF soit entrée dans les écoless®tdxtes constitue en soi une avancée, mais |l
semble tout aussi important de savoir ce que I'anfat. Or, 'aménagement d’approches
éducatives bilingues se fait actuellement encoren souvent a partir d'un besoin réel
d’'intégrer la LSF dans la salle de classe et netteihmoins a travers une réflexion globale sur
ce que peut impliquer le bilinguisme et le biculisme dans un contexte pédagogiqée

fact that LSF has found its way into the schootaysand the texts constitutes in itself some
progress, but it seems just as important that vesvikewhat we do. However, the adjustment of
bilingual teaching approaches is still being causedadays by a real need to integrate the LSF
in the classroom and clearly less by a global c&fl@ on the implications of bilingualism and
biculturalism in a teaching situation.]
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Apart from the question about the inclusion of deafture as a separate subject, the
discussion also affects the role assigned to deadhers as adult role models, linguistically
and culturally. As pointed out by Humphries and Maagall (2000: 94), “[t]he cultural in a
'bilingual, bicultural' approach to educating dedildren rests in the details of language
interaction of teacher and student, not just inghgchment of curriculum with deaf history,
deaf literature, and ASL storytelling”.

3.2.4 Students' profiles

Sign bilingual education programmes cater for aettogieneous student population. The
linguistic profiles of the students enrolled varighwespect to (a) hearing status, (b) linguistic
background, (c) use of hearing aid technology, @y@dditional learning problems.

Hearing status.As was explained previously, deaf and hearing obdare taught in
the same classroom in some types of bilingual dtca(co-enrolment, interpreted
education). Variation in students' profiles is ofteverlooked in these educational settings,
even though adaptations to meet the linguisticitedsil and learning needs of deaf children
would also be necessary (Marschark et al. 2005)vésentioned previously (section 3.2.2),
professionals involved in the co-enrolment settiaggblished in Madrid take special care in
the “linguistic planning” of the bilingual classnos.

Linguistic background.Demographic changes relating to migration are adflected in
the deaf student population (Andrews & Covell 2006is clear that the concept of bilingual
education, if taken literally (that is, involvingud languages only) is not doing justice to the
diversity that characterises deaf student populatim many countries. There is a general
awareness of the challenges this imposes on tlehitgglearning situation, in particular,
among professionals working in special educationrédver, because of the differences in
the educational systems across countries, somestiggénts with a migration background
reach deaf schools without any language knowledgause in their country of origin deaf
education was not available.

Hearing aid technology.There is agreement that improvement in hearing aid
technology and cochlear implants have increasegdbential for the attainment and use of
the spoken language. The increasing number of ctelfren with cochlear implants — more
than half of the population in the UK (cf. Swanwig&kGregory 2007: 14), for example — adds
a new dimension to the heterogeneity of linguiptiafiles in deaf individuals. While most of
the children are educated in the mainstream, theeemany cochlear-implanted children
attending bilingual programmes, either becauseheir tow academic achievements in the
mainstream or because the provision of a Cl ocduatea later age. The generalised rejection
of sign language in the education of these childremany countries contrasts with the
continuing bilingual orientation of the educatioolipy in Sweden, where the views put
forward by professionals and parents of cochlegrtamted deaf children in favour of the
bilingual option follows a pragmatic reasoning tlaaknowledges not only the benefits of
bilingual education but also the circumstance thatcochlear implant is not a remedy for
deafness and its long-term use remains uncertaiarf®Ilm 2007). A different situation
obtains in Spain where “[b]ilingual education anidi@re closely related from the beginning”
Pérez Martin et al. (2014: 370) owing to the patalevelopment of a bilingual approach to
deaf education in selected educational institutiansl the increasing provision of deaf
children with cochlear implants.

In general, we have little knowledge of the largpigractices and experiences of
children with a CI. The rejection of sign languagethe education of this population is
commonly stressed. However, some authors have kechasn the rather flexible use of
communication modes in the everyday lives of Cldtbn. Swanwick et al. (2014: 297), for
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example, state that “[w]e have much to learn framifies of deaf children who speak of the
“‘communication journey” that takes place after iarghtion”. On their view (Swanwick et al.
2014: 297), “[the pragmatic and responsive appnod@at deaf children and their families
adopt toward the use of sign and spoken languagems us of the need to move beyond
policy-driven distinctions between spoken and sagrguage use and to look for a more plural
view of language and learning”.

Variation in the results obtained for childreniwé CI indicates that too little is known
about the factors that affect this variation (Beck@14: 400). As a result, no predictions can
be made about the success of this option, evdreindse of an early implantation.

In a similar vein, though based on the observatfa®maining uncertainties concerning
children's eventual success, Bavelier et al. (2@@3)e in favour of the use of sign language
as asafety netMobius (2011: 161) goes a step further, when rigeiess that hearing status
should not be the criterion that determines whelilergual education is an option or not.

Additional learning problems Finally, many deaf students that are cateredirior
bilingual education programmes have additionalrligay (problems) that need to be tackled.
Leroy (2005: 53), for example, describes the sibmator the bilingual programme offered at
the Laurent Clerk school in France:

La structure admet aussi des enfants en grand ésbelaire dans les structures oralistes, et
qui sont réorientés ici dans des circonstances stedghiques: agés de 10 ans ou plus, ne
parlant pas, connaissant mal la LSF, en grandeaiffé avec I'écrit (lecture et écriture), et
présentant souvent des comportements difficilesLes. solutions a mettre en oeuvre sont donc
souvent tres variées et demandent une grande doiéifgtale la part de I'équipe. Pour certains
de ces enfants, I'objectif est une resocialisagria reconstitution d'une identité et d'une
confiance en soi, avant de réintégrer le cycle rarrPour d'autres, I'objectif n'est pas les
acquis scolaires ou cognitifs mais I'exploitation amaximum des facultés restant§Bhe
structure accepts also children facing a deep asadailure in oralist structures who happen to
be re-orientated here in catastrophic circumstaragesd 10 or more, not speaking, not fluent in
LSF, having great difficulties with the written umge (reading and writing) and often
displaying a problematic behaviour. (...) The sol¢ido be put in place are often very varied
and require great adaptability from the team. Feones of these children, the objective is to be
re-socialised and regain their identity and sefffiience, before returning to normal school
life. For some others, the aim is not to acquirg sechool or cognitive knowledge but to learn
how to make best use of their other faculties.]

Unfortunately, the impact of a sign bilingual prama in this population remains largely
unexplored.



4 Sign bilingualism in deaf education: Challengeslong
the research, policy, practice axis

Since the implementation of the first bilingual grammes in the late $acentury, there has
been little room for a critical appraisal of bilum education, its main objectives, the
spectrum of its variation, and the challenges the¢d to be confronted for its further
improvement. Instead, because the discussion ifiglteof deaf education is still polarised,
deficits, where acknowledged, have often been mgachby those in favour of the bilingual
method, while those who oppose bilingual educatigpically question the educational
method as such and not the circumstances that mrgkient it from being implemented in a
better way. Today, the relevance of such a criaggdraisal seems even more pertinent in the
face of a revived debate about the most adequptediydeaf education and renewed efforts
to call the benefits of sign bilingual educatiotoiquestion.

With the present work, we have sought to contahtat filling this gap by tracing the
major developments leading to the inclusion of dagrguage in bilingual approaches to deaf
education, and discussing the spectrum of variatiosign bilingual education programmes.
We turn now to a discussion of the insights obi@ingh a focus on the advances that have
been made and the challenges that remain to béedackgarding the promotion of sign
bilingualism in deaf education in the areas of aesle, policy and practice.

4.1 Language planning and deaf education: On theleeance of
coordinated action

Today, sign bilingual education though establishest an option in the spectrum of
intervention types targeting deaf students remtiasexception rather than the norm. From a
linguistic perspective the spectrum of interventitypes targeting deaf students that is
available in various countries throughout the warésth be seen on a continuum that ranges
from a strictly monolingual (oralist) to a (sign)libgual model of deaf education, with
intermediate options characterised by the use ghssias a supportive means of
communication or the teaching of sign language sscand language (Plaza-Pust 2004) (cf.
Figure 4.1).

<-- monolingualism ------------=--=-=---- simultaeous communication bilingualism -->
no signs, sign language as a sign language as sign language
sign language signed systems supportive means an L2 as a language
of communication of instruction

Figure 4.1: Sign language input continuum in dehifcation.

The spectrum of intervention types including the o$ sign language can be understood as
the result of a convergence of developments péngito a changing perception of deaf
individuals and sign languages, on the one hard}, @nthe other hand, the continuing search
for alternatives to a monolingual (oral only) moaé¢ldeaf education that fails to meet the
expectations it raises.

From a language planning perspective, as we exjaiPlaza-Pust (2016), different
models are commonly distinguished with respecth® policies adopted toward languages
and their users in a given social context. Roughbitom-up, top-down and holistic models
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differ regarding (a) the agents involved, and & éxtent to which the planning processes are
coordinated. In Plaza-Pust (2016: 29) we distingtisee main language planning scenarios
targeting sign languages according to the agentsvied and the activities organised. The
key characteristics of these scenarios are sumeaginsTable 4.1. As we argue in Plaza-Pust
(2016: 30) bottom-up and top-down activities areessary for the maintenance of sign
bilingualism and its recognition on a par with othges of bilingualism. Co-ordinated action
and involvement of all actors would characterisehaistic approach of sign language
planning (cf. also Gras 2008, Morales-L6pez 2088)we explain next, the inclusion of sign
language in a bilingual model of deaf educatiorthia late 28 century occurs largely as a
result of bottom-up activities.

Table 4.1: Language planning scenarios (from PRarst-2016: 29).

Type Agents Activities / aims

Top-down ¢ administration ¢ policies and planning activities
0 to facilitate accessibility
O to facilitate integration

Bottom-up * language community ¢ political demands and planning activities
* related interest groups O to obtain political attention
O to raise the status of the language

Holistic * all agents * analysis of the needs of all parties
* objectives and outcomes of measures studied in
relation to broader social context
¢ coordination of measures and activities to meet the
needs of the users

4.1.1 Bottom-up processes

Our portrayal of the developments leading to thaldishment of sign bilingual education
programmes in diverse social contexts reveals thatintroduction of a sign bilingual
approach to deaf education is based on a bottormogel of language planning in the
majority of cases (cf. among others Krausneker Z003ustria, Morales-Lopez 2008 and
Pérez Martin et al. 2014 for Spain, Yang 2008 fom@&, Ardito et al 2008 for Italy, Leroy
2010 for France). This type of language planningepas with processes that led to the
inclusion of native languages in the educationtbeplinguistic minorities around the world
(Garcia et al. 2006: 35; Hornberger 1997; 2003; &om 1995). Typically, these bilingual
programmes are established mainly as a result tibrheup activities of several interest
groups or NGOs, including parents' associationsdead associations, and also educational
professionals. Komesaroff (2001: 300) describessihgation of the bilingual programmes
established in Australia as of the 1990s, highiightalso how changes at the institutional
level followed bottom-up processes:

The establishment of bilingual programs in Austrdias largely been the result of efforts by
small groups of teachers, parents, and Deaf pedylest education authorities, teacher
registration authorities, and universities qualityiteachers of the deaf have not acknowledged
the need for teachers to be proficient in Auslad able to adopt bilingual pedagogy. The
growth of bilingual programs has preceded changesrdgistration requirements and
professional development.
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Where bottom-up processes are not followed by mprdmeasures taken at the institutional
level, bilingual education runs the risk of windiog in a kind of “invisible policy of deaf
education” (Pérez Martin et al. 2014: 371, Mordlépez 2008). At the level of practice,
much effort is required on the side of the profasais involved to secure the continuity of the
programme, and to organise the human and finaresalurces necessary for this purpose. In
their report on the bilingual programme establistegdthe Cossato school (ltaly), the
specialists involved remark on the challenges fas@ti respect to the conception of a
bilingual education programme (involving new acfasd its continuity (the task of finding
new financing means where community support isanatlable) (Preto 2003: 24):

Per poter gestire tale struttura complessa divesdali sempre pit importante poter individuare
nuove figure e nuove forme di decentramento, adaatt nuove forme di partenariato e di
finanziamento, ..[In order to be able to manage such a complextsirel it has become ever
more important to be able to identify new figuresd anew forms of decentralisation, and
activate new forms of partnership and of financing,

Crucially, where language policies lag behind tbealiopments at the level of practice, other
platforms are created to ensure the continuity amther development of the bilingual
approach. In some countries NGOs, including parerganisations or mixed organisations in
which professionals, teachers and parents worktlieggsuch as the LASER group in the
UK, Knight and Swanwick 2002: 24, or the 2LPE assomn in France, Leroy 2010) have
contributed to the establishment and maintenandaliofgual programmes. They provide a
forum for the exchange of ideas, discussion oftpralcissues or development of concepts.
Worthy of mention is the Stars School Projechiea USA (Nover & Andrews 1998), a 5
year (1997-2002) teacher training project compgshree central components (Bagga-Gupta
2004: 142), namely (a) the aim to improve languéegching practices through teacher
training in bilingualism and bilingual educatioib) the leadership of researchers and teacher-
educators competent in Deaf and hearing cultured, ia the two languages, and (c) the
systematic incorporation of best practice prin@pdé Deaf bilingualism in teacher education
departments in the USA. What is remarkable aboigt ghogramme is that it was research
based, involved the parents and disseminated tbe/lkdge obtained in the course of the
study® The language teaching model developed was usgtdirfione school (New Mexico
School for the Deaf), where mentors from other sthwere trained and collaborated in the 5
revisions of the syllabi upon the feedback obtaibgdhe teachers using the model in their
schools. In their fifth report of the project, Nowt al. (2002: 14-5) conclude that the project
“resulted in a nationwide ASL/English bilingual e@ddion learning community that is
focusing on improving deaf students’ proficiencytwo languages ASL and English”.
Networking and knowledge sharing platforms are angmt, particularly, because
bilingual education is often provided in isolateettsgs, that is, at individual schools,
individual classes or even for individual childrénis interesting to note in this context, that
in the interviews and informal conversations | haeaducted over the last years, teachers
and principals working in bilingual programmes haagressed, without exception, their
interest for greater opportunities to network andshare ideas. Hence the relevance of
initiatives, such as the one reported in Swanwitkake (2014: 300), undertaken by
practitioners in a group of bilingual schools ire tdK who have been engaged in a critical
review of their practices and conception of howcaber better for the abilities and needs of
deaf students. Based on their evaluation of thdabla language assessment and planning as
inadequate they call for more adequate ways ofkasggthe students’ multilingual skills.

15 The ASL/English bilingual learning community credtinvolved a core group including the directorthod
project, mentors from 11 residential schools, amdicational researchers, with the larger commundding
deaf and hearing members with various professiotisa academic, educational and administrationsarea
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Exchange of information is important, not only alggrofessionals but also between
professionals and researchers whose work is mdrkelfferent traditions and paradigms. As
Pérez Martin et al. (2014: 389) remark, “there tistance between what researchers do and
how educational professionals carry out their workisolation from each other”. Several
initiatives aim at bridging this distance by bringitogether researchers and practitioners.
Swanwick et al. (2014: 303), for example, call #Bornetwork of researchers (“research-
practice partnerships”), providing “a forum for th@entification of shared professional
priorities. Through collaborative working and shariof data, this network could develop
training techniques and approaches that build @allestablished expertise but that are
globally relevant”. As they argue (Swanwick et 2014: 303), “[s]Juch an initiative may
provide avenues for importing knowledge from reskdnto classroom practice in order to
improve deaf children’s learning and achievememt’the UK, action research partnerships
between practitioners and researchers has beed fowontribute to the empowerment of the
professionals by providing them the opportunity develop their own research agenda
(Swanwick et al. 2014: 300).

4.1.2 Top-down processes

The top-down model of sign language planning hasnbapplied only in a few social
contexts, notably in the Nordic countri®sSweden, for example, is commonly taken as a
reference regarding the institutionalisation ofngilal education of deaf students (Ahlgren
1994; Bagga-Gupta 2004; Bergman 1994; Svartholn8;1B&ahshie 1997). However, there
has also been some criticism suggesting that tlpeddvn model is not devoid of
shortcomings. For example, in her critical evalmatof the implementation of sign bilingual
education in Sweden, Bagga-Gupta (2004) remarkthernack of research that would have
supported such a shift. Furthermore, she noteghkatew “dominant discourse” or ideology
prevented research from being undertaken for tog &time (Bagga-Gupta 2004: 182):

The Swedish model was essentially a “top-down” nhadebilingualism, where the regional
special schools in the 1980s were (to put it silmplequired to replace the “Total
Communication” ideologies of the 1970s with a newalogy. It was not, therefore, probably
deemed necessary to pursue a critical empiricailyed research agenda on the model itself. It
was not until the second half of the 1990s thatifegte educational-political reasons arose and
which pushed for the critical examination of difat aspects of the Swedish bilingual school
model. While evaluation studies by the National Agefor Education (...) and other indicators
(...) constitute one kind of critical examinationlimited number of studies and projects that
have focused on communication practices at the BWwedpper secondary schools and
compulsory schools for the Deaf represent a diffeaad newer kind of research agenda.

Not only does this author (Bagga-Gupta 2004: 158Fise the isolated manner in which this
model was implemented (see section 3.1.1) (no exgghat the international level concerning
information about practices elsewhere), she alsoarks on the circumstance that the
transition between the different school levels wasappropriately taken into consideration, a
problem that we also noted with respect to deatation in other countries, such as Spain,
where students from bilingual schools later atteedular classes with interpreters at
secondary level.

16 According to Bagga-Gupta (2004: 134-5), the "naleone-track-model” implemented in Sweden, whicé s
compares to the diversity of coexisting modelsha USA (a variation that characterises also theasan in
other countries) is related to “demographic strreguof the two countries, from local linguistic, ltcual,
sociohistorical and socioeconomical influences”.pdénted out by Bagga-Gupta (2004: 134), the uniftr of
the model is the result of “a largely top-down adistrative implementation of a bilingual model”.
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The situation is slightly different in the casetbbse bilingual education programmes
that have been determined by both bottom-up anedéeyn processes, the former being
decisive for the consideration of a bilingual cqricas an option at the political level, the
latter for the modelling of the educational reqments these programmes would have to
fulfil. In Quebec, for example, upon the initiatioé the Association du Québec pour enfants
avec problemes auditiffAQEPA) that had approached the Gadbois schootHerdeaf in
Montréal and the LSQ research group at the Uniwyerdi Quebec at Montréal, a committee
was established in 1997 with representatives fitoensthools, the university and the ministry
of education (Vercaingne-Ménard et al. 2005: 2)e Tdommittee defined the political
mandate for the development and establishmenthifragual project at the Gadbois school.
The focus would be on the longitudinal study of shedents’ bilingual development and the
elaboration of teaching activities and materialr@&ngne-Ménard et al. 2005: 2).

Pilot programmes as the ones established in Mainte Berlin can profit from the
political mandate to undertake concomitant reseanstl contribute to a more balanced
information flow in the research-policy-practiceisaxhat would work toward the eventual
consolidation of the bilingual education option aisdmprovement.

In this context, a note is due on legislation. \&hhe official recognition of sign
languages continues to be on the agenda of mamgciasens worldwide, the legal
recognition of the use of sign language in deafcatian in some countries has not been
translated into the expected changes concerningrthasion of sign bilingual education. In
France for example, the 1991 so-called law Fabiastg parents the right to choose between
different communication modes in the educationh&irt deaf child (cited in Mugnier 2006:
150), as it is stated in the relevant passage:

... dans I'éducation des jeunes sourds, la libert&ltgix [existe] entre une communication
bilingue — langue des signes et francgais — et wrangunication orale est de dro[t... in the
education of young deaf children, one has the tighte at liberty to choose between bilingual
communication— sign language and French — andcormmunication.]

However, at the level of practice, the situatiofFmnce reflects what could be dubbed as the
paradox of legal recognition: the right of choisegranted albeit without stipulation that the
necessary measures be taken to make a true chagséle. Mugnier (2006: 150) describes
the impact of this paradox as follows:

En définitive, la loi laisse aux établissementsuet services pédagogiques le soin d’organiser
les modalités d’éducation dans leur projet éducai#ns leur donner pour autant les moyens
nécessaires pour le faire. La situation semblessgiime dans une certaine circularité puisque
I'institution, en légiférant — ou pas — sur les gtiens pédagogiques, tend a reproduire les
freins gqu’elle-méme crédEventually the law leaves it up to the schools @ulicational
services to organise the modalities of educatidheir educational project without giving them
the necessary means to do so. The situation seege full circle since the institution, whilst
making laws — or not — on educational matters, seiodreproduce the brakes which it itself
creates.]

A similar paradox obtains in Spain where bilingeducation is regulated by the 2007 law
(BOE 2007) recognising Spanish sign languages anenps’ choice of a bilingual model of
education for their deaf child. However, thus tag law has not been applied in any of the 17
autonomous communities and there is neither reiabformation on the number of
educational institutions offering bilingual educati(Pérez Martin et al. 2014: 371).

Paradoxical situations like the ones describedingnus to consider the major
hindrances to the implementation of bilingual/biatdl education programmes (Plaza-Pust
2004), an issue that we will take up further below.
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Finally, a note is due on the changes envisagethtsse authors who advance major
transformations in those countries in which thangihlal option is firmly established or
institutionalised (such as The Netherlands or Swedénoors and Marschark (2012: 299),
for example, envisage a “change in educationakpbin the face of the changes observed
regarding the enhanced spoken language skillsaffstedents that receive cochlear implants
early in their lives combined with early intervemtimeasures. Unfortunately, however, the
transformation envisaged is not conceived of imgeof a diversification of options that could
be more in accord with the diversity of the lindusprofiles of deaf students described
before. Instead, a change is advanced regardingtaies granted to sign language, namely,
that of a useful tool. Because information percgittgough the visual modality is regarded as
useful in addition to auditory input, the use ajrs is not completely disregarded. Instead,
signs are attributed the status of a useful tdoKeoors & Marschark 2012: 299):

[W]e believe it is still worthwhile to encouragerpats to learn and use sign language regularly,
especially as a support to the spoken languagesSigil support the auditory perception of
speech, contribute to language comprehension, andie indicated earlier, add to an already
improved spoken language vocabulary.

Notice that the “useful tool” character attributedthis mixed communication relates to its
use in (a) enhancing the processing of spoken &geyuin particular, in the early
development, (b) ensuring communication when Clsxaiowork, and in (c) not interfering
with learning processes of the spoken language piémeding observations make it clear that
the change of direction envisaged though involvimgtimodal communication represents a
clear retraction of a bilingual approach to deafcadion.

4.1.3 Holistic model envisaged

There is a consensus among practitioners and aoegl¢hat a better coordination of the
stakeholders involved (that is, administrationcheas, parents, deaf associations) is needed
to address the remaining shortcomings of sign dnlth education. From a language planning
perspective, we have argued in favour of a cohdrelnstic planning of bilingual education
that would aim at guaranteeing an alignment ofdifferent measures that need to be taken,
such as the provision of appropriate teacher tginithe development of materials
specifically devised for sign bilingualism and theculiarities that distinguish it from other
forms of bilingualism (e.g. two different modalgiethe lack of or limited access to the
spoken modality) (Plaza-Pust & Morales-Lopez 20@Blearly, the lack of co-ordinated
action misses the chance of using effectively thimdn and financial resources available. In
the majority of social contexts where a clear poiglacking, specialists remark on resources
lost, not only at the level of the poor academibi@ements of the students, but also at the
level of those uncoordinated but often costly measput into practice.

It is important to note in this context that thenthnd for a holistic model of language
planning should not be confused with a demand Her éxclusive implementation of sign
bilingual education. As some authors have recemtyned against a “one-size-fits-all”
approach (Knoors & Marschark 2012: 298), the difieetion of the education options, on
the one hand, and the coordinated provision of eathese options, on the other hand, need
to be distinguished. Unfortunately, this differatiton is not always taken into consideration.
Furthermore, it is also important to distinguishvieen the provision of bilingual education
and the eventual choice of type education at tlgvidual level. Knoors and Marschark
(2012: 301), for example, argue that the demandilorgual education as an option for all
children is neither “realistic’ nor any “longer istty essential” (Knoors & Marschark 2012:
301). What is overlooked in this type of argumentatis that, with a few exceptions,
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bilingual education remains an exception with tffea there is not really a choice for many
parents of deaf children, an issue that we wilbetate further below.

4.2 Modelling bilingualism as an option: Challengeat the level of
practice

The generalised lack of a holistic planning of sigmgual education is reflected in a number
of challenges that need to be tackled at the lefvplactice. Issues that arise pertain to (a) the
institutional status of the programmes, (b) theilaldity of teaching and evaluation
materials, (c) the status and qualifications ofgh&fessionals involved, (d) the heterogeneity
of the student population, and (e) service provisa parents and children.

4.2.1 Lack of institutionalisation

Certainly, the exceptional status of sign bilingpedgrammes in most social contexts where
they have been implemented makes them stand oleasons” for advocates of bilingual
education. However, many of these programmes ararded with an increasing complex-
ity of individual and social demands that cannotsoéved in the educational institutions
alone. Professionals involved are confronted witlerde pressures, to the extent that the
continuity of many bilingual pilot projects is tlatened because what is being done still needs
to be defended, financed, and organised. Unforélyahese circumstances also work against
one of the crucial aims of bilingual education, emthe early promotion of sign language.
As pointed out before, many deaf children only hehidingual education programmes at a
later age, often with only rudimentary languagdiskbecause medical advice and early in-
tervention is still predominantly oralist (Guntf2912).

4.2.1.1 Teaching conceptions, materials and asses#nools

Because sign bilingual education is not instituditsed in the majority of countries, bilingual
programmes do not only often struggle for survivas we mentioned previously.
Professionals working in these settings also faeetask of developing their own teaching
conceptions, teaching materials and assessmerg {B@mesaroff 2001, Morales-Lépez
2008, Pérez Martin et al. 2014, Plaza-Pust 200d¢reél'is a generalised lack of a bilingual
methodology specifically devised for sign languageral language bilingualism. In some
countries (Spain, Germany, UK), policy referenceutnents (guidelines or white papers)
have been written up for this purpose (cf. Staatgut fir Schulqualitat und
Bildungsforschung Minchen 2005, for the guidelimprslished in the Federal State of
Bavaria; CNSE 2004 for the white paper publishedhayNational Confederation of the Deaf
in Spain; Swanwick & Gregory 2007 for a policy mefiece document used in the UK). These
works, however valuable, remain theoretical “guiiuizd”.

4.2.1.2 Teacher qualifications
In many cases, the teaching personnel involvedilingbal education have no adequate
training in bilingualism in general, and sign bgualism in particular. Today, the
qualification of the professionals involved in dealucation varies substantially (Swanwick et
al. 2014: 303), and so does their professionalstat

In sign bilingual education, written languagedsdht as an L2, but teachers are seldom
informed about the theoretical underpinnings ok ttype of acquisition (Bagga-Gupta &
Domfors 2003; Morales-Lopez 2008) and the alteveatbutes that deaf children may take in
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their development of writing and reading (see Sap&l Cripps 2008; Padden & Ramsey
1998). Further, contrastive teaching is assignetrgortant role, but there is a general lack
of knowledge about the latest insights in sign leage linguistics and the impact of a critical
language awareness on the developmental processuanthat is at the focus in education of
other linguistic minority students (Siebert-Ott 200

Where intervention measures are oriented towardmgmovement of such complex
learning tasks as the acquisition of the writtemgleage as an L2 in the framework of a
bilingual model of education, the lack of a themadt foundation of the actual bilingual
teaching, as remarked upon by Mugnier (2006: 14%s@&ertainly surprising:

Ainsi, loin d’'étre ancrée sur une véritable théatisn pédagogique, la pédagogie bilingue
repose, actuellement encore, essentiellement sureprésentations sociales des principaux
acteurs de terrains (enseignants, éducateurs, gay@tc.), sur une « philosophie de pensée ».
Or, seule une véritable théorisation permettrafieefivement d’enseigner le francais comme
langue étrangere ou second&o, far from being anchored in a true educatighabrisation,
bilingual education still essentially rests on #ueial representations of the main grass-roots
actors (teachers, educators, parents, etc.), @hibosophy of thoughts”. However, only a true
theorisation would effectively make it possiblegd¢ach French as a foreign or second language.]

Turning to the language competencies of the diffiepeofessionals involved in the teaching
of deaf students, a (near-)native level in sigrgleage should be a necessary requirement for
their qualification; however, for multiple reasoniis requirement is often not met, and in-
service training, where it is available, is oftesufficient to fill the remaining gaps (Bagga-
Gupta & Domfors 2003). In our description of thevelepments leading to the establishment
of bilingual programmes we mentioned the paraddxitaation with which the professionals
involved at the time were confronted, given thélatqualified deaf teachers and specifically
developed materials in sign language.

The discrepancy between expectations and prasicemes apparent even in Sweden
where, more than a decade after the implementatidghe revised curriculum, competences
of the hearing teaching personnel in Swedish Signguage were still found to be wanting
(mentioned by Ahlgren 1991; Svartholm 1993), despiite “developmental program” that
was still in progress at the time (Svartholm 19880). According to Bagga-Gupta &
Domfors (2003: 75) teachers at the five regionabsts estimated that they were competent
in sign language (no interpretation is providedhis school setting). Teaching staff at the
High school for the Deaf evaluate their sign largguakills as less than competent. Some of
them reported to rely on interpreters in their staem (Bagga-Gupta & Domfors 2003: 76).
The case of Sweden shows that the gaps are noaaelsult of a bottom-up type of planning
or a temporary phenomenon bound to the initial phafsa new type of education, but are
rather due to a lack of a coherent long-term plaguni

Teacher qualifications not only bear on thelity of the educational programme, they
are also decisive concerning tiypeof education that is actually implemented. In ttiseirvey
about deaf education in Scotland, Grimes et al072®%32) remark on the influence of
teachers' language preferences concerning theofypducation approach eventually put into
practice. In addition, as policies have been changver the last decades teachers have been
expected to adapt to the requirements. For Grimhed. €2007: 532) skills and knowledge
gaps under such circumstances are perhaps notssugpr

Turning to the deaf professionals involved in slghngual education, at least two
dimensions need to be distinguished in relatioth conception of deaf teachers as role
models, namely, (a) they are deaf adults and thageis in particular for deaf children who
do not socialise with deaf people otherwise (and wbuld believe that “deafness disappears
with adulthood”), and (b) they are fluent or natsfgeakers of sign language. According to
Vercaingne-Ménard et al. (2005: 2), for example,
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... des le début, il était clair pour tous le memhtasomité qu'une telle entreprise supposait la
présence en classe d'une personne sourde qui asigutenseignement de la LSQ et qui, de
concert avec I'enseignante entendante, interviehdraclasse pendant les activités de francais
écrit. [... right from the start it was clear for all theembers of the committee that such an
endeavour presupposed the presence in the classfommmleaf person who would take over the
teaching of the LSQ and who, in agreement withhtbaring teacher, would play an active role
in class during the activities in written French.]

Further, there is also the critical question of stetus of deaf teachers in bilingual settings.
First, it must be noted that the number of deathees continues to be extremely low.
Therefore, it comes as no surprise that the laateaf teachers is commonly mentioned as a
major factor when it comes to identifying the mapmdrances that work against the set-up of
further bilingual programmes. Taken on the wholee tnformation available about deaf
adults' status in the classroom suggests that acoosimonly this corresponds with the figure
of the support teacher or co-tutor. This holds #yguaf those contexts where the team
teaching method is used, as the form teacher ysisadl hearing teacher. On a critical note,
the institutions in charge need to be mindful thhat must be regarded as a temporary status
(owing to the circumstance that it takes time uatidohort of deaf teachers is available on the
job market) does not wind up in a fixed role dition. The inequality that could be
institutionalised at the level of human resourcesii then be strikingly similar to the status
of a crutch attributed to sign language in thossgy@mmes that do not fully recognise it as a
language in its own right.

Apart from the lack of deaf individuals with theaiification of a teacher, there is also
the issue that not all deaf individuals are natigers of a sign language (because of various
circumstances, including their education and sis@bn patterns), an issue that often goes
unnoticed, probably, because the number of death&ra is so small in the majority of
countries anyway. However, in her study on the tjgsliof language practices in deaf
education in Australia, Komesaroff (1998: 8) mensidhat for Australia the percentage of
non-signing deaf teachers is slightly below 50 petc

4.2.2 Heterogeneity of the student population
For diverse circumstances, the spectrum of lingutofiles that can be encountered in the

deaf student population varies substantially, nagdrom the mastery of both languages to
only rudimentary skills in one or both languagéds Table 4.2).

Table 4.2: Linguistic profiles (based on Plaza-R@g5: 277).

Sign language L1 L2 partial rudimentary| no
Oral language competence
L1 A B C D E
L2 B
partial C F
rudimentary D G
no competence E

This variation is indicative of the complex inteapl of internal and external factors that
determines the development of sign bilingualism. il&/learly diagnosis and cochlear
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implantation have increased deaf students’ oppuitsnto attain the spoken language, other
factors need to be considered (including variatinnlinguistic background, additional
learning problems) when it comes to the portrayatasiation in the linguistic abilities and
needs of deaf students. Schooling is one factorngnathers determining variation in the
linguistic profiles of deaf individuals; howevers we have argued throughout the preceding
sections, it is a decisive one.

The different approaches to deaf education pagttag this book are based on diverse
idealised profiles of deaf students, ranging frdre tdeal of a monolingual oral language
speaker to the ideal of a bilingual user of signgleage and spoken/written language.
Independently of the approach adopted, howeverrdhkty in the classroom is much more
complex — far from homogeneous. Teachers in bikhgettings are confronted with the task
of serving a heterogeneous student population, nvdhked individual differences not only at
the level of the degree of hearing loss, but a¢gmrding their prior educational experiences,
their linguistic profiles and often additional laarg needs. If we consider, additionally co-
enrolment contexts in which hearing and deaf childare taught together, the diversity
increases. As Pérez Martin et al. (2014: 374)pitllassrooms are full of different children,
including deaf children, and such a composition msediversity. If we add to languages and
two teachers working together, a great amouninoé tmust be devoted organizing teaching”.

In addition, we need to consider that, for mudtipeasons, including the temporary
character of some bilingual programmes, or the gham orientation from primary to
secondary education, many deaf students are exposed/erse methods and placed in
different types of educational settings in the seuof their development. Often they are
unprepared for the changes affecting the commuaitand teaching situation in their new
classroom (Gras 2008; Plaza-Pust 2004). Anotheahlarthat is generally acknowledged but
remains largely unconsidered pertains to the diyers the students' linguistic profiles
related to their migration background. At the legélteaching conceptions, the impact of a
lack of alignment of the oral languages (and, raes, also sign languages) used at home and
in school remains largely unexplored. As for ther@asing number of deaf children with a
Cl, the challenge for those institutions at whiépnsbilingual education is offered lies in
definition of sign bilingual conceptions that woukike the spectrum of student profiles and
their evolution seriously by adopting a flexiblenception of what might be the dominant or
more advanced language in the course of the ddédfsctevelopment. Against the backdrop
of the variation observed in spoken language deweémt in CI children, the flexibility of
such an approach seems to be more suitable totheedemands and needs of this population
(Gunther 2014: 29). At the same time, a flexiblecaption requires regular evaluation and
diagnostic tools to assess the students’ developraed competences in the respective
languages, as well as the provision of teachenitrgiin the teaching of sign language as a
mother tongue, second language or foreign lang(elge Becker 2015: 404). The preceding
observations underline the relevance of understgn@nd managing the dynamics of
linguistic resources in the classroom. Studentsfil@s are neither uniform nor static. At the
level of classroom practice, methods need to bésddwand adopted that allow children with
diverse linguistic profiles and learning strategieslearn together in the same classroom.
Pérez Martin et al. (2014: 375), for example, explaow the structure of a conventional
classroom can be broken down, creating enough fooractivities with different levels of
difficulty to accommodate all children.

4.2.3 Service provision and language choice for theaf child

Parents' lack of access to information about ctaraned shortcomings of the different
educational options available continues to represepersistent problem in the decision-
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taking process regarding language choice for tlaé cl@ld. The preference of oral education
by hearing parents is commonly taken for granted,i9seldom elaborated in relation to the
influence of the hearing aid/Cl industry, medicdliae and social environment (Giunther &
Hennies 2015: 500).

The questionnaire we distributed in a survey om shatus of sign language in deaf
education in the early 2000s (Plaza-Pust 2004uded a section on circumstances that
participants would consider to represent major tandes to the implementation of
bilingual/bicultural education programmes. The fmmtk obtained indicated that the
predominance of those professionals who insist ba éxclusive promotion of the
spoken/written language is hindering even the ipiekry steps in the implementation of
bilingual education. In his discussion of the regoients that need to be fulfilled for the
successful establishment of a bilingual programtreere&gular school, Preto (2003: 22) notes
that the collaboration with speech therapists isriical factor because they are the first
specialists meeting the deaf children and, depgndim the educational philosophy they
adopt, they would send the child to an oral or loliagual programme.

The persistent lack of information provided to tparents, reflecting also the
consequences of the lack of a consistent and cdrapséve planning, occurs at the expense
of bilingual programmes that cannot be truly impbeted and developed further. By way of
illustration of the circularity of the problem cader Leroy's (2005: 101) description of the
situation in France:

.. €ducation pro-oraliste ou pro-LSF? Le problemesth'toujours pas résolu, car les parents
d’enfants sourds n’ont toujours pas acces a l'infation : dans quelle structure doit-je inscrire
mon enfant afin qu’il évolue au méme titre que enfant ? Pourquoi favoriser la LSF pour cet
enfant sourd profond ?... De telles associationstreictures comme IRIS, se battent depuis des
années contre ce mangue d’informations et luttdint gue les services médicaux soient aussi
plus compétents, c'est-a-dire plus informés surstdations éducatives adaptées a cet enfant
sourd. Mais tant que ces classes ne seront pasmaément officielles et officieuses, le systéme
ne pourra se développer (bien qu'il évolue en swin)set I'information ne pourra se diffuser.
[... pro-oralist or pro-LSF education? The problerstill unresolved for the parents of deaf
children because they are still denied accessfoonmation: In which structure should | register
my child so that he is given the same chances velde as any other child? Why should we
favour LSF for this profound deaf child?... Suchamisations and structures as IRIS have been
fighting for years against this lack of informatiand fight on so that the medical services as
well be more competent, that is to say better méxt on the educational possibilities adapted to
a particular deaf child. Nonetheless as long asetl®asses are not nationally official and
unofficial, the system will not be able to devel@though it evolves within itself) and the
information will not be passed on.]

Unfortunately, the lack of information often rurerallel with a lack of options when it comes
to early intervention. Indeed, the diversificatioh approaches in primary and secondary
education we described in previous chapters cdstresth the predominance of aural
methods in the domain of early intervention (GuntB814: 18). According to Gunther,
because early intervention tends to focus on tlmnption of one language only (either
spoken language, as for example, in Germany orlaigguage, as it would be have been the
case until recently in Sweden), a trbljingual promotion only begins at school age.

The persistent shortcomings in the area of eatgrvention are not only attributed to
the resistance against bilingual-bimodal educatiothe medical area and in the domain of
deaf pedagogy, but also to a lack of theoreticathocal conceptions and resources where a
bilingual-bimodal promotion in early interventions iadvocated (Gunther 2014: 4).
Unfortunately, this deficit, undermining the objeetof a bilingual promotion early on, might
ultimately increase the risk of bilingual educatisimding up in a sort of “repairing business”
(Gunther 2014: 18), catering for those deaf chiiditeat have failed in other models (recall,
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for example, the case of the French girl aged ti@iag at the bilingual service IRIS lacking
literacy and sign language skills, cf. section BP). Moores (2013:102) goes a step further
when he remarks on the moral obligation of ensuaivgriety of educational options also for
early intervention,

For two generations now, people have been talkbwutathe need for a cascade of services.
And individualized education programs. To some mxtge have achieved this, but not with

children below the age of 3 or even 6 years. A falige of options should be open to all

children from the time of identification. We havenaral obligation to ensure this.

Crucially, these observations hold equally of ataid provided with a cochlear implant.
Several authors remark on the benefits of an eatbosure to sign language also for these
children and the risks of not doing so. Particyladuring the early development sign
language can fulfil a key role, described by Pévertin et al. (2014: 387) in terms of a
bootstrapping function, a well-known notion in rasdh on other bilingual acquisition
situations where it has been dubliéithgual bootstrappingcf. Gawlitzek-Maiwald & Tracy
1996):

[e]arly sign exposure means that children and paréprofessionals are not losing valuable
time, waiting for the cochlear implant to be fuoci@l or auditory stimulation to become

interpretable; instead, concepts are developing @ndial communicative skills are being

honed. Once the cochlear implant begins to fatdlitaspoken language development, the
children already understand the referential natfréanguage, the need to pay attention to
interlocutors when they are speaking and to usepthgmatic inferences they have acquired
previously via LSE. This “sign language bootstragpiis very important in early and rich

bilingual environments.

Against the backdrop of the ongoing debate abauitntlbst appropriate education approach,
Pérez Martin et al. (2014: 389) call for a reviswinthe opposed views in the controversy
when they claim that “[i]t is time to consider thalhatever linguistic skills a child can obtain

(mono/biftrilingual), these are all valuable andlvee appropriate at different points in a

child’s development”.

As for deaf children’s parents, little is knownoal their attitudes towards sign
language and a multilingual promotion of deaf at@fd One issue that is seldom addressed
explicitly concerns the concept of otherness tmatevlies the decision making process when
it comes to language choice for the deaf child. okdng to Sabria (2006: 25), (mis-
Junderstandings at this level lie at the heart obaflict that is commonly addressed only as a
linguistic one:

Dans les discours étudiés, les représentationslatagies et les représentations de la surdité
sont régulierement en interférence. Le choix dgl@nvarie selon les représentations de la
surdité. Le conflit de surface opposant deux lasgle LSF et le francais, ou d'une fagon
générale les langues des Signes aux langues nd®raales, cache, en fait, un conflit
beaucoup plus inavouable, derriére la questiondistique. Il s'agit de la place de I'altérité
dans une organisation humaine. Il est vrai que BFLne se différencie pas seulement du
francais par sa structure, elle est a la fois diféte et différence. C’'est surtout ce qu’elle
renvoie d'altérité qui dérange, car la différende,stigmate, se conjuguent dans I'espace, dans
un donné a voir. Toutes les stratégies seront néseseuvre et surtout en mots pour éviter de
dire la difference ou pour la rendre supportableyitee a recourir a des entreprises
d’euphémisation dans la désignation du so(ikalthe discourses studied, the representations of
the languages and the representations of deafegskarly interfere with each other. The choice
of language varies according to the way deafnesepiesented. The superficial debate bringing
two languages to conflict, LSF and French, or mgeaerally Sign languages against oral
national languages, hides, behind the linguistibatke in effect, a conflict that is far more
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shameful to mention. This is about the place oéotass in a human organisation. It is true that
the LSF does not only differ from French by itausture, it is at the same time different and
difference. It is above all the displayed othernisg disturbs, for the difference, the stigma,
merge in space: they can be seen. Every possiategy is put in place and especially in words
to avoid telling the difference or to make it bddea would it be only to resort to projects of

finding euphemisms to name the deaf.]

Between the two alternative views of deafness,paents are trapped in the circularity of
relying on specialists (technicians) that, in tuseem to deprive them from their parental
functions (Sabria 2006: 19):

L'aspect technique lié a l'option oraliste contraide nombreux parents a s’en remettre aux
professionnels médicaux, paramédicaux, scolairds«quaitrisent les techniques». Ce point
alimente, entre autres, la relation paradoxale &thvec les institutions. Les parents adhérent
au projet oraliste mais disent leur frustration de sentir dépossédés de leurs fonctions
parentales en déléguant la socialisation langagidesleur enfant a des professionnglehe
technical aspect related to the oralist option dermany a parent to put themselves into the
hands of medical, paramedical, school professionhts “master the techniques”. This state of
affairs adds to the paradoxical relation estabtisivth the institutions, amongst others. The
parents subscribe to the oralist project but tedirtfrustration to feel deprived of their parental
functions as they delegate the language socialisafi their child to professionals.]

Against this backdrop, the relevance of early vegation measures that include the advice of
deaf adults upon diagnosis needs to be emphadMsédiore often than not contact with deaf
adults is eluded precisely due to a lack of infarama Negative attitudes of hearing parents
towards deaf associations were emphasised by samieipants in our European survey in
comments such as “deaf associations are littlespaent to the “new” parents of deaf
children”. At the same time, we noted above thaepis and parents' associations have been
one of the major driving force for the conceptiondaimplementation of bilingual
programmes where this has occurred in a bottonasipidn. Not surprisingly, a questionnaire
survey conducted with the parents of the childrenolkked at the Twin school project
established in the Netherlands revealed that thenpsa considered sign language as a vital
part of their child’s educational programme (Hersiahal. 2014: 415).

Other issues arise once the choice of educatjoa Iyas been made, including cultural
aspects and communication practices in the fanhiyher report of the Berlin bilingual
programme Krausmann (2004a: 4) notes that the doiéih programme also includes a
bicultural component, as one of its main objectige® prepare the students for an adult life
in the two worlds (hearing and deaf). Hence, theeqa’ decision to participate in this
programme (Krausmann 2004a: 4) “ist deshalb zunachst das Ergebnis einer sprachlich-
kulturellen Entscheidung der hérenden oder geh@roEltern.[... is therefore primarily the
result of a linguistic-cultural choice made by ttearing or the deaf parents.]”

The mismatch in the sign language competencedeattined by children and parents,
and the variation in their progress bears a pa@kfar conflict that needs to be addressed in
this type of education. In this respect, Hanset@91: 67) description of the first years of
experimentation of the bilingual approach in Derknarrevealing. Not only did the parents
of the first experimental class demand the prowisid sign language courses, they also
learned sign language based on the language thigdren were using. In the course, they
were exposed to video recordings of their own chilgd which proved to affect the learning
motivation positively (notice, though, that Hans#so mentions the parents’ uneasiness as
their children progressed faster in sign langudga tthey did). However, these measures
remain exceptional and often the language thaseésl un the family remains a variety that is
closer to that of a signed system than to the abgign language the child is acquiring and
using at school.
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Finally, there is a more fundamental issue weerdiis our introductory discussion of
bilingual education regarding the alignment of ségis and repertoires used in the home and
in school. Recall that in section 1.2.4 we remarkiedhe relevance of language practices at
home that would be more in tune with the academnglage used in school. Language
choice in families with deaf children is commonlgalssed in relation to the modality of
expression of the languages involved (spoken lagguas-a-vis sign language). Yet it is
seldom regarded in relation to the type of languasgsl, which might be a more fundamental
iIssue when it comes to academic achievements.

4.3 Sign bilingualism in deaf education: Navigatingxpectations

As can be gleaned from the preceding sectionsdéimeands, measures and expectations of
the different parties involved in language plannitaggeting sign languages and sign
bilingualism vary substantially. This variationfleeted in the diversity of education options
discussed previously, not only raises the questlmyut the educational objectives pursued at
the levels of policy and practice, it also raides guestion about the role of research in the
conception, implementation and evaluation of sidindual education.

It is important to note in this context that a goehensive understanding of the
development of sign bilingualism at the individuamtd societal levels requires a cross-
disciplinary perspective that would allow for a gergence of the different lines of research
in such diverse areas as sociolinguistics, pedagtepelopmental linguistics and educational
linguistics (cf. Plaza-Pust 2016). Beyond the peabfesource dichotomy that characterises
debates about bilingualism in the educational damen integrated perspective would allow
for a better assessment of the needs and abibtidsaf individuals as bilingual deaf learners
and communicators.

4.3.1 Variation in sign bilingual education: Unravkng the objectives

Sign bilingual education, as we have learned thmoug the preceding sections does not
represent a monolithic phenomenon. Variation inadiit conceptions and educational
placements make apparent that in sign bilingualcation, much like in other types of
bilingual education, different, and often conflici objectives need to be reconciled.

In our introductory discussion of bilingual eduoat (section 1.2.4), we noted that the
lack of an academic consensus on the benefitdingbalism in general represents one of the
main impediments to articulate change at the lefglolicy. The apparent dilemma is also
reflected in the ongoing discussion about the benef sign bilingual education, although, in
this case, the discussion is additionally charésdr by the specific circumstances that
determine this particular type of bilingualismthe value attributed to bilingualism involving
two spoken languages in hearing individuals is prim determined by the status of the
languages involved (that is, prestige languagés)question arises about the potential value
of a type of bilingualism that involves a langudlyat is neither territorial nor associated with
a prestige value in the society at large.

As we explain in Plaza-Pust (2016), over the testades, sign language has become a
symbol of (social) identity for sign language usdpslitical activism and sign language
linguistics research have contributed to a greaiwibility of and interest in a group of
languages that use a different modality of expogsdiowever, thus far, this “prestige” value
has not been translated into a generalised re¢ogruf sign language competence as a value
in the education of deaf students. Instead, as ave explained previously, it is primarily
regarded as a means to an end (that is, academevament).
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Clearly, language choice in education is not oalyecision about what language
competences are envisaged. Language choice isbalsod to more general objectives
pertaining to the academic and social developmktiteostudents. Academic achievements of
deaf students, as we learned in the initial sestiohthis chapter, have been a topic in
scientific research since the second half of tH& @tury. The role attributed to language in
the aim to comply with the expectations at thiseleig a central one, for it is not only the
means through which knowledge is attained but &l$® the means used to demonstrate the
knowledge acquired.

Morales-Lopez (2008) argues that because sigruéges do not represent territorial
languages or elite languages, sign bilingual edocats faced with the task of fulfilling
“practical social functions”. Thus, as we have rdmd in previous work (Plaza-Pust &
Morales-Lopez 2008), beyond the “politically coitrdescourse” (Calvet & Varela 2000: 52f.)
which would include the argument of the equalitytiod world's languages, a more practical
line of argument is used in favour of the bilingeducation of deaf students, namely, that the
inclusion of sign language serves as an educatioredsure to improve the academic
achievements of deaf students. In their criticarajsal of sign bilingual education, Knoors
and Marschark (2012: 292) remark that “full intégma” is a social desire, and that this
includes “having the best possible proficiencyeading and writing”. In view of the greater
opportunities of deaf children to attain the spokerguage, on the one hand, and the special
circumstances determining an early access to siggulage input, on the other hand, these
authors (Knoors & Marschark 2012: 292) call foeaision of “current language policies and
practices relating to the role of early sign larnggian combination with or in lieu of spoken
language”. As they (Knoors & Marschark 2012: 29%jue “[t]he issue here is not a political
or philosophical one but one of providing deaf dreh with the best possible opportunities
for educational and personal success”.

Gunther and Hennies (2011: 136), in turn, argu the goal-oriented advocacy of
bilingual education should focus on the effectivsmef this option, and not necessarily on the
delivery of better results than alternative options

Nach unserer Auffassung musste ein bilinguales rdoésmodell in  der
Horgeschadigtenpadagogik keineswegs nachweisen,atadeutlich bessere Ergebnisse erzielt
als konkurrierende Unterrichtsmethoden, da es dign geniligt, dass es einen in sich
erfolgreichen Ansatz zur FoOrderung der sprachlicheemotionalen und kognitiven
Kompetenzen der Schilerinnen darstellt: Die gut@&h dehr guten Ergebnisse gegenuber
gleichartigen Vergleichsgruppen sind ein wichtigaser nicht das entscheidende Argument fur
den bilingualen Unterricht[According to our opinion, a model of bilingualwezition in deaf
education should not have to prove itself by yigddsignificantly better results than competing
educational models, since it actually sufficesde that it does provide a successful approach in
supporting the linguistic, emotional, and cognit@mpetencies of the students: the good to
excellent results compared with similar comparigoyups are an important but not the decisive
argument in favour of bilingual education.]

The goal-oriented argumentation in favour of thausion of sign language in deaf education
has proven to be fruitful to the extent that manilingual programmes have been
implemented in the last years in various countaiesind the world. Indeed, as we remarked
upon in section 3.1.this functional dimension of the bilingual approagas a driving force

in the developments leading to the implementatibthe bilingual programmes in Hamburg
and in Berlin (Gunther & Hennies 2011).

However, as we have argued elsewhere (Plaza-Pudbi&les-Lopez 2008), beyond
the overarching aim of academic achievement amulaby in the majority language, the
practice of bilingual education needs to be basedaowell-defined conception of sign
bilingualism that would necessarily include a bitatal component and promote the
development of deaf studentstabngual communicators (Mugnier 2006; Padden 1998b). In
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other words, sign bilingual education cannot beéddmn a temporary concept of bilingualism
that is often inherent to the conception of bilialsm as an “educational tool” because it
would deprive it from the meaningful dimensionsttla@e necessary for an appropriate
unfolding of the two languages. In this respecseeagch needs to inform both policy and
practice.

A note is due regarding the functional dimensiatributed to sign language.
Commonly, this is related to its full accessibility deaf learnergualanguage that uses the
visual-gestural modality of expression. Unfortuhgtehowever, the “modality benefit”
attributed to the use of signs often supersedepéheeption of sign language ataaguage,
which is why the notion of a bilingual promotiorteri winds up in some type of simultaneous
communication in practice. As we have argued preshg the point is not about code-
switching and code-blending in communicative intéoms and other cross-modal language
contact phenomena as these are phenomena thatasemdicators of a creative use of the
linguistic resources available bilingual language users. The critical issue pertains rdther
the advocacy of the use of individual signs in coration with speech in the place of the
attainment of a natural language, a line of arguatem that clearly reflects the little prestige
attributed to sign languages.

In addition, it must be noted that the attainmeitinguistic skills also constitutes a
component of identity building that is institutidiyashaped, as is succinctly remarked upon
by Sabria (2006: 9):

La question du choix, linguistique et de son imgace dans I'élaboration identitaire de I'enfant
sourd se pose aussi a linstitution scolaire. Ledéie linguistique diffusé par I'école agit sur
I'appréhension et la formulation des identités undiielles et collectives en amont et en aval des
établissements scolaires. Les évaluations scolaifegamens, concours, orientations)
sanctionnent les compétences langagieres norméeigelent les relations institutionnelles,
individuelles, interactionnelles. La constructioliddntité linguistique n'est pas une opération
linguistico-linguistique reposant sur une maitrgeato-centrée du code mais s'inscrit dans un
processus socio-centré et régi par la norme linggige dans les instances ou/et situations
participant de sa dynamiquglhe school institution also takes up the questibthe linguistic
choice and of its importance for the deaf childhe process of building up his identity. The
linguistic model spread by the school interactsten apprehension and on the formulation of
individual and collective identities before the Idrén come to school and after they leave
school. School evaluations (exams, competitive @xations, orientations) sanction standard
language competences and regulate institutionaljvidual, international relations. The
building up of a linguistic identity is not a linigtico-linguistic operation resting on a self-
centred mastering of the code but it is part ofa@ss that is socio-centred and governed by the
linguistic norm in the instances or/and situationiginating in its dynamics.]

Advocates of an increased flexibility in the stadtisibuted to the languages in deaf education
argue against the rigid distinction or separatibreducational approaches that have created
boundaries between the different options. Accordm@wanwick et al. (2014: 296), “[t]he
emergence of these boundaries around languageypahd approach actually works against
a concept of bilingual education by constrainingglaage choices in educational provision,
rather than opening up bilingual and bicultural @tional environments for all”. Roughly,
the idea behind such an “opening up” is that chitdare not denied access to and promotion
of sign language skills or oral language skills wrenrolled in one or the other type of
education. According to Swanwick et al. (2014: 296)s would contrast with the current
differentiation of approaches that they describéirsftexible” and which would “not reflect
how children develop and use languages in thely diaes, or how they make transitions
between languages. It is also “undemocratic”, asefhoves true language choice from
children placing it in the hands of policymakers”.
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These observations point to the need for moreldiity in the everyday practice at
school. However, what seems to represent an “dvegAgoes” approach needs to be
distinguished from well-founded conceptions of rglial education such as the one
developed in Hamburg and later adopted in Berllne Motion of a “continuous bilinguality”
introduced in the Hamburg bilingual education cqiom referred to the availability of the
two languages in the school, not to a constanturexof codes. Pérez Martin et al. (2014:
374), too, remark that the

[s]imultaneous and constant use of both languag@s fiact a misconception in discussions of
sign bilingualism. Centers develop plans that @gefiow each language is used in anticipation
of which children are involved in each of the aitis.

Much like in bilingual education in general, thdirgual label is being used in a generic
sense to designate a variety of educational progesrthat include the use of signs or sign
language to a greater or lesser extent. In thalirsections of this work, we proposed to
narrow the scope of the term “bilingual” and regeitvto education where some, most or all
subject content is taught through two or more |laggs. This understanding does not exclude
language contact phenomena in the bilingual classfoas we explained previously.
However, it does require the acquisition and usg@f language as well as the promotion of
metalinguistic awareness about a type of bilingumalthat includes two languages of different
modality. Again, this distinction seems to be artrly pertinent against the backdrop of the
revived popularity of mixed communication approachmlling the use of a bilingual
promotion into question while advocating the ussighs together with speech.

4.3.2 Bilingualism as a chance: Deaf learners’ paaj of linguistic resources

Over the last decades, several studies have beslucted with a view to determine whether
bilingual education benefits deaf students. While tesearch has been undertaken from
various theoretical perspectives, the insights inbth coincide in the appreciation of deaf
students’ skilful use of their linguistic resourc@&sere is no evidence of linguistic confusion
or a negative impact of a bilingual promotion oe #&ttainment of literacy skills in the oral
language. Nevertheless, the knowledge availablatabbngual deaf learners remains limited
when compared to bilingual hearing learners.

4.3.2.1 Insights into the organisation of multilingal knowledge in deaf learners
In the domain of developmental linguistics, thisra consensus that bilingualigrar sedoes
not constitute a problem. Studies conducted over st four decades have amply
documented that the human mind is well equippetktd with the acquisition of two or more
languages (Plaza-Pust 2016). The situation is mndérkdifferent when it comes to the
knowledge gathered about bilingual deaf learnerssciiptive accounts of deaf learners’
language development, particularly those dedictidbe acquisition of the written language,
commonly remain idiosyncratic to specific languagguisition scenarios of deaf students.
Developmental models, where they are proposedselddm based on theoretically sound
descriptions of the target grammar, nor do theg tiako consideration what is known about
the development of the respective language in abequisition situations. Consequently, the
knowledge that underlies learner productions is aagtured and developments in different
grammatical areas are not seen in relation to e#toér. Nor are learner errors or language
contact phenomena interpreted in a systematic way.

Research on the bilinguatevelopmentof deaf students conducted from a
developmental linguistics perspective is virtuatlgn-existent (but see Plaza-Pust 2016).
Studies have focused either on sign language @poken/written language skills but have
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not addressed the scope of the developmental apmchetween both languages and the
role of cross-modal language contact phenomena.sthecity of research on the type of
family bilingualisnt’ — largely at the focus in the broader domain dingiialism — is
reflected in a lack of comparison of acquisitiorrsarios. We are thus left with a fragmentary
picture of the bilingual deaf learner that marksimaportant difference to the situation in
research on bilingual hearing learners acquiring $poken languages. As we argue in Plaza-
Pust (2016) commonalities and differences betwedérgbal deaf learners and other types of
learners can only be assessed appropriately watbommmon theoretical framework.

Beyond the theoretical interest in clarifying thaestion of the nature of language
learning in deaf students, there is also the apmienension of the measures that need to be
taken to ensure the necessary conditions are metefaf learners to successfully develop a
bilingual competence. This seems to be particulaglgvant in the face of a prevailing
uncertainty about the nature of the learning preegsnvolved in deaf students’ attainment of
the written language. This uncertainty reflectsoagktanding debate about the relation of
spoken language and written language, and the iqnesit whether the latter can be attained
without or with only limited access to the spokanduage. First insights into bilingual deaf
learners’ acquisition of written German indicatatthtructure-building processes apply in this
acquisition situation, too, although the developmeroceeds at a much slower pace (cf.
Plaza-Pust 2016, chapter 4).

Another dimension that remains controversial pestao the role of language contact
phenomena in the bilingual acquisition of sign laage and a spoken/written language. As
we elaborate in Plaza-Pust (2016) an account ofui@age mixing that would provide
information about the elements mixed and theirrignin relation to the development of the
learner grammar cannot be provided without a deveéntal model that would be based on
what we know (a) about the structure of the talgeguages, on the one hand, and (b) of the
development of the languages in other acquisititiasons, on the other hand (cf. Plaza-Pust
2016 for the elaboration of an approach along thiéses and the presentation of a
longitudinal investigation of bilingual DGS-Germaeaf learners). Unfortunately, thus far,
the relevant information is only available for afsign languages.

On a more general level, it must be noted thafdhas of research has been generally
limited to the institutional framework. Hence, tkieowledge about the multilingual lives of
deaf students, their language acquisition and comzation practices at home and in their
leisure time remain limited. Issues that deservgéhéu attention pertain to later language
development and the use of linguistic means forati@e and other discourse purposes.

4.3.2.2 Sign language, academic language and liwrakills
Research undertaken from an educational linguigtiesspective has sought to obtain further
insights into the impact of bilingualism on deafldten’s literacy skills, the key to academic
achievement (recall the relevance attributed tal@cac language for all learners elaborated
in section 1.2.2.5). For this purpose, scholarsehfbocused on the identification of those
linguistic skills attained in sign language andlspuwritten that could be inter-related. At the
theoretical level, this line of research has beearked by a heated debate on whether
Cummins' (1979) Interdependence hypothesis apmlee to the particular acquisition
situation of bilingual deaf learners.

It is important to acknowledge in this contexttttize Interdependence hypothesis has
been widely used in the field of deaf educatiom #iseoretical basis for the justification of the

1 The longitudinal study into deaf leaners’ biling@quisition of NGT and Dutch remains a remarkable
exception, cf. van den Bogaerde 2000, and Bakear&den Bogaerde 2008.
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inclusion of sign language in a bilingual appro&zileaf educatioff To a certain extent, the
education of linguistic minority students and dstafdents bears some similarities (Strong &
Prinz 2000: 131) given that the promotion of signguage, a minority language, is regarded
as instrumental for the cognitive and communicatigeelopment of deaf students, including
their literacy attainment. But there are also intgatrr differences between the acquisition
scenarios of deaf children and children with adisgc minority background.

The attribution of a primary status to sign lamggi@ven though it is seldom the home
language (Kuntze 1998: 3) is related to the limitel@é of spoken language in the linguistic
and academic development of deaf children (Niedgdye2008; Hoffmeister 2000). Apart
from the choice of the language that is attributlee status of an L1, there is another
difference between the acquisition scenarios of dad hearing children, namely, that sign
languages have no written form that would be usdidracy-related activities.

Thus, in this acquisition situation, the notion tadnsfer or interaction of academic
language skills needs to be conceived of indepehydeh‘print’ which has led to an ongoing
controversy about whether or not sign languagefaaititate the acquisition of L2 literacy
(see Niederberger 2008 for a detailed discusskalghly, the position of those scholars who
argue that sign language cannot facilitate the iaggun of L2 literacy is that “there are not
specific text-based proficiencies to transfer frasigned L1 to a spoken L2” (Mayer & Leigh
2010: 181). Other scholars, by contrast, have argimat the positive correlations of
spoken/written language and sign language skilsua@nted for ASL-English (Hoffmeister
2000; Strong & Prinz 2000) and other language p@drsbuisson, Parisot, & Vercaingne-
Ménard 2008, for Quebec Sign Language [LSQ]-Frehtibgderberger 2008, for French Sign
Language [LSF]-French) provide support for the agsion that good performances in both
languages are linked. Niederberger (2008: 45)ekample, concludes that “[tlhese findings
strongly support the hypothesis of a positive refehip between SL and reading/writing
development and suggest that Deaf children befrefh early exposure to a natural sign
language for their literacy development”.

On a critical note, it is important to remark thhé correlations documented do not
provide any direct information aboutcausalrelationship between skills attained in the two
languages (Plaza-Pust & Morales-Lopez 2008, cb ®srhoeven 1994: 388 for a general
discussion). Furthermore, assumptions about palemélations (for example, between
grammatical properties and higher level processeslved in reading and writing) remain
highly speculative so long as they are not accalfgeon the basis of a sound theory of the
organisation of multilingual knowledge and multgural literacy. The identification of
dimensions of interaction in the organisation ofitifimgual knowledge requires a distinction
of different levels of linguistic analysis that eeto be based on a sound theory of language.
Language used for academic purposes does not ttwasd monolithic skill, but rather
involves the choice of particular registers, sytitastructures, and discursive means, all of

18 Roughly, the Interdependence hypothesis, originditveloped in relation to the situation of lindigs
minority students, targets functional distinctiongdanguage use and the relevance of their magbergcademic
achievements in acquisition situations in whichttbene language (L1) differs from the language usesthool
(L2). Cummins’ emphasis on a strong foundationtia t1 as a requisite for bilingual children's acaie
success concerns the academic disadvantages shétfrem a mismatch between L1 and L2 skills. hildren
are expected to cope with academic tasks throusgtand language prior to its mastery and have exxldped
academic skills in their L1 it is assumed that thifl bear on their cognitive and academic develepin
(Cummins 1979). Hence, the claim for a bilingualda@f education in which L1 academic skills aretdosd
prior to their use in the L2. With respect to thguaisition of academic skills in the latter, thes@asption is that
children can draw on the knowledge developed iiir the, as academic skills in the L1 and the L2,ikml
conversational skills, are assumed to deveatltprdependentlyand to make up what is referred to as the
"Common Underlying Proficiency”. According to Cummai (1991: 85), correlations between L1 and L2
academic language skills "reflect underlying cagaitattributes of the individual that manifest tremtves in
both languages".
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which are specific to a given language. These laggtspecific characteristics must all be
learned (Gogolin 2009; Paradis et al. 2011; Scldegell & O’Hallaron 2011). Hence, it
comes as no surprise that the development of dyerskills represents a protracted
development, even in the L1 acquisition of heale@agners.

Unfortunately, our understanding deaf childrema’sgage use is quite limited if we
consider that we know little about how sign languag used in the institutional setting.
Mugnier (2006) and Millet and Mugnier (2004) pro@ignportant insights into the dynamics
of bilingual communication in the classroom. Howgwse continue to know little about
whether there is a differential use of the langsagepending on the subject taught and the
activities organised in the school context. In otwerds, we do not know whether different
registers are used and to what extent a metalitig@®/areness about the differential use of
the languages is promoted. The issue is partigutaitical regarding the use of sign language
because sign language may serve different functiotise school context. Apart from its use
as a medium of instruction, it might also be usedtfie teaching of the oral language (e.g.
through contrastive teaching, or in translation reises), it may represent a curriculum
subject or it might be resorted to as a suppotéxmguage or for the sake of clarification.

Another issue that remains to be tackled conc#rasgpromotion of written language
skills. Despite the generalised emphasis on thetemrilanguage in bilingual education
programmes, systematic comparative research ometieed models applied and methods
used for the teaching of the written language @@ Information about the methods used in
individual programmes varies substantially, mortaited accounts being available for those
pilot programmes that were established with a jalitmandate to conduct concomitant
research (the case of the Hamburg and Berlin hibhgrogrammes, cf. the contributions in
Gunther & Schéafke 2004; Gunther & Hennies 2011).

4.4 Concluding remarks: Sign bilingualism as a clenge and as a
resource

The perception of deaf individuals using a signgleage and a spoken/written language as
bilinguals, as we remarked at the beginning of wuosk, is a relatively new phenomenon, and
so is the (re-)introduction of sign language asragliage of instruction in the educational
area. From the first attempts at including signgleage in deaf education until today, the
status of sign bilingualism in deaf education hagrb marked by the problem-resource
dichotomy that has also characterised educatiomsdodrse in the broader domain of
bilingualism in general. As we elaborated at thgim@ng of this work, attitudes towards
bilingualism differ markedly depending on the vauassociated with the respective
languages and their users. This holds equallygf Einguages and their users, although the
case of bilingualism in deaf individuals requirke tonsideration of the additional dichotomy
of a pathological vis-a-vis a cultural view of dee$s. Not surprisingly, the intersection of
these two dimensions derives a variety of attitudesards bilingualism and deafness and, by
extension, the inclusion of sign language in delaication (cf. Plaza-Pust 2016).

Sign bilingual education, as we remarked previgusl established as an option in the
spectrum of approaches adopted in deaf educatiet. tfie increasing diversification of
educational approaches that characterised deaftduat the turn of the 2kentury has not
been translated into their equal availability asr@®untries or regions in the last years.
Numerous bilingual education programmes have baernir the course of the last decades.
However, many of these programmes only had a teanpa@haracter, and many programmes
that continue to be run face a number of challertigas might affect their continuity in the
near future. With the exception of a few countrisgin bilingual education continues to
represent the exception rather than the norm. Asdvanced at the beginning of this work,
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the reasons for this situation are multiple. Thioug the preceding sections we have learned
about remaining challenges at the levels of pading practice, and we have also raised the
question about the role of research in the conoeptstablishment and evaluation of sign

bilingual education programmes.

Sign bilingual education appears to be vulnerasean option because of various
circumstances that affect its continuity, includi@) the lack of a holistic language planning
approach, (b) the predominance of oralism and ambs&am hearing aid technology, and (c)
the increasing heterogeneity of the student pojmatNewborn hearing screening and
cochlear implantation are dramatically changingdpportunities of deaf children to acquire
and use spoken language, and, by extension, oarstadding of the bilingual signer and the
factors that affect the development and maintenaotesign bilingualism. Current
developments are reflected in a revived debate tivermost useful approaches to deaf
education to account for an increasing heteroggmé¢ithe deaf student population regarding
their linguistic background, abilities and needs.

Indeed, several authors have called for a revigioethinking”) of sign bilingual
education, its status as an option, and its olestiThis development needs to be understood
as a reaction to changing needs and abilities of generations of deaf students that are
benefiting from advances in hearing aid technologyghlear implantation and inclusive
education approaches. To a certain extent it is without irony that the increasing
heterogeneity of the population of deaf student®vwving a controversy that has lasted for
more than two hundred years rather than giving riewetus to the advocacy of
multilingualism as a framework that could comprise multiple dimensions of the diversity
of profiles in the deaf student population. Yetiagaign bilingual education represents a
vulnerable option vis-a-vis monolingual approacteedeaf education. What is more, because
it often constitutes a “last resort option” leftr fthose learners who do not achieve in
monolingual (oral) settings, some authors have rieeshon the danger of it winding up in
some sort of a “repairing business”. Certainly, digcrepancy between the understanding of
bilingual education as an opportunity to fosterfdgadents’ multilingual resources, on the
one hand, and the association of sign bilingualcation with deaf students’ educational
failure, on the other hand, couldn’t be more stigki

As the debate between rejection, tolerance anghastipf the promotion of sign
bilingualism in education continues, it is wortle tvhile to emphasise the work of all those
who have contributed in one way or another to #s#lience of a type of bilingualism that is
neither territorial nor commonly the result of paréo-child transmission. Further, there is a
consensus in the research undertaken that a kalipgamotion has no negative effect on deaf
students’ linguistic and academic development. €@ud the contrary, educational and
developmental studies have provided valuable itsigito bilingual leaners’ skilful use of
their linguistic resources. Statistical studiesicae in results that reflect positive correlations
of skills in the two languages, and studies inte thrganisation of their multilingual
competence indicate how deaf students creativedythsir linguistic resources. These are
important results that need to be emphasised w wviethe remaining myths surrounding a
bilingual promotion of deaf students, and the rédeend to call the provision of this
educational option into question. At the same timve, must concede that the picture that
emerges about bilingual deaf learners and thegulstic and academic achievements remains
fragmentary. We thus conclude this work with thepdnahat all those involved in the
development of sign bilingualism in some way ortheo remain interested in contributing to
its maintenance and in expanding our knowledge tahou
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Sign bilingualism in education: challenges and
perspectives along the research, policy, practice axis

Carolina Plaza-Pust

From the first attempts at including sign language in deaf education until today, the status
of sign language in deaf education has been marked by changing perspectives on deafness
and the needs and abilities of deaf students. The perception of deaf individuals using a
sign language and a spoken/written language as bilinguals is a relatively new phenomenon,
and so is a bimodal bilingual conception of deaf education. The present work elaborates
on the status of sign language in deaf education from a historical perspective with a view
to tracing the current diversity of approaches to the education of deaf students. It portrays
the developments leading to the establishment of sign bilingual education programmes in
diverse social contexts, and discusses the major components and objectives of sign
bilingual education based on a comparison of bilingual programmes implemented in
Europe and North America. Commonly, the primary promotion of sign language is a
characteristic of sign bilingual education conceptions at the programmatic level.

Yet, how is this demand put into practice? Are the sign bilingual education programmes
established in the last decades based on a common didactic conception? If they are not,
what are the main dimensions of variation? And what does the variation observed reveal
about the objectives pursued?

The systematic analysis of the information gathered about the conception, establishment
and evaluation of sign bilingual education reveals the advances that have been made and

the challenges that remain regarding the promotion of sign bilingualism in deaf education
in the areas of research, policy and practice.
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