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Abstract

This article provides an overview of the field of Deaf Studies, as it has emerged in the fatter part of the
20th century,and then provides a new rhetorical frame for future directions that this field may take in
the 215t century. Historically, Deaf Studies and Deaf communities have been put on the defensive, as
they have been constructed within frames of “deafness as lack” and “disability.” Within these
constructions, attempts to rid society of deafness have been conducted as “‘progress,” whether through
19th- and early 20th-century eugenics, or contemporary medical interventions and denial of signed
languages in deaf education. The result has been a precipitous decline in the usage of sign language
among deaf children at a time when, ironically, research shows cognitive benefits of sign language for
hearing children.A vigorous response to the human right of sign language education for deaf children
can best be found in reframing deafness, notas a lack, but as a form of human diversity capable of
making vital contributions to the greater good of society. Ve refer to this notion as the opposite of
hearing loss: Deaf-gain. This article explores the cognitive, creative, and cultural aspects of Deaf-gain,
with specific examples, from discoveries about the human capacity for language, advances in visual
learning, and creative insights into architecture, literature, and collectivist cultural patterns. In the end,
deaf people may be seen through a lens of human diversity and, therefore, worth valuing as they are,
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What Is Deaf Studies?

The academic field of Deaf Studies is comprised of
interdisciplinacy approaches to the exploration of
Deaf individuals, communities, and cultures as they
have evolved within a larger context of power and
ideology. Deaf Studies curricula are likely to include
perspectives from, among others, anthropology, lin-
guistics, literary theory, bilingual education, and a
host of cultural studies practices including gender,
disability, and ethnic studies. Although this wide
diversity of disciplines offers multiple perspectives,
the Geld’s fundamental orientation is derived from
the notion that deaf people are not defined by their
lack of hearing, but by linguistic, cultural, and sen-
sorial ways of being in che world.
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Building on this central precept, the feld of Deaf
Studies grew from a few couuses in the 1970s to offer
its first degree-granting programs in the early 1980s
at Boston University and California State University
at Northridge. Since that time, Gallaudet University
established an undergraduate Deaf Studies degree in
1994 and an MA degree in 2002. Bristol University
also offers undergraduate and graduate degrees in
Deaf Studies. In addition to a growing number 0
degree-granting programs in Deaf Studies, nation
and international conferences, peer-reviewed jour
nals, and a growing body of research and publicd
tions continue to shed light on the unique linguistics
cultural, and cpistemological implications of the
formation of a Deaf variety of the human race.
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As the field of Deaf Studies matures into the 21st
century, it finds itself having to move beyond the
initial tasks of explaining Deaf culture and identity

to confronting questions about the very reasons .

Deaf people and their sign languages should con-
tinue to exist. This chapter will first provide a brief

overview of the formartion of Deaf Studies in the .

Jate 20th century, then will examine current and

future trajectories of Deaf Studies that include a -

fundamental reframing of the meanings of “deaf”
from loss to gain.

Deaf Studies in the Late 20th Century

The emergence of the field of Deaf Studies was
brought about by the convergence of two transfor-
mative occasions. The first was the revelation of the
full linguistic status of sign languages. Once the
linguistic nature of sign languages took hold, a very
different construction of the users of these languages
appeared warranted. In the 1970s, Deaf people
began to see themselves as belonging to a linguistic
minority rather than a group of people bonded
through disability. Soon, a body of work and furry
of cultural productivity emerged that worked toward
the rewriting of Deaf identity from pathology to
culture. To understand this culture, a body of
inquiry soon developed. Deaf culture needed Deaf
Studies to explore itself.

Although the validation of signed languages and
the formation of Deaf cultural rhetoric are cited as
the immediate causes of the formation of Deaf
Studies, the remote, but nonetheless, integral cause
is the emergence of ethnic and minority studies in
the last quarter of the 20th century. These minority
studies movements emerged out of a tradition of
Cultural Studies that was set in motion within the
Birmingham School of Cultural Studies, where a
critique of class structures led scholars like Hoggart
(1957), Williams (1958, 1961), and Hall (1973) to
recognize that traditional curricular offerings were
manifestations of the ideologies of the cultural elite.
In the wake of the critique of class within Marxist

(Erting, Johnson, Smith, 8 Snider, 1993), the
reconceptualization of identity along an axis of cul-
ture rather than pathology (Lane, Hoffmeister, &

.Bahan, 1996; Padden & Humphries, 1988), and a

critique of the dominant ideological structures that
have created unequal power relations (Davis, 1995;

Lane, 1992). This lacter critical activity can be found -

either implicitly or explicitly throughout Deaf
Studies since its inception, and may be considered a
defining element of what distinguishes Deaf Studies
from other disciplines that have evolved around the
audiological condition of deafness. These professions,
namely education and medicine, have often been in
a contentious battle with Deaf Studies to define the

meanings of the overdetermined four letter word: -

DEAFR

But this reexamination and modification has
only gone so far, and at times, academic journals,
books, and academic programs have adopted the
name of Deaf Studies. without incorporating its
basic critical orientation. When research on educa-
tional or rehabilitation practices involving deaf
people do not recognize the pervasive presence of
power, they often reinscribe the very ideological
constructions called into question by Deaf Studies.
Currently, many American Sign Language (ASL)
and Deaf Studies programs are housed in Speech,
Language, and Hearing Sciences departments across
the nation. If one perceives deaf people as being
identified with hearing loss, then this would be an
appropriate afhiliation; yet, there is a fundamental
contradiction in the idea of putting the study of a
natural human language and social formation within
departments that focus on pathological construc-
tions of sign languages and their users. To put this
into perspective, it is difficult to imagine placing
Native American, Hispanic, or African American
Studies in academic journals and departments with
amedicalized view of these groups of people. Indeed,
although sign language linguists have contributed
to a fundamental redefinition of the human capac-
ity for language, the field of Deaf Studies still finds
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(Furman, Goldberg, & Lusin, 2007). Currently,
ASL s the second most-taught language in'commu-
nity colleges and the fourth most-taught in 4-year

colleges and universities (Furman er al., 2007). This -~
growth of interest in ASL has also brought about an

increase in the numbers of Deaf Studies degrees,
programs, and courses, given the integral connec-

-tion of language and culture. Wich the proliferation
of Deaf Studies programs and scholarly output, the -

field of Deaf Studies is clearly on solid footing and

looking forward to continued growth. However, the

_popularity of ASL and Deaf Studies has been pri-

marily among hearing students, while deaf children
are increasingly not educated in bilingual-bicultural
academic programs, thus resulting in the cultural
paradox that ASL is promoted for hearing individu-
als but may be discouraged among deaf individuals
(Bauman, 2008). In fact, as will be discussed later,
the very existence of several sign languages and their
communities may be at risk. As a result, the future
of Deaf communities and their languages may rest
in how well Deaf Studies scholars can articulare the
value of maintaining vibrant Deaf communities, so
that they are not washed away in the tidal wave of
normalizing practices that are gaining momentum
in the early 21st century.

In what follows, we examine the position that
Deaf Studies scholars now find themselves in—in
an existential defense of why deaf people and their
languages should continue to exist, To approach this
question, it is important to look at past and current
discourses of normalcy and how they have affected
Deaf lives. We then outline a shift in the field of
Deaf Studies from interrogation of deafness to
explorations of Deaf ways of being in the world as
ways that contribute to the cognitive, creative, and
culural diversity of the human experience.

. Deaf Studies in the 21st Century: Lessons

from the History of Normalization

Although 21st-century threats to the future vitality
of Deaf communities and their languages are very
real, they are by no means a recent development.
The 19th century saw the development of the con-
cept of normalcy emerge from statistical science and
its application to human beings and human societ-
ies via tests of mental and physical health (Baynton,
2000; Davis, 2006). This concept of a norm replaced
an earlier concept of the “classical ideal,” the difference
being, Davis (2006, p. 6) notes, that “the majority
of the population must or should...be a part of the
norm.” Institutions designated for the education
and treatment of deaf people embodied normalcy asa
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- hearing and speaking subject, with the deaf and
signing -person relegated to the category of “oral
failures.”. This was a dramatic change from earlie,
“understa;‘lclings of sign language, which was under-
‘stood by antebellum educators as a natural ]anguage,

one that elevated its users by bringing to them the:

“,.wbrdf’of God (Baynton, 1996). This change in the
- status of sign language was paralleled by a reconcep.

tualization of deaf bodies into potential threats to
national societies. In the context of evolutionaly

science ‘and the rise of fears of the infection of
-national bodies by “hereditary defectives,” fears of 5
“deaf-mute race” were raised (Bell, 1883). The final

décades .of the 19th century saw a transatlantc
debate among scientists, educators, and legislators
over the‘purported menace of deaf people marrying
other deaf people (Murray, 2002; Van Cleve &
Crouch, 1989).

Inboth cases, international Deafleaders responded
to forces of normalcy by redefining what it meant 1o

‘be normial. Nineteenth-century Deaf leaders saw

much value in teaching deaf children to speak but
maintained that normalcy lay in full citizenship,
and this could only come through an education in
sign language. At national and international meet-
ings, deaf leaders consistently claimed sign language
was the best means to educate deaf children. This
was not only an end in itself, but was a means of
forming deaf children into productive, tax-paying
adult citizens. This argument accepred the premises
of larger social debates on citizenship but pointed

.o -an alternate path to achieving the same aims.

A similar reinscription of larger social discourses to
fit Deaf ways of being can be seen in the opposition

to interventions in Deaf people’s choice of marriage
parters. Their opposition was framed partially as

resisting restrictions on the rights of autonomous
liberal subjects, especially male subjects. Why, asked

Deaf leaders, should deaf people be discouraged

from marrying one another when it was precisely
Deaf to Deaf marriages that carried the greatest chance
of happiness for the couple? If it was in the best
interests of society to have stable families, then Deaf
people should be allowed to marry one another.
In both cases, normalcy was defined as the ability to
participate in larger social discourses, but as sign-
language-using Deaf people (Murray, 2007).

This is not to say Deaf people were always suc-
cessful at resisting normalizing pressures. Oral edu-
cation, if not necessarily the purely oral variant, was
the dominant method of education in Western soci-
eties for decades. In addition, Finland banned the
marriage of certain categories of deaf people for half
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of the 20th century, with provisions made for steril-
' jation before marriage rights would be granted
- (aimi & Lakso, 2005, p. 503; Wallvik, 1997,
“op. 284-288). In 1930s Germany, deaf people were
" dso victims of a law that sought to sterilize those
seen as heredicarily diseased, carried out with the
 complicity of teachers and administrators at schools
‘for deaf people and Protestant pastoral workers who
worked with deaf people (Biesold, 1999). Even here,
however, deaf people adopted the larger thetoric of
eugenicists concerned with promoting healthy
‘national populations. Early 20ch-century Deaf
Americans put forth images of themselves and their
children as healthy and fit (Burch, 2002), adapting
“eugenic ideologies to their deaf bodies. Deaf people

ut forth reinterpretations of eugenic imagery that -

could fit cheir lives. .
. What emerges from these histories is the con-

tinuous interaction between Deaf ways of living -

in the world and larger social discourses, some of
which seek co redefine or eliminate these ways of
living. How society views deaf people may be a bell-
wether of how it manages difference. Deaf people
are part of a small population subgroup in continu-
ous interaction with an existing apparatus of peda-
gogical and medical professionals. The existence of
bodies of authority ready to act upon deaf bodies
makes deaf people an early target for policies of nor-
malization. The existence of politically organized,
longstanding Deaf communities in Western countries
provides a space for counter-discourses to emerge.
The lesson from Deaf history may be that we see
* deaf people as the canary in the coal mine of social
..engineering.

. Deaf Studies in the 21st Century:
Existential Threats ,
“iDespite the 20th-century advances made by Deaf
‘f_;“Studies, the terrain is again shifting. New technolo-
* gies of normalization are being applied to deaf
. people. Whereas the first 30 years of Deaf Studies

“eould be summed up by the effort to redefine Deaf

- identity from pathology to cultural identity, the future :

of Deaf Studlies Ands itself facing the very real conse-

;i qQuences of bio-power (Foucault, 1990). Whereas the:

'e‘l.lgenic drive to normalcy dealt with the structural

| dissolucion of the Deaf co mmunicy, the 21st-cencury
B ’De‘lfcommunity faces rapid advances in technologies
. thatstand 1o reduce the numbers of this community.
; The questions, it seems, are even more challeng-
glg for Deaf Studies than for other minority studies
elds. No one discusses whether or not, for exam-

e i . . . . .
Ple, if women will continue to exist, or if African.

Americans will continue to exist in future genera-
tions; however, the key question for Deaf Studies is
the fundamental existential question—why should
deaf people and their sign languages continue to exist?

Indeed, this is a difficult question to have to ask,
and some may rightly feel offended, as if anyone
had to defend their right to exist, a right thac pre-
cedes all others. Yet, this question is being asked on
an everyday basis, by genetic counselors and pro-
spective parents, in the House of Commons, and
on Deaf Studies blogs. For Deaf communities, the
implications of technology and biomedical inter-
ventions have been taken up in theatrical produc-
tions, lectures, community forums, and video blogs
globally (Burke, 2007; Frontrunners, 2005;
Haualand & Otterstedt, 2007; Murray, 2006). Deaf
people are acutely attuned to the shifting social
conditions under which they are operating.

Within this long history of normalization, we
may now see the current threats to sign language
and deaf bodies in context. In following sections, we
provide an overview of the current and future threats
to signing Deaf communities, which take the form
of rapid increase in cochlear implantation coupled
with nonsigning educational settings, and advances
in genetic options that allow parents to avoid having
deaf babies in the first place.

The Threat to Sign Languages

Concern has been raised at the rapid decrease of
early exposure to sign language (Snoddon, 2008),
which could lead toward a contraction and poten-
tial endangerment of these very sign languages. This
concern was echoed by science writer Michael
Chorost in a recent autobiographical text revolving
around the use of cochlear implants: “When twenty-
second century historians write the history of
cochlear implants and the end of ASL...they will
not find malice. Not deliberate genocide. Only
thousands of separately made rational decisions

gradually accumulating into a computational tidal

wave so overwhelming that even the clearest eyed
observers could only stand by in helpless wonder
and sorrow” (Chorost, 2005, p. 144). Chorost’s
concern is buttressed by the analysis presented by
Trevor Johnston in his article “W(h)ither the Deaf
Community” (2004/2006), which has generated
considerable actention, given its dire prediction
of pending language death for Australian Sign
Language (Auslan). Johnston cites declining rates of

deafness at birch, increased rates of cochlear implan-' '

tation, increased educational placements that do
not incorporate Auslan, and advances in genetic
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screening that may allow parents to avoid having
deaf children altogether. Johnston alerts readers that
cochlear implantation rates of 75% and the system-
atic implementation of genetic knowledge to avoid
deaf births “could effectively bring an end to the
community within half a lifetime” (p. 160). While
others have predicted a much slower decrease and
the ultimate survival of Auslan (Carty, 2006; Hyde,
Power, & Lloyd, 2006), there is a general consensus
that, due to cochlear implantation and educational
approaches that do not use signed languages, the
early exposure to a fully developed natural sign lan-
guage for deaf children is diminishing. As Johnston
writes, “The ‘negative’ impact of the cochlear im plant

“program, on the future growth of the signing Deaf

community must be deemed to be significant, irre-
versible, and well under way” (Johnston 2006;
p- 157-158.).

Although Johnston is clearly correct in noting
the impact thar implants have on the Deaf commu-
nity, an important distinction must be made in that
implants themselves are not the threat, but rather
the educational methods that have been designed
for children with cochlear implants. The discrediced
myth that using one language will hinder a child’s
ability to use another language has proven to be
especially tenacious when the languages in question
are signed and spoken. This belief is entrenched
within certain geographical areas such as Australia,
Denmark, and Ontario in Canada.

The President of the Danish Deaf Association
reports near 99% infant and childhood cochlear
implantation with a corresponding precipitous decline

in enrollment in signing deaf schools (Bergmann, -

personal communication, November 16, 2008).
As of 2008, the Skolen pa Kastelsvej (Copenhagen
Deaf School) does not have enough students for
separate classes in grades 1-4, a situation reflected
in another center school (Johannsen, personal com-
munication, December 29, 2008). With such a
rapid decline in sign language instruction and sign-
ing deaf peers, deaf families with deaf children have
migrated to Malmo, Sweden, for sign language-
based instruction,

Similarly, Ontario, Canada, has witnessed a rapid
contraction of early childhood sign language—based
education. Snoddon (2008, p. 583) notes that, “In
Ontario, public support for learning ASL has not
been available for infants and young children with
cochlear implants.” This significant decrease in
exposure to sign language has been attributed partly
to the rise of audio-verbal therapy (AVT), which
emphasizes spoken language development through

- intensive speech therapy in conjunction with ampli;
fication (Cripps & Small 2004). According 4 ;
- Snoddon, “Ontario’s two children’s hospirals requige

deaf children who undergo cochlear im plant surgery

to enroll in AVT, According to the senior progran

consultant of the IHE auditory-verbal therapigty-
refuse to treat children who are learning signed lag.

guage” (Snoddon, 2008, p. 584). Such systemaric: |

denial of signed language to deaf children is devas.

. -tatingly- ironic, given the concurrent explosion of

interest in ASL for hearing infants.

Despite overwhelming numbers of deaf childrep -

enrolled in nonsigning educational environmen

-early in their lives, they often do not remain there,

According to Akamatsu, Musselman, and Zweibel:
(2000, pp. 264-266), “93% of severely to pro-
foundly deaf children in Ontario had initially been
enrolled in auditory—oral intervention programs,
and 67% of deaf preschool children had been edu.
cated orally; the figures dropped to 58% for chil-
dren in elementary school and 31% for students in
high school.” These statistics suggest that deaf indi-
viduals may gravitate toward a sign-based education
and a signing community later in life. Clearly, this
would have an impact on the nature of the language;
with so few native users of the language, this could
conceivably lead to a phenomenon similar to revi-
talization programs of Native American languages.

The Threat to Deaf Bodies

Research into the genetic causes of hearing loss

has progressed to the point at which more than 100

genes for deafness have been mapped, with one,

Connexin 26, identified as the most productive
gene for causing deafness (Arnos 2003). Much cur- .
rent research is in the identification stage, studying
which genes affect hearing and how. As with any
medical technology, the ultimate aims are preven-
tion and cure. Thus, research into genetics has the
potential for the ultimate normalization of the deaf
body: its elimination. Although this is not yet immi-
nent, researchers in the field have “raised hopes that
the first steps towards implementing a cure for
[hearing loss] is just around the corner” (Brownstein

& Avraham, 2006, p. 199). If this were to happen; ..
it would likely start in developing countries, since *:
access to genetic testing and abortion are Jess acces
sible in the countries of the global South. Genetic .
causes are responsible for an estimated 68% of cases -
of children born with a hearing loss in the United

States (Morton & Nance, 2006), and researchers ar
exploring strategies to decrease the incidence of genetic

hearing loss (Kochhar, Hildebrand, & Smith, 2007);
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a5 well as recommending a role for genetic counsel-
ors ‘on hearing loss health care teams (Genetic
Evaluation of Congenital Hearing Loss Expert Panel,

2002). Ic has been predicted that the reduced num-

bers of deaf people will drastically reduce the size of
a particular national Deaf community, and along
with it, the viability of that community and its sign
language (Carty, 2006; Johnston, 2006, p. 165).

A definition of normalcy based on genetic
manipulation would preclude deafness from being
an acceptable lifestyle choice. In this view, it would
not be socially acceptable for a person to choose to
have a deaf child. We can see this in strident reac-
tions in the global mediascape and among members
of the general public whenever stories appear of deaf
people wanting deaf children (Gray, 2008, Mundy,
2002). We can already see this attitude being read
into legislation in Clause 14(4) of the United
Kingdom’s Human Fertilisation and Embryology
Act (HFEA). The HFEA can be interpreted to pro-
hibit the selection of a deaf embryo over a non-deaf
one. The clause reads

(9) Persons or embryos that are known to have a
gene, chromosome, or mitochondrion abnormality
involving a significant risk that a person with the
abnormality will have or develop—(a) a serious
physical or mental disability, (b) a serious illness, or
(c) any other serious medical condition, must not be
preferred to those that are not known to have such an
abnormality (Office of Public Sector Information,
The National Archives, 2008)

When the HFEA was submitted as a bill to Parliament,

" language in the cxplanat_ory'no’t’eé and a debatein
" the House of Lords made it clear that the idea of

deaf embryos was an important inspiration for the
clause. A Lord commented, “I hope that your
Lordships will be pleased that the deliberate choice
of an embryo that is, for example, likely to be deaf
will be prevented by Clause 14” (Bryan, 2007).

Academics and community activists in and outside of

within himself or herself the potential to have a deaf
child. In this case, we sce a glimpse of a time when
the concept of normalcy is projected into the future:
one’s potential genetic legacy can determine whether
or not one is allowed to exist (Burke, 2006; Noble,
2003). How the case of genetics and deafness plays
out in the coming years will gives us insight into the
coming: decades, when social policy, popular opin-
ion, and genetic technology will reshape standards
of normalcy for all human beings.

In this and other existential debates, Deaf Studies
has a role to play that goes beyond those issues
immediately confronting deaf people. Science writer
Michael Chorost refers to himself as a cyborg,
because his cochlear implant mediates between his
being and the world, and he suggests his experience
will become common as technology supplements
the organic functions of the human body (Chorost,
2005). The genetics of deafness will not be determi-
native of how humanity confronts genetic engineer-
ing, but the strategies and discourses used in the
contestations of normalcy that are emerging in this
case may very well reappear when applied to other
instances of genetic diversiry.

Deaf-gain: Cognitive, Cultural, and

Creative Diversity

Given the threats posed to the signing Deaf com-
munity by the medical and educational institutions
of normalization, the Deaf community and Deaf
Studies scholars find themselves cornered into the
fundamental existential question: Why should deaf
people continue to exist? Indeed, on what grounds
can one argue for the preservation- of what most
consider a disability? As Burke (2006) notes, such
bioethical arguments hinge on the demonstration of
the intrinsic and extrinsic value of Deaf communi-
ties and their languages. Intrinsic arguments seek to
prove the worth of deaf people and sign languages
for their own good, whereas extrinsic arguments
demonstrate the useful contributions of deaf people




defensive. However, scholars are beginning to rec-
ognize that the most vigorous response would be to
cease arguing against medical and educational insti-
tutions of normalization, and instead, go on the
offensive by reframing representations of deafness
from sensory lack to a form of sensory and cognitive
diversity that offers vital contributions to human
diversity. Wichin the frame of human diversity, Deaf
Studies scholars are inquiring into the insights that
may be gleaned from deaf people whose highly
visual, spatial, and kinetic structures of thought and
language may shed light into the blindspots of hear-
ing ways of knowing,

The overarching extrinsic value of Deaf commu-
nities and their languages, then, may best be
explained by the emerging discipline of biocultural
diversity, a field that has arisen as an area of transdis-
ciplinary research concerned with investigating the
links between the world’s linguistic, cultural, and
biological diversity as manifestations of the diversity
of life. The impetus for the emergence of this field
came from the observation that all three diversities
are under threat by some of the same forces, and
from the perception that loss of diversity at all levels
spells dramatic consequences for humanity and the
earth (Maffi, 2005). A body of research has begun
to link the decreases in biocultural and linguistic
diversity, noting that when an indigenous language
dies, the unique knowledge of the local environment,
developed over centuries,. dies with it (Harmon,
2002; Mafhi, 2005; Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000). Most
predictions suggest that within the next century,
half of the world’s 6,000 spoken languages will dis-
appear, which is at the rate of a language death every

-two weeks (Crystal, 2002). There are currently no

statistics about the number of signed languages in
the world, and clearly, when a signed language dies,
there may not be the same amount of biological and
environmental knowledge lost with it. However, in
the same vein, Deaf Studies scholars may begin to
add to the notions of linguistic and biodiversity
new categories of diversity foregrounded by signed
languages—namely, cognitive, cultural, and creative
diversity.

Once we place Deaf communities and their lan-
guages within the framework of biocultural diver-
sity, a new frame emerges. The task of Deaf Studies
in the new century is to ask a fundamental question:
How does being Deaf reorganize what it means to
be human? Indeed, what dramatic consequences
would arise from the (neo)eugenic drive toward
normalization? Embracing deaf people and their
languages will invariably lead toward a deeper
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..appreciate the dynamic and pliable nature of gy

form community. In this light, deafness is not ¢

" plenitude of human being, as Deaf-gain.'

_ provides opportunities for exploration into the humay ¢

 for each of these forms of human diversity and “Deaf.

Cognitive Diversity and Deaf-gain:

form of speech. Now that we know the brain may
just as easily develop a signed as a spoken language,

‘in all its complexities. Four decades of sign language

"Evans, 2000). This redefining would not have come '

understanding of the human proclivity for adapg.
ton. In the face of sensory loss, we. may bertg,:

mind and the human will to communicate and o

much defined by a fundamental lack, as in /7mring :
loss, but as its opposite, as a means to understand the.

Deaf-gain, as we explore later, is the notion thy:
the unique sensory orientation of Deafl people leads:
to a sophisticated form of visual-spatial language thyt

character. In this spirit, the Gallaudet Universitys-
Vision Statement commits to promoting “the recog- -
nition that deaf people and their sign languages are ;

vast resources with significant contributions to the:
cognitive, creative, and cultural dimensions of human
diversity”  (huep://www.gallaudet.edu/mission.xml)
In what follows, contemporary and future directions

-gain” will be discussed as emerging and future trajec-

tories of the field of Deaf Studies that collectively - »

demonstrate the value of Deaf Studies to the academy
and Deaf communities to humanity.

Redefining the Nature of Language

The prime example of the extrinsic value of deaf
people and their languages is the wholesale redefini-
tion of language that has come about as a result
of sign language studies. Just as we once thought the
flat Earth to be at the center of the universe, we
once assumed that language could only take the

we must reconfigure our understanding of language,

research has now deepened our awareness of the
nature of language—from language acquisition,
structure, and more. We now know that the funda-
‘mental character of the brain is plasticity and flexi-
bility (Petitto, Zatorre, Gauna, Nikelski, Dostie, &

about without the study of signed languages, and
may be seen as the initial instance of Deaf-gain.
Due t6 the existence of signing communities, lin-
guists and anthropologists have been able to peer -
into the development of language, revealing insights
into the debates over the innateness or social origins
of language acquisition (Sandler, Meir, Padden, &
Aronoff, 2005). In addition, sign languages have
also provided insight into new and revived theories
of the origins of language (Armstrong, 2002

lay




Armstrong & Wilcox, 2007; Armstrong, Wilcox, &
Swokoe, 1995; Corballis, 2003; Stokoe, 2001). The
implications of these discoveries extend into the
core of what it means to be human, but have yet to
be applied to Deal education. As Stokoe (2001,
p. 16) wrote, “the status of deaf people, their educa-
tion, their opportunities in life, and the utilization
of their potential—all these could be much enhanced
if we understood the way deaf people still make lan-
guage may be the way the whole human race became
human.” As a result of the natural human proclivity
to sign, hearing parents are increasingly using sign
language, with results that suggest increased linguis-
tic, cognitive, and social development.

Cognitive Diversity and Deaf-Gain: Visual
Language/Visual Learning SR

Another significant area of future research in the
area of Deaf-gain is the particular, highly developed
visual ways of being in the world brought about by
the unique sensory orientation of deaf individuals
and communities (Bahan, 2008; Marschark, 2003).
The link berween enhanced visuospatial abilities
and use of sign languages has been documented
in studies of speed in generating mental images
(Emmorey & Kosslyn, 1996; Emmorey, Kosslyn, &
Bellugi, 1993), mental rotation skills (Emmorey,
Klima, & Hicock, 1998), increased facial recogni-
tion skills (Bettger, Emmorey, McCullough, &
Bellugi, 1997), increased peripheral recognition
skills (Bavelier, Tomann, Hutton, Micchell, Corina,

1 Liu, & Neville, 2000), and increased spatial cognition

¢ (Bellugi, O’Grady, Lillio-Martin, O’Grady Hynes,
Van Hoek, & Corina, 1989; see also Chapter 30,
. this volume). We may take these indications of

increased visual-spatial cognition and develop themm -

. into future research into practices of visual learning
. for all sighted individuals. The benefits may be far
teaching, for as Stokoe recognized, “vision may have
an advantage, for it is neurologically a richer and

More complex physiological system than hearing. - -

Sight males use of much more of the brain’s capac-
ity than does hearing” (p. 20). Given the drive to
diversify education along the lines -of “multiple
; intelligences” (Gardner, 1993), it would only makes
 sense that the most visually oriented of all humans-
Would take the lead toward Future experimentation
in visyal learning, .
As testimony to the promises of the field of visual
Anguage and visual learning, the National Science
oundation recently funded a Science of Learning

Center a¢ Gallandet University to “gain a greater -

undﬁl‘standing of the biological, cognitive, linguistic,

sociocultural, and pedagogical conditions that influ-
ence the acquisition of language and knowledge
through the visual modality” (VL2, 2008; heep://vl2.
gallaudet.edu/). Given the immense amount of
information processed visually? (for sighted people),
it is not surprising that learning may be enhanced
when pedagogies focus on transmitting visual infor-
mation (Gardner, 1993; Moore & Dwyer, 1994).
This project goes beyond the Deaf education model
of addressing alternative (read: remedial) ways of
teaching deaf people, to ask how deaf people’s visual
orientation to the world may be able to offer hearing
people new ways of learning, even in fields tradition-
ally dominated by an auditory/phonetic orientation,
such as literacy development. Indeed, as texcuality in

* the 21st century is becoming increasingly visual and
digiral, there is a trend away from traditional print- -

based texts to video and multimedia texts. Insights
from the world’s most visually acute people may pro-
vide insights on how we may all process information
visually.

If this is the case, then future directions of Deaf
Studies and Deaf education may have less to do
with audiological loss than Deaf-gain—that is, a
bilingual, visual learning environment could be so
rich in processing information in multiple channels
that hearing parents would want their children to
go to sign language schools. In this scenario, Deaf
education would give way to dual-language educa-
tion, open to all who desire such a learning environ-
ment. Two examples of these types of bilingual sign
language schools are PS. 47: The ASL-English
Bilingual School in New York City and The Cassato
School, near Torino, Italy. Indeed, before such a
paradigm shift were to take root in a systematic way,
the status of sign languages as academic languages
would have to be reconceived. o

: Cognz'iive Diversity and Deaf-gain: Sign.

Languages and Academic Discourse

Traditionally, signed languages have been seen as
essentially “oral” fanguages as they have no written
form.* Common wisdom holds that writing is an

*. essential element to the development of literacy,
. as essential as water is to swimming. The word “lit-
eracy,” after all, derives from the Greek liztere, or
- “written letter.” However, as Kuntze (2008) has sug-

gested, just as definitions of language have changéd

“.in the wake of the validation of sign languages, so

may the definition of literacy. Kuntze shows how
one may demonstrate characteristics of literate
thought in written, signed, and visual modalities.
One such characteristic, notes Kuntze, is inference
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making. Whether the information that an individ-

ual receives “is expressed in written language or in‘a.-

differenc language such as ASL or in a different
mode like film, the act of inference making will be
necessary if one is to achieve a richer interpretation
of the content” (p. 150). Clearly, one may exercise
inference and other critical thinking strategies using
a nonwritten language such as ASL or through
watching silent films.

Evolving definitions of literacy are happening in
tandem with emerging video technologies that allow
greater ease of producing academic texts in ASL.,
Once video journals such as the Deaf Studies Digital
Journal (dsdj.gallauder.edu) mature, standards for

academic publishing in signed languages will

develop. The significance of academic discourse in
ASL may be most prominent if the visual, spatial,
and kinetic dimensions of the language are explored
for their greatest rhetorical power. For example,
imagine how precisely an ASL-luent biology profes-
sor would describe the process of cell mitosis, using
ASLs rich classifier system to indicate pairs of chro-
mosomes splitting and cell walls dividing, so that
students may witness the linguistic reenactment of a
physical process, or the precise description of the
French philosopher Michel Foucault’s notion of the
“microphysics of power,” which would be shown as
a dispersion of multiple sites of power throughout
society, rather than a more traditional top-down
model of power. The point here is that sign languages
are rich in what Taub (2001) calls “metaphoric ico-
nicity,” in which complex ideas are demonstrated
through visual-spatial metaphors. Such a language

does not lack in abstraction, but gains in clarity of .. -
- ary; one may not immediately think of architecture

the concrete representation of complex ideas.
This unique advantage of sign languages was

originally articulated by the early 19th-century .

teacher of the deaf, Auguste Bebian, who beljeved
that “sign language has a superior capacity for
expressing mental operations” (1984, p. 151). The

difference, Bebian explains, is that spoken language

is fundamentally arbitrary, but discourse in sign

language, would “frequently acquire a self-evident -

certainty or become a manifest absurdity to all”
(p. 151). Indeed, the speaking biology student could
say, “the chromosomes split,” whereas the signing
biology student would reveal the internal mental
images of her conception of how the chromosomes
split visually and spatially. Similarly, che philosophy
student would reveal the degree of precision of his
understanding of Foucault’s unique conception of
“power” through the spatial arrangement of his
description. Clearly, the validity of such observations
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about the unique qualities of intellectual discouyg, -

+ in sign language now lay before the fields of Degf

education, Deaf Studies, and linguistics to exploge
this vein of potential Deaf-gain.

Creative Diversity and Deaf-gain: Film

- Language/Sign Language

Comparisons have often been made berween the

film language and sign languages (Bahan, 2006
Bauman, 2006; Sacks, 1990). In addition to 4 tradj.
tional linguistic means of describing sign languages
through phonology, morphology, and syntax, ope
may also see fluent signers as everyday filmmakers, 5

- skill that is heightened in the liverary and dramaric
~ uses of sign language. Indeed, when seen through

lens of film grammar (Arijon, 1991), sign languages
present a constant tableau of close-up and distant
shots, replete with camera movements and editing
techniques. Given such an intimate, cognitive rela-
tionship with cinematic grammar, we must wonder
what innovations might emerge if we were to invest
in the cinematic education of the next generation
of deaf children. Again, no research has been cop-

-ducted to this point about the potential innovarions

that would emerge from Deaf Almmakers, but such
exploration is clearly an important trajectory for
Deaf Studies to explore the potential of Deaf-gain
in this area. A rigorous educational film program in
deaf schools would have the added benefit of insert-
ing a deaf public voice into popular media.

Creative Diversity and Deaf-gain: Deaf
Space and the Built Environment
Although Deaf Studies is inherently interdisciplin-

as an important area of creative exchange. However,
in 2005, Gallaudet University hosted a two-day
“Deaf Space” workshop, which resulted in what has
grown into a series of Deaf Studies courses, the
Gallaudet University Deaf Space Design Guide
(H. Bauman, in press), and the incorporation of
some key Deaf Space principles in the Sorenson
Language and Communication Center at Gallaudet.

The Deaf Space project does not focus on issues
of accommodation, but rather on Deaf cultural aes-
thetics that are embodied in the built environment.
In the original workshop in 2005, a common aes-
thetic emerged that was described as organic, curvi-
linear, and bathed in light. Since that time, students
and faculty have researched core issues, such as the
qualities of lighting, proxemics of signers, and the
tension between open, visually accessible spaces and
privacy. Although the notion of Deaf space generates
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from designing the optimal environment for Deaf
signets, the basic precept is that Deaf space princi-
les would create exceptional buildings for every-
one, regardless of audiological status.

Further study of Deaf space and planning in the
fucure of Deaf Studies may also lead toward an
understanding of the urgency that Deaf communi-
ties may be strengthened by gaining control over the
spaces where deaf individuals live. As deaf individu-
als are born into a dispersion among hearing fami-
[ies, they are subject to a diasporic condition from
the onset (Allen, 2007). Indeed, one of the primary
differences between the linguistic minority of sign
language users and other language groups is that
deaf people have never occupied a homeland. They
may have congregated at residential schools, but
these spaces were designed on 19th-century asylum
arcthectLue—haLcUy the autochthonous creation of
a group with deep ties to the land. From schools to
Deaf clubs, Deaf spaces have generally reflected the
design of hearing architects. On a personal level,
however, deaf people have a long tradition of home
renovations that bear similarities—such as increasing
the visual reach throughout a house—that permit
greater visual communication, as well as a sense of
connection (Malzkuhn, 2007). The cultural signifi-
cance of home renovations and the deaf relationship
to place cannot be underestimated, for as Findley
(2005, p. 5) notes, “not having control of the space
one is occupying is in some way demoralizing.” For
this reason, Deaf people have always felt the need to
dream of a homeland, from Jacob Flournoy’s 19th-
century proposals for a Deaf state (Krentz, 2000) to
the recent proposal for Laurent, South Dakota
(Willard, n.d.) as just such a homeland. Indeed, as
Le Corbousier wrote, “the occupation of space is the
first proof of existence” (Findley, 2005, p- 3). As
such, Deaf people may find architecture and com-
munity planning an integral element to linguistic
and cultural revitalization. Such a future explora-
tion would result in diversity of the demgn and
qualities o[ living spaces.

Deaf “gain and Creative Diversity: Sign
Language Literature
Just as the validation of sign language lcvolutlon—

ized the study of language, so too must the nature of

literacure be teconsidered from the ground up.- The
unique visual and spatial properties of sign I'mgmge
make it a particularly rich medium for poetic image
and metaphor (Bauman, 2008; Bauman, Nelson; &

Rosg, 2006; Davidson, 2008; Taub, 2001; Wilcox, .
2000). For centuries, writers have been secking to .

extend both the visual and performative aspects of
literature, resulting in various experimental forms,
from the unity of painting and poetry in the works
of William Blake to concrete poetry, slam, and per-
formance poetry. Sign poetry extends both the per-
formative and visual traditions of literature into
new forms. Sign language poetic practice has
become increasingly innovative in its use of visual
textual forms, as sign language poets have experi-
mented with the interaction of the components of
film language—camera movement, editing, visual
prosody, Ella Mae
Lentzs collaboration with Lynette Taylor (Lentz,
1996), and Dutch poets Wim Emmerik and Giselle
Meyer’s collaboration with Anja Hiddinga and
Lendeert Pot (Hiddinga et al., 2005) represent the
creative potential of a blending cinematic techniques
with sign language poetry. In addition to experimen-
tation with visual textuality, sign language poetry
extends the embodied, performative tradition, exem-
plified by the Beat generation’s spoken word poetry.
Allen Ginsberg, for one, recognized the enormous
potential of sign language performance when he
participated in a gathering of Deaf and hearing
poets in Rochester, New York. When he asked Deaf
poets to translate the phrase “hydrogen jukebox”
from his poem, “Howl,” Patrick Graybill responded
with a translation that led Ginsberg to exclaim,
“that is exactly it, what I have been trying to convey,
the hard clear image of it” (Cohn, 1999; Cook,
2006).

Similarly, the history of theater reveals an endur-
ing human desire for nonverbal, visual spectacle.
The history of mime and theatrical tableau, and
explorations in experimental visual theater by direc-
tors and writers like Antonin Artaud and Robert
Wilson, indicate that theater yearns to draw partic-
ular attention to the spatial and kinetic modalities.
Golden (2009) suggests that Deaf/sign language
theater and the practice of visual theater engage in
an exchange to the mutual benefit of each practice.
Clearly, the highly visual nature of Deaf theater,
Golden suggests, may enhance the genre of visual
theater.

Cultural Diversity and Deaf-gain:
Transnational Deaf Commumty

The tools of cultural studies that have sewed Deaf
Studies so well in earlier eras have now also changed.
Scholars have called into question the old anthro-
pology -of culture, wich its language of bounded
cultural entities, cultural contact, and cross- ~cultural

'commummuon Hle dangers of essentialism have
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gained increasing urgency, especially among schol-
ars of South Asia, who see the results of religious
essentialism in the violent clashes on the Indian
subcontinent (Appadurai, 2006). Deaf Studies has
begun to encompass a cosmopolitan, transnational
perspective that moves outside the phase of legiti-
mization of the category of Deaf and into a critical
inquiry into the narure of being deaf, how ways of
understanding and living as deaf have shaped the
material and ideological worlds of Deaf and hearing
people. In fact, the very trope of “Deaf worlds” and
“hearing worlds” is being understood as a product
of a particular set of historical conditions (Murray,
2007). -

There is a small, but growing, body of work that
explores how deaf people interact across national
boundaries (Breivik, Haualand, & Solvang, 2002;
Murray, 2007; Nakamura, 2006). Transnarional
contact berween deaf people existed since the early
19th century, emerging at a series of Parisian Deaf-
mute banquets, and a transnational Deaf public
sphere developed alongside a series of international
congresses of Deaf people from 1873 onward (Ladd,
2003; Murray, 2007). This sphere creared a shared
discursive field in which deaf people could articu-
late common strategies on living as visual minoriies
in societies governed by auditory principles. Taking
a transnational orientation to deaf people’s lives.
foregrounds the commonality of Deaf ways of
being, but paradoxically also heightens our under-
standing of deaf people as intimately tied to local
discursive constructions of nation and society. The
physical assemblage of large numbers of deaf people
often brings with it a reorganization of physical
space according to Deaf norms, as deaf people
temporarily colonize portions of a city at large-scale

quadrennial events such as World Federation of the v

Deaf Congresses or Deaﬂympic sporting competi-
tions. A complete understanding of the spatial reor-
ganization that occurs and its implication in terms
of “Deaf-gain” have yet to be realized. However, by
viewing deaf peoples’ lives in different national con-
texts, we also understand how integrared deaf people
are into their national and social contexts. There are
many ways to be Deaf, because deaf people are
not isolated from the societies in which they live
(Monaghan, Schmaling, Nakamura, & Turner,
2003).

An expanded frame of reference will naturally
include the global South, which will have an increas-
ingly prominent role in transnational Deaf commu-
nities of the future, especially if curreng demographic
analyses regarding developed countries trend as
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- & Webb, 1995). There is evidence of IS being used
‘as far-back as the early 19¢h century (Ladd, 2003),

-common experience of being Deaf in nondeaf soci-

predicted (Johnston, 20006). Economic disparitjes
between the North and South have resulted in Jegg,
rates of cochlear implantation, less use of genetic’
testing, and hindrances in the prevention of child.
hood illnesses, all of which have the result of expand. -
ing the population of deaf children and poteniy]
native signers. These factors will likely not persigy, . ;
bur what they mean for the present generation of *
deaf people is that the demographic imbalance
between deaf people in developing and developeg
countries will likely become even more promineny,
with the rate of sign language use presumably shif.
ing to developing countries as well. The central Jogj i |
of Deaf Studies may well shift from Western coup- |
tries to the global South, from discretely boundeq
nacional communities to a more fluid array of affyy.
itive networls of various sizes and forms, existing in
both physical and virtual space (Breivik, 2007
Kusters, 2007).

Cultural Diversity and Deaf-Gain:
International Sign and Signed Languages
Communication at international meetings of Deaf
individuals often occurs in International Sign (IS), 2
form of cross-national communication that emerges
when signers from different signed languages come
into contact. Most research on IS to dare has stud-
ied its linguistic properties. Although this research is
still developing, eatly conclusions indicate that IS
has more language-like properties than pidgins,
another form of communication that emerges when
two or more languages come into contact (Supalla

when it was used for political discourse at interna-
tional meetings, as well as in informal interactions
between Deaf travelers (Murray, 2007). The ability
of signing deaf people to meet and interact across
linguistic boundaries—without sharing a common
language beforehand—has existed for at least two
centuries. Some of this is no doubt due to the

eties. One author attributes this ease of understand-
ing to a shared theory of mind among Deaf people,
the term referring to the ability to “inhabir and
intuit” another person’s consciousness (Fox, 2008,
pp. 80-81). Fox notes that semantically related
signs for mental processes (think, decide, believe)
are located at or near the head in ASL and European
signed languages (Fox, 2008, p. 82), thus possibly
assisting users of one signed language in understand-
ing another signed language. The study of IS is still in
its early stages and questions remain. If internarional
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signed communication has existed for two centu-
res, has there been continuity in lexical or other
structural properties of IS in this period? Can we
characterize “it” as an “it,” or were there many ver-
sions of IS throughout the decades? A community
of users has existed, but was there generational
rransmission and if so, what does this tell us about
the language-like properties of IS? Beyond a focus
on IS as a distinct entity are questions IS raises by its
very existence. At the very least, IS calls into ques-
tion the inevitability of linguistic dissimilarities,
with its apparatus of interpretation, and raises larger
questions on the histories and modalities of com-
munication between linguistically distinct groups of
pcople. .

The study of IS is part of a body of work going
beyond the study of sign languages under national
markers—ASL, Danish Sign Language—to a real-
ization that signing exists in a diverse array of situa-
tions and communities. Scholars have seen a ‘sign
language being born in Nicaragua (Senghas, 1995,
2003) and are studying the use of signing among a
Bedouin community in Israel (Fox, 2007 Sandler
et al., 2005), one of many communities around the
world where both hearing and deaf people sign (Groce,
1985; Johnson, 1994; Marsaja, 2008; see Chaprer 18,
this volume). There are obvious benefits to scholars
in seeing linguistic phenomena take place in the
field: scholars have never witnessed a spoken lan-
guage being created, and the study of Nicaraguan
sign language allows linguists the opportunity to see
if their theories are correct. Think of astrophysicists
being able to witness the Big Bang. Beyond this, the
existence—and persistence—of sign languages allows
us to understand the diversity of human ways of
being and communicating, and offers a direct chal-
lenge to conceptions of normalcy that would peg all
‘humans into a phonocentric square hole.

Cultural Diversity and Deaf-gain:

Deaf Collectivist Culture and the

~Future of Community _

A growing body of research points toward the dis-
" solution of a sense of community and civic engage-
‘ument. Robert Pucnam’s Bowling Alone: The Collapse
ind Revival of American Community points to the
‘factors of work, television, computers, suburban
life, and family structures as having contributed to
this decline, Other scudies confirm Putnam’s obse::
ations, noting that social networks and people’s
eise of connectedness have taken a precipitous
ecline in the past three decades (McPherson,
‘mith-'Lov'in’," & Brashears, 2006). As a culture ‘L‘.hélt

exhibits a high degree of collectivism (Mindess,
2006), Deaf cultural relations may offer insights
and examples to understand, if not emulate. The
circular proxemics of deaf people as they align them-
selves to be seen are the structural embodiment of
nonhierarchical relations. Although Derrida (1973)
has highlighted the significance of “hearing oneself
speak” as a prime source of deriving a sense of pres-
ence, deaf individuals can neither hear themselves
speak nor fully see themselves sign (Bauman,
January, 2008). Granted that signers may see their
own hand movements from cheir vantage, they will
never be able to see their own faces, which are so
vital to the linguistic and emotional content of sign

language expression. The sense of presence conveyed .

through the system of hearing oneself speals is radi-
cally altered through the self-awareness of one’s own
signing. The sense of presence for signers, then, is
derived through the presence of the other. This con-
stant confirmation of presence through the face of
the other may partially explain the prevalence of
collectivism of Deaf cultures. Although the signifi-
cance of prolonged face-to-face engagement and eye
contact over a lifetime cannot be underestimated,
little research has been done to understand the
psychological implications of Deaf ways of being
together.

One study is currently under way to examine the
nature of human contact in the example of the
“Deafwalk” as opposed to the hearing walk (Sirvage,
forthcoming). As two hearing individuals engage in
discussion while walking, they simply need to ensure
that they are close enough and speak loudly enough
for the other to hear. There is no need for eye con-
tact. Significantly, when deaf people walk, however,
they engage in constant eye contact, and more sig-
nificantly, they must take care of the other person,
extending their peripheral vision to ensure that the
other person does notwalk into any objects. Although
this may seem a minor point, there is a larger lesson
about the nature of Deaf collectivist relations. S igners
take care of each other, whether strangers or inti-
mate friends, when engaged in a peripatetic conver-
sation. Future studies should inquire into expanding
the notion of the Deaf walk to larger cultural ways
of being that may have lessons for an increasingly
isolated society.

Sun‘zmm'y and Conclusions: Media
Production and the Deaf Public Voice

This brief discussion of human diversity and Deaf- )

gain has licde to do with a critique of audism, or any
other defensive posture that has largely characterized:
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late 20¢h-century and early 21st-century Deaf Studies.
The critique of power relations that forms a princi-
pal activity of all cultural scudies is implicitin point-
ing out what has been lost in the oversight of sign
languages and Deaf communities as having intrinsic

and extrinsic value to human diversity. By taking .
advantage of the unique Deaf ways of being, forms.

of cultural production may provide new areas of
experimentation and insight, left hidden in the
phonocentric blindspots within the ways that cul-
tural practices and disciplines have evolved.
Commerson (2008) suggested that such a refram-

ing of human diversity and Deaf Studies would be -

more likely to take place if there is a strong visual
presence in media. If deafness is reframed from lack
to gain, then the sense of gain may be embodied
through characters in film, television, video, Internet
sites, newspapers, and other forms of public discourse.
Given the existential threats to Deaf communities
and their languages, the 21st-century practice of
Deaf Studies must move from a defensive posture to
one that actively seeks to redefine public perception—
and do so quickly.

As 21st-century Deaf Studies argues for both
intrinsic and extrinsic value, it must be careful to
make the point that this argument is not simply for
the preservation of deaf people and sign languages
for the sake of scientific exploration of the human
character. Instead, Deaf Studies may want to take
the counterintuitive position that all individuals
would be enriched by become a bit more Deaf. By
that we mean society would do well to become more
acutely aware of the nuances of communication,
more engaged with eye contact and tactile relations,
more fluent in a language rich in embodied meta-
phor, more aware of the role of being a member of
close-knit communities, and if nothing else, more
appreciative of human diversity, so that we are con-.
stantly reminded that the bedrock of reality may be
just as diaphanous as any other social construction.
As Sandel (2007) argues in 7he Case Against Perfection,
human diversity teaches us the value of moving
from an ethic of molding individuals to beholding
them in their extraordinarily rich ways of being.

"The notion of “Deal-gain” was originally articulated by
the British performance artist, Aaron Williamson, who, when
presenting to Dirksen Bauman’s graduate class, “Enforcing
Normalcy,” stated that while all his doctors told him that he
was losing his hearing, not one told him that he was gaining
his deafness.

*As Stokoe (2001) described, “The nerves connecting eyes
and brain outnumber by far all the brain connections to the oth-

er sensory organs, the ears included. Visual processing involves
so much of the brain tha a visual field may convey an enormous

amount-of information simultneously, whereas language SOl‘md
- have o, rc;xch the car sequentially, one by one, until the Whole
message is received and can be interpreted.”

*Despite no widely accepted written form, there have beey
many attempts throughour history. One of the earliest is Augug;
Bebian’s Mimography (Renard, 2004), the most we”—lmown
is probably SignWriting (hu‘p://www.signwriting.org/)‘, and 5
promising new form is being developed by Arnold (2007).
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