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Abstract

Based on the language policy model proposed by Spolsky (2004; 2009; 2019), this
study attempts to present an ethnographic description, analysis, and reflection of sign
language policy at schools for the deaf, from perspectives of language practice,
language ideology, and language management respectively.

Firstly, starting from two language practice types of "teaching" and "criticism", this
paper describes the marginalization of sign language under the dominance of "thinking-
in-spoken-language" to varying degrees and the asymmetric continuum of sign
language and spoken language when they are simultaneously produced, as well as their
influence on teaching effects. Secondly, how the language ideologies of hearing
teachers and deaf students may influence their language practices and management is
examined. It is found that they differ dramatically in the recognition of sign language
as a language, valuation of the medium of instruction, and development of individual
linguistic repertoire, which is closely related to their different linguistic-cultural
attitudes towards deaf people. Then, it is discovered that language management at the
individual level of teachers and students within the school domain has a prominent role,
while that of other domains seems very limited, and that little guidance on language
practice and sign language ideologies can be received due to the lack of sign language
education as a method of language management. Finally, this study discusses the
current issues of sign language policy and planning in China and proposes that deaf
schools should become a fortress to protect sign language and deaf culture in the flood

of integration rather than inclusion.

Keywords: D/deaf; sign language; deaf school; language policy; ethnography
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