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Abstract

The dissertation assesses the communicative effectiveness of International Sign, a conta
sign language phenomenon. The study responds to a void in empirical inquiry irsigribis
languagecontact variety. It malyzes expository conference lecturesatexl by diverse Deaf,
international signers. The research comprises two related studies. The first is a lexical
frequency analysis of collected expositdnyernationalSign datacreated by deaf presenters

It identifies lexical signs, i.e., those recognizably sourced fseneral lexifiernative sign
languages such Americandd Languageand Auslan (Australian $gn Languagg or from
known international sign vocabularies promoted by the World Federatithe deaf and/or

from thar 1975 Unification of Signs Commissidisestunao initiative. The frequency study

also identifiesother sign types, such as pgsiexical signs (e.g., classifier or depicting signs,
and indexing or pointing signs), and Rlexical signs (e.g., gestures and enactments). The
distribution of all these sign types is compared to similar studiesative sign language
High-frequency signs and depictions are identified for inclusion in comprehension testing in
study two. The second sty uses a subset of texts from the first study to sasfiee
comprehension dhternational Sigrby 32 deaf participants in 5 countries who use unrelated
native sign languagesn order to conduct these tests a comprehension test is first created.
Employing both quantitative and qualitative methods, the study determines which linguistic
and nonlinguistic factors are most strongly related to improved comprehension levels.
Comprehensionof expository International Sign is quite varied with comprehension
demonstrably lower than that of similar texts presented to the test participants mathver

sign languageComprehension of text information is shown to be better at a general and
global level rather than at a lowemnore specific level dealing with detailed information.
Findings haveimplications for the effectiveness dfternationalSignas a fAsy st
uni v er s aih theaincreasiagdy dvaried usage settings to which it has been recently

recruited.
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Annotation and Glossing Conventions

Annotation

Meaning

GLOSS(x)

An Englishword used to glosa sign (x)
indicates the origin of the sigi.e.
NOW(ASL), or HAVE(AUS)

GLOSS(ASL)

An English word used to gloss a sighASL
origin.

GLOSS(AUS)

An English word used to gloss a sigh
Auslan origin.

GLOSS(WFD)

An English wordused to gloss a sign listed ir
WFD resourcesr established IS usage

GLOSS(GEST)

An English word used to gloss a sign listed i
the 1975Gestunaglossary.

GLOSS{UNKNOWN)

An English word used to gloss a sign that is
eithernot known or suspected originafesm
anotherSL.

PT:PRO

A sign that points to a referent, with addition
notation of £, 2" or 3% person. i.e. PT:PRO1
Ameo, or fAl o0, PT: PR(
etc. Adding a PL indicates pluralityei
PT:PRG-P L t o i n dOthergpoints
refer to previous referents or locations and
these are glossed PT:DET (determiner), anc
PT:LOC (location)

PT:POSS

A sign that points to a possessor of a thing,
is additionally specified with (1), (2), (3)
persorsingular (SG) or plural (PL),e.,

PT: POSS2(PL) to indi

DSL/S /M [HIG
(HANDSHAPE):BRIEF-
DESCRIPTIONOF-MEANING-OF -
SIGN

A sign that depicts the Location/Size
shape/Movement or displacement/
Handling/Grounding of an entitye.g.DS=
Depicting Sign, M=Movement or (DSM)

FS:TOKYO

A fingerspelled word

NS:LONDON

A name sign for a proper noun (person, plac
etc).
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G(FORM):MEANING A type-like gesture that includes the hahdpe
form and the meaning, e.G(5UP):WELL, or
G(1-SHAKE):NO-NO

G:DESCRIPTIONOF-MEANING A gesture that conveys meagiwithin the
utterance contexe.g
G:OHWELL-SHRUG

G(CA): MEANING A type-like gesture that is enacted, with facig
and body postures that shaanstructed action
or dialogue, e.gG(CA):SURPRISED
PERSON

CA:ENTITY-ENACTED A constructed action (CA) or dialogue (CD)
annotated on the CA
head and torspostures enact an entity; e.g.
CA:NEGOTIATOR

DS SEGMENT An ISsegmenselected for comprehension te
andthat includesne or more depicting signs

Table 1 Annotation Conventions?

English transcription Meaning

GLOSS A word in large capitals denotes an English gl
for a sign form

[MEANING] A small capitalizedword in brackets denotes il

meaning of a sigor utterance

PROGRESSIS-FORWARD-MOVEMENT | A word in small capitals denotes a metaphor

[token space| An approximate location in signing space that
pl acehol der éefererk em 8igned
discourse.

F-1-N-G-E-R-S-P-E-L-L-I-N-G A fingerspelled word

Table 2 Transcription conventions

“Annotations of source IS presentation data virfi@med by the procedures used for annotating the
Auslan Corpus, details for which are found in Johnston, 2014 Auslan Corpus Annotation Guidelines.
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Abbreviation Meaning

NSL(s) Native Signed language(s)
SL(Ss) Signed Languags]

AlbSL Albanian SignLanguage

ASL American Sign Language
Auslan Australian Sign Language
BANZSL British, Australian and New Zealand Sign Languz
BSL British Sign Language

CSL Chinese Sign Language
CZSL Czech Sign Language

DGS German Sign Language
DSGS Swiss Germaisign Language
FinSL Finnish Sign Language
HKSL Hong Kong Sign Language
HZJ Croatian Sign Language
IPSL Indo-Pakistani Sign Language
ISL Israeli Sign Language
IrishSL Irish Sign Language

JSLor NS  Japanese Sign Language
KAL Kosovo Sign Language

KSL KenyanSign Language

LIS Italian Sign Language
LIBRAS Brazilian Sign Language
LSE Spanish Sign Language

LSF French Sign Language

LSM Mexican Sign Language
LSQ Quebec Sign Language
NZSL New Zealand Sign Language
NGT Sign Language of thetherlands
OGS Austrian Sign Language
RSL Russian Sign Language

TSL Taiwan Sign Language

TID Turkish Sign Language

USL Ugandan Sign Language

Table 3 Sign language abbreviations
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Chapter 1 Overview of the Study

1.1 Introduction

This thesis addresses several assumptions abousigaed langage contact
phenomeon known as International Siginternational SignlIg) is aterm that has been used
broadlyto refer to thesemioticstrategies employed by deipeople to communicate with
other deaf people who do not shatee sameconventional, nativelpccurring signed
language $L). This dissertation focuses @metype of IS employed during presentations at
international conferences, which will here be -callexpository IS In particular, the
comprehensibility of such texts among signers from different countries is examined.

The research herein examines a phenenon that points to two seemingly
incompatible streams of thought about languagleérvisualgestural modalityOn one hand,
there is no singufa universalSL. On the other handt is suggested that thesre unique
qualities ofSLs (SLs), wherebydifferent SL usersappear to understarahe another readily.
Spoken language users do ngbpeaar to have the same ease clivgpiistically. The
| ay per s on &ksark part ofa unifiedrsygstem of universal gestures is debunked by
evidence frommore thanfour decades afesearctihat documentand describsdifferentSLs

Linguistic inquiry reveals that the languages used by deaf people in their local
communities are richglistinctly different and are mutually unintelligible from one another.
Meanwhile, there is continuedincreasing use of IS as a crdsgjuistic communication
system tomeetthe need for language access at conferereslso appears frequentbn
informational websitesOver time, it has grown customary for international conferences
pertaining to Deaf people to institute language policies to include expository IS. Policies
typically | imit i nterpreting services to
thehost countryds spoken/ written | anguage (
IS emergence is discussed further in §1.3.

SL linguistscurrentlyunderstananore abouSLsused by deaf people in their unique
communities in the world. It is kiwn thatmany of themare distinct languageghat share
some similaritis, given the visuabpatial modality and shared articulators of hands, arms,

face and torso. An online resourdeéthnologuereports an estimated 13fifferent SLs

*Foll owing convention in the si Deabl asguagd Whe
referencingcommunities, languages, and the broad cuHimguistic identity of members worldwide

in theminority group ofdeafSL usersThel o we r c @dea® i dthramgheutin a general

sense to refer tpersonavho do not heay regardless of their identification with othdaf people,

degree of audiological deafneaslherence t®eafcultural norms, or fluency in their locSL.



Chapter 1 Introduction

observed in numerous world communities (Ethnologue website); while not all in this list have
been verified empirically, many natively occurring and distinctly differ&is are
linguistically explored and described in the literature (among many: Smitang,TL979 for
Taiwan Sign Languagé TSL; Deuchar, 1984; Woll & SutteSpence, 1999 fdBritish Sign
languaged BSL; Fu 1986 forChinese Sign Languag® CSL; Stokoe 2005 (1960, 2005);
Klima & Bellugi, 1979 forAmerican Sign Languagé ASL; Johnston, 1989, Jokton and
Schembri, 2007 foAustralian Sign Languag®& Auslan; Woodward, 1991 f@L varieties in
Costa Rica; Corazza, 1993 fibalian Sign Languagé LIS; Zeshan 2000 foindo-Pakistani

Sign Languaged IPSL; Boyes Braem, 2063005 for Swiss German Sign Lanaged
DSGS).

A discourse ensues within ti8t literature, wherebysL universals are demonstrated
within the modaliy as well as across modali#lthough a relatively young field of linguistic
inquiry, research osLs gives material and opportunities to explore language agdiion
A case is made for a typology where visgaktural language ought not be measured by
traditional descriptions of spoken and written language (Slobin, 2D@&umentedSLs are
characteded as historically young compared to spoken languageshaaddeddifferences
in articulators and the perceptual systane alsonamed as influential on the linguistic
structures inSLs (Meier, 2002. In addition, the complex sociolinguistic situatiohsigning
communities is posited to contributing to characteristicSLojrammars (Schembri, Cormier,
Fenlon, & Johnston, 2013thers have assessd SL structure visavis the structure of
spoken and written languagecontributingto linguistic validity of SLs (e.g., Klima &
Bellugi, 1979 Aronoff, Meir, & Sandler, 20055andler & Lilo-Martin, 200§.

Although ease of understanding acr@&ss has yet to begyroven gesturalroots
common grammatical and iconic features are given as the reasons thefseclaims. The
importance of a mukimodal approach in the study of languages can enlighten us to the way
linguistic and gesturaélementscontribute to all languageSignificant to this study is recent
evidence that both gesture and linguistic eles\@ycomplementaryoles in the waysLs
create meaningLiddell, 2003; Schembri, 2001; d&euzeville, Johnsto& Schembri, 2009:
Ferrara, 2012)

Several characteristics of languages are relevant to the current study, with a few
premises made at the outset. Firstlyis generally acknowledged th&Ls of the world are
relatively young and lesstudied compared to spoken languages. Furthermorsgataifects
between signed and spoken language users impact the developmehtiage in allSLs
Lastly, as mentioned abovBLsrely on a variety of semiotic devices that are linguistic and
gestural to create meaninghis is important to the currentusly given that very little is

2
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known about the amount of gesture and linguistic material usednstructmeaning in IS,
particularly compared toative signed language@NSLs)'. Very little is alsoknownabout the
relationship betweennguistic and gestural materiahd comprehension is.

The linguistic status of IS is related to this investigation, but it is not a driving research
question. Linguistic status of IS is a topic of varied opinion in the internatiDeaf
community, andhere are assumptions held about IS, that it is a sinfthlgigo or an entity
that can be described in ways that languages are described. However, there are likely sever
genres oiS depending odiscoursecontext and people in the communicative niike main
research question in this pecf is whether this form of IS expository lecture
presentatiod communicates information effectivelp diverse audience memberny
comparison of IS ttNSLs is limited to looking at how it conveys meaning compaoeithose
linguistically describedSLs such as American Sign Language (ASL) or Aals&in Sign
Language (Auslan\Weighing IS against conventional sign languages is meant to determine
how IS performs as a communicative system when compared to thesestatneshedNSLs.

The central focus of this dissertation is to assess comprehensibility of one type of sign
language contact that is used in a formal register for expository presentations or lectures.

Signers use resources from their oWSLs to communicte with foreign signers
(Woll, 1990; Rosenstock, 2004)inguistic and gestural elements from NSLs are observed in
IS, as indicated in a small number of prior published studies (Rosenstock, 2004; Supalla &
Webb, 1995;LockerMcKee & Napier, 2002)Becauseprevious research suggests lexical
signs, gestural elements adepicting signsto be important elements in meaning making in
IS, one part of this study examahthe frequency and digbution of these signs expository
IS. These elementsvere assumed @ impact comprehension. Data froff8 conference
presentes delivering information in eository IS was analyzed and applied to

comprehension assessment across different signers.

* Fischer (1998ylistinguished native sign lajuagedrom natural sign systemg distinction is nade

here about native signed languages, which occur naturally and develop across generations. Natural
sign systems arevolved systemd e af peopl e use to communicate v
historically used in a semiotic sense and also sigrifigighly iconic relationship between a spoken,
written or gestural sign (symbol) and ités re
codes for SLs created for deaf education. Natural is also used in the literature to refer te@spsiytan
occurring and spreading community SLs (Bavelier, Newport & Supalla, 2003; Sandler $/kitton,
2001). Throughout this dissertation |I wuse the
established community SLs, ie. JSL, BSL, etc.

®> Schembri (2003)ollowing Liddell (2003)makes a case that that #Acl a
applicable termiorwh at Supalla (1986) and others have a
structureso or Overbs of |demitdtoinng@ngdi gnod i loerde
unless citing others who specifically use other terms.
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Deaf people have a long history with contact signing strategiessSLs, which are
first documented irEurope (Moody, 2002)Language contachlso often occurs between
signed andspoken languagesf d e a f p suoopiidiaggé@nmunities (Lucas & Valli,
1989, 1992). Deaf people demonstrai regular reliance on I&s a contacstrategyin
relatively higr-stakes international meetingss evidenced by IS interpreting provision over
several decades of international conferences of the World Federation of the Deaf (WFD) and
ongoing work of the European Union of the Deaf (EUD welfsite

IS has gained restrained acceptance to some degree as commumicedissfor
audience members who do not have knowded{ the conference languagesd. the same
time, it directly conflicts withthe aims of the internationaldaf community(via WFD)
towards sign language rights, recognition, and access (Bengd290; Modaly, 2007; Scott
Gibson, 1994)A fundamental questiothat arises from the growing practice of using IS at
international events is how well IS is understood by differemesgy This question is the
mainfocus of this dissertation asassessethe comprehensibility oéxpository IS acrosSL
users from different backgrounds

Before considering the contexts where IS is used, it is necessatgitesproblems

with defining IS.

1.2 Problemswith defining International Sign

Naive questions are often posed to interpreters and deaf pEmpléSLSs being a
globally universatype The idea thatisuatspatial languages can be simplified to a universal
pidgin arises frona view ofSLs as rontlinguistic pantomines At the same, outsiders to deaf
communities assume th&ls are a gestural form of theurrounding | oc al communi t
spoken language. Yet,would be rare for a spoken language user to query the existence of or
assert thathere should be one universaintactspoken language.

Contact languages are complex communication systems. Researchers of spoken
language pidgins and contact varieties do not categorize all spoken language contact
phenomena into a singulai | nt er n at iooHoweler, @e specalh casevorth
mentionngi s t he spoken and wriwhieoh siystam ®@Eameil
international, auxiliary contact language that has been ibyiaesmall number of proponents
sinceits creation byL. L. Zamenhof in 188{UEA, 2011 UNESCO, 2003)Esperanto is an
artificial communication system, unlike modern day IS. However, some parallels can be seen
in the early roots of IS. Although in modern times IS is evolving more naturally as aftype

SL contact variety, effortdrom the late 1950s through 1975 tried to address the limited

® Personal communication with Mark Wheatley, Executive Director of the EUD. September, 2011.
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lexicon of what was an early intational sign language piddin Committees on
standardization and planning created dictionaries for international signs or what was
promded asGestuno: International sign language of the déBfitish Deaf Association
(BDA), 1975; Supalla and Webb, 1995)

The nomencl ature Al nternational Signo
languagedike variety, regardless of contexts and individual$Sbs involved insuch contact
at a given timelaying clear boundaries arourl contact phenomena is irg@tive in
researchendeavorso that we mov@ublic discourseowards a more disciplined analysis of
varied types ofSL contact phenomena, of which expository, presentation style IS is one.
Thereforew h a t people are cal l i ngand teScaptionBefprei r e
undertaking empirical study, what is needed is a refined delineation regarding the parameter
of IS phenomena.

To date, a standard definition I3 has not beeestablished irthe literatureln 2007
theWFD General Assemblycanteo an agreement to use the
rather than Al nt e, reamang themeedlfor f&rthay resedrch mogustidy gte
regard as a language (Mes@010). That same year, WFD survey was conducted on the
perspectiven and the definition oS, which reported mixed assertions and opinions by
laypersons, international deaf leaders, aselveral linguists. Conflicting claims and
suggestions are noted, suchfasfulfills all criteria of human language A [ i t sy} t e
usage means the form of IS is too variable or unpredictable to be rianteathuage in the
sense of a conventionaly st em, 0 Al t has acorwentiohalizatobfeé t ] y
lower than in national sign languages; but higher than in othedskof crosssign
communication, 0 and nl {Medchs 2020:5fThe reporiatsbnoteso n t
a disagreement with characterigitS as a pidgin or credidanguage, given B e x pan d e «
grammar, simple lexicon, and lack of generational transmiskimalso suggested that there
are two types of aomunication: conventionalized I&d informal communication between
the users of nation&@Ls (p.13).The WFD website postsithpublicationabout what IS is and
it clearly characterizes the lack of consensus about IS and demonstrates the need for mol

empirical investigations.

’ A pidgin is characterized as a simplified communication systemirggfiom contact between
interlocutors who do not share the same language (Winford, 2001). The topic of pidgins and other
contact phenomena @iscussedn §22.

® A creole language is typically characterized as a pidgin that has expandedyemeration and
structurally developed via nativization (native speakers of the pidgin), however the boundaries of
Creoles, their emergence, and difference from expanded pidgins is a topic of debate in the contact
language literature (See Mufwene, 2007,800
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Supalla defines | S as fAa contact | anguage
meet and c¢ommu nidcuwgestOthal IR Bl gaegulay meetiags of the WFD
is a fstandardized variety of pidgin languagé. 2). The recent WFD survey report
mentioned above makes a distinctlmetweenwo types of IS communication (Mesch, 2010).
The first is an informal attoc signing method between people who do not necessarily know
each @&ltshThersécend is a conventionalized form of IS by groups of signers. In this
study | focus on the latter type, and even more specifiaalgroup communications that are
in theform of presentations seen at global deaf conferences and meetings.

Discourse context cannot be neglected discussion about IS contact. Meanings are
always produced and understood within subjective contxts usage evenidangacker,
1987 Janzen2014, among many oth@rs'hereforefor this research, boundaries are drawn
arounda specificdiscourse genre of |]Rlescribedand tested. The type of IS that will be
examined in this dissertation expository 1S which is used founi-directional addres by
presenters and interpreters at global deaf conferences and meetings where large and small
groups of mixedsL users convendll references to IS forthwith refer to this contact variety
of international contact signing.

This study establishes the working definition of IS as contact language beatween
than two different SL users that occus in the form of expository, formal discourses.
Expository IS is created by deaf presenters and interpreters who are tasked vetimgead
mixed, SL system to a diverse $king audience rather than communicating with an
established NSL.

1.3The emergence of I8ontactand contexts of modern IS usage

Circumstancesthat are cultural, socialhistorical, political and economic create
separate, somewhat isolated populations of deaf paofhiedistinct communities and native
SLs Despite a history of contact between sign languages in Europe and other developing
continents and countries by way of colonialism, and civic, religious, amchgdnal missions
(Quinto-Pozos 2007; Brentari 2010), the languages used by deaf people in their local
communities are mutuallynintelligible to each othefThis is true even when the national
written and spoken language is shared, as is English ftwthdifferent countries where one
observeASL or BSL (Kyle and Wol| 1988 Deuchar, 1984).

Crossl i ngui stic contact i S part of the histoc
economies (Muf wene, 2 091l 8ajenot immuhe taltkesefpcessesmmu ni t i e
Contact continues to occur more frequently over the past half centurysgieepolitical and

technological advancelsenefitting deaf communitiesOne of the earliestiocumentedSL
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contact systemwasa variety of North American Native Indian sign langudgserved as an
inter-tribal lingua franca for indigenous speakers of varied native spoken languages in the
18001900s, before English replaced this contact signing system (Davis, 2005, 2007).
Additional evidence of deaf people in civic lif&0years ago points to the existence of some
form of Auniversab signing, aSL contact phenomenon between native users of diff@kat
(Moody, 2002.

One such example comes from reports of banquets held iy Peance in the 19th
century at the Institute Nationale des Jeunes Sourds (INJS) pertaining to the education of de:
persons (Moody2002 . Reportedly at t he sangudgepegnitedt s ,
Reports, minutes, correspondence, memoranaayihing is read in this language which deaf
people from al/l parts of the world unders
trans. in Moody, 2002; p. 10).

Since Berthierds ti me, mu c h  moSL=of thes k1
world. Assumptions about the phenomena of clogguistic contact signing noted above,
particularly that they are easily understood, hgeeto be fully investigatedt is unknown
whether and to what exteattendees at theserzpiets understood one anothdost of the
finternationab contact in those years was between Europeans and North Americans and thei
colonies, which means there were some regular communications and perhaps a more stab
fi t r acahemanication sysm through these connectiorsvidently, enough content was
conveyed in order for exchange of ideas regarding methods for the education of Deaf peoplc
in those participating nations. These exchanges contributed to the foundational history of dea
peopl eds educat i oduring the |&ai18tb gne eadyrl@h centuges Udhe,
1985) and asociqolitical organizing effort of deaf people in different countries (Moody,
2002, 2007).

Any contact variety offinternationab signing observedin the mid1800s has
undoubtedly undergee much changduringthe past 160 yeardt is known that &nguages
undergogradualchange over time and with natural evolutiand changes occur through
competition, selection, and ecolo@yiufwene 20®). Regularly usedrade contact varieties
maintain he most robust element$ the languages irtontact, and are less susceptibléhi
morphasyntactic breakdown that @@mpanies contact (Mufwene, 2Q00%While Mufwene
describes the nature of spoken language evolution in lightraafe colonization and
educational missions to neffestern countriessporadic contact between different SL users
for educational exchange created opportunitiesSbs to interact and create structurally

reduced language varietiek. is unlikely that expository IS used in cenénces today
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resemble those early SL contact pidgins, yet without historical linguistttdence, it is
difficult to claim these are the sarfvariety. 0
Most of the international sign language contact opportunities that continued into the
20th and 21st enturies only recently included host locations owtsitlirope or North
American. The first Asianbased international deaf event took place in 1991 aWR®
Congress in Tokyo, Japa®ther norREuro-American venues were chosen for events such as
the 1989 Deaf Olympic Games in New Zealand, the 1999 WEDngress,and 2005
Deaflympcs in Australiathe 2006 Theoretical Issues in Sign Language Research (TISLR) in
Brazil, the 2009 Taiwan Deaflympics, and the 2011 WFD Congress in South Africa.
Thereforet he picture of what people are referring
much what | asert to be d@moving targeb. Explanation of how it works and the level at
which it works needs much more evideti@sed description.
An important factor inflencing the wayS emergeselates tahe frequency and scope
of language contact between usefsdifferent SLs Regular, consistent crofisguistic
signing contact has taken place since the creation of the Committee International des Sports
des Sourds (ISS) in 1924. CISS is the organization that hosts major international sporting
competitions for deaf people from as many as 77 countries, notably the Summer and Winter
Deaflympics. The Summer and Winter Deaflympics take place 2 years apart from each other
every 4 years respectively and are sanctioned by the International Olympic Committee (I0C)
and World Deaf Championships for thousands of athletes, officials, volunteers and spectators.
One of the primary contexts where IS is used is through the @fdie WFD. The
WED was originally established in 1951 in Rome, lItaly at the first World Congress, under the
auspices of the ltalian Deaf Association and with the later support of the European Nation
States. The WFD continues to serve its mission as trnational nofgovernmental
organization representing approximately 70 million Deaf peomddwide. The WFD has
maintained ongoing consultative liaison work witle United Nations Educational, Scientific
and Cultural Organization(UNESCQ, the United Nations, and the World Health
Organization (WHO) since 1958. Civic activity has spanned national borders for more than 50
years, stemming from the work of the WFD, which is culyebased in Helsinki, Finland.
WEFD regional developmemitiatives have hadnajor impact on sign languages in contact, in
an effort towards quality of |ife improvements
Influences on IS and SL contactgeneracome from internationalevelopmentvork

by organizations and itisutions serving daf people.Several leaders active in the

° Data collected from World Federation of the Deaf websitev.wfdeaf.org and Sign Language
Linguistics Society (SLLS) events websitatp://www.slls.eu/index2.php5
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international deaf community of educators, researchers, national deaf associations and th
WFD were educated at Gallaudet UniversiBallaudet University hapositively impacted

the educational and economic upwardbility of deaf Americansit alsocontributesoutreach

work and promotescontact withot her nat i on Jhe universty isglobaltyi z e |
recognizedas the onlyliberal arts collegdounded to servehe higher education of deaf
persond’. Prestige is afforded the university by deaf people from countries that do not have
the same amount of civaccess and economic privilede.one senset stands as a symbol to

deaf people that a historically misunderstood, marginalized groudisdbled people can
achieve civic equality and impact théacal and national communityn another view, the

uni v er sreathin@ isfluehcea iIs sometimes criticized, in social media and on website
blogs. The university has internationabllaborations andnfluencethrough their Center for
International Programs and Services Department, wtiehteadditional opportunities for

deaf people in varied countries to have contact WL users ForeignSL influence on
indigenousSLs from crosscultural educational and civic exchangesas beerpreviously
notedin recent work on SL conta@@uinto-Pozos, 2007; Hoyer, 2007).

Additionally, in 1989 and 2002 two major international Deafs and culture
conference® Deaf Way | and Baf Way [1d took place in Washington, DC in affiliation
with Gallaudet UniversityThere were more than 9,000 attendees from all over the world at
Deaf Way Il in 2002. It is interesting to note that even in the sheyeh8 gap between Deaf
Way | and Deaf Way Jithe number of differerBLs present in the interpreting on stage in the
opening plenary platforms had significantly reduced fasmmany as 13Lsto 3 SLs One
rationaleis the prohibitive cost to provide interpreting services in numerous diff&iesntin
recent years IS has been seen as a potential solution to providing @écedissit
compromised to diverseSL users (ScotGibson & Ojda, 1994.

There are other international conferencelatedto deaf communities an8Ls that
meet regularly. Most of thesely on IS as a lingua francMajor events that have global
impact on deaf people arddeaf History International (DHI), the International Congress on
Education of the Deaf (ICED)TISLR, and the World Association ofigh Language
Interpreters (WASLI)A handful of additional international events areulegy listed on the
WEFD site.Many of the abowaoted events are held in a host country every two to four years,
and contribute to continuous annual international agtiand forums for crosBnguistic

contact.

1% Gallaudet University CIPS url: http://wwgallaudet.edu/cips.html



Chapter 1 Introduction

Activities within major international deatlated events offer opportunities for users
of different worldSLsto come into contact on a regular basis. A review of international deaf
events over the past 8@ars shows this trend of increased global contact opportunity among
deaf leadership. In the-ygar period between 192827 there were two international deaf
events; between 1981 and 1983 there were three; between 2005 and 2007 there were seven;
and betwee 2010 and 2013 there were 10 international deaf events where expository IS (and
ot her forms of contact signing) sTharefored a s
opportunities for SL contact hawguadrupled in the past 20 years with the potental t
increase in the coming decades.

In addition to the venues and events outlined above, the mddgradvances of
video technology and other infrastructural developments increase global contaeerbet
vari ed nat iTisncenfinues totinfluere thes opportunities for contact between
usersof differentSLs Web-based video repositories such as YouTube and DeafRead, among
several other online sites based in different countries stream ongoing Internet meke for
exchange of ideas and informatiom 2009 an innovative website came online that offers a
news journal and international deaf news programs and repostimgf; the creatorpromote
as fAbroadcast al ®signo The sité, svivweH3.org, thasogained pdgrity in
recent yearsind is promoted at major international Deaf conferences, where the media staff
film and create othocation news storief publication on the websit®eaf people with an
Internet connection need not travel to meet and interadt otiher deaf people from a
different SL background thanks to Welbasedcommunication through Skype and other
Internetprotocol video conferencing.

Global interaction between users of varids is on the rise in the past two decades
with expanded contagtith more than Euro@a and North American signesss a result IS is
emerging as a de facto lingua franca in cilosguistic communicatio between different NSL
users.This study considers sonw the ways that sign languages create meaning, and in
particular if some meaningiaking mechanisms convey information IS to different NSL
signers.The focus is on fulltexical signs (whether borrowed or lexicalized by the users),
partly-lexical depicting signs, and néexical signs (gestures and enactmentslowing
Johnston and Schembiri (2010).
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1.4 Backgroundto the Problem

1.4.11mpetus tothe inquiry

The impetus for this study stems from tanda-half decades of contact and work
within the Deaf community aen ASL-English Interpreter. It has afforded mpportunities to
interact with linguistically and culturally diverse deaf people in my rauiiural home city
of Boston, at internation@onferences and internationaal sporting events, as well as when
| visited, worked, or lived in several foreigneaf communities for periods of time.
Experiences communicating witleaf people who use a differe®t. from ASL occurred on
many occasions. Through these, | had opportunities to act alone or with deaf colleague:
providing fAvisual -@)eas it was adled initha late 1980s arnd iearly
1990s in the North Eastern United States. This mixture of mime, ASL, and what is considered
Afa gestur al approacho was suggested for
different SL, were immigrants tohe U.S., or were raisad the U.S. but used homebased
signing system.

Trained deaf interpretessho are nationallyjualifiediCer t i f i ed Dé&'af I
currently do much of this coelmixing work in many states in the USonversations with
colleagues indicate shared intuitions and assumptions, which may or may not be correct
about gesture and universals Sifs as key elements for communicating with other signers
from different SL backgrounds Numerous experiences have wimo me that effective
communication in these cases is not guaranteed and when it appears to be effective, it i
difficult to describe or explain.

While completing my Masterods degree in
| was intrigued by the intecdion of cultural frame on communication, particularly in my
daily work as an interpreter. How interpreters represent dimaepeople in multicultural
communities of the US and in international events has been a driving cuniosity iegular
practiceand is arunderlying theme of this study.

Personal experience as a professional interpreter, including recent work providing 1S

interpreting, prompts continuing questions. As a conscientious practitioner and educator, | arr

1 The US Registry for Interpreters for the Deaf (RE¥ndard Practice Papers: Use of a Certified
Deaf InterpretersWebsite Accessed March, 11, 2011. URL:
http://www.rid.org/UserFiles/File/pdfs/Standard_Practice_Papers/CDISPP.pdf
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concerned with the effectiveres of my own and othersdé interpret:
deaf peoplebdbs quality of i fe, socially, econ
responsibility to interpreting, and there is merit in regularly questioning whether our target
interpretations are understood.

Interpreted IS is not, however the main subject of this investigation, although it is
informed by findings.There are potential differences in comprehension of IS created by
interpreters (interpreted 1S) from a source languagapared to IS created by deaf signers
(signed 1S), agosited by Rosenstock (2004}loser look at this warrants a valuabyet
slightly different study.Interpreters have adopted many of the signs and manner of
communicating frominternationally activedeaf individuals; thereforeit makes sense to
assess how deaf people usetéScommunicate with audiences of different SL usersa
paper presented at the 2007 World Association of Sign Language Interpreter conference,
Moody stated, Al él et us] Dea& paple anfl belompeto t hat |
Deaf peoplé ( Mo o d yThi® disBertgtion is focused ahe way deaf indiduals
communicate witHS, avoiding the additional processing layer that interpretation adds to the
final target message created in ISokely (199D) has described the complex cognitive
processes that are involved in taking a source language messagadarihg it into a target
SL interpretation, which presents a complicating element to the already complex cognitive
demands of communicating int language codmixing system.A direct IS output from
deaf expository IS usergs of interest, and findingkere will likely inform the target IS

construction decisions by interpreters.

1.4.2 Contact Language and Language Rights

The history of global SL contact juxtaposes economic disparity, which is the reality
for deaf people in varied communities around the world. Deaf citizens experience disparity in
access to educational and economic opportunities, which is directly imfmctad success
or lack of national recognition of their natively occurring languages and provision of services
in those languages. Additionally, there are national discrepancies in government state wealth
that also influence the extent of services to detidens and any outreach efforts to those
citizens or others ineighboringcommunities.

Wealthy nations have always had an impact on the spoken languages of colonized and
trade countries for hundreds of years (Mufwene, 2008). Languages are impooieghthr
contact between groups of people, some of whom have money, social and political
institutions, and large numbers of users. It is also widely known that English is a global

lingua franca(Crystal, 2003). English has an effect on deaf communities as twelligh
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regular contact with speakers and the importation of English to international deaf
communities (KelletBidoli, & Ochse, 2008 In terms ofSLs most of the contact has arisen
out of the sharing of educational methods and religious missionsoinencountry to another
(Woll, SuttonSpence & Elton, 2001). French Sign Language (LSF) has had a profound
influence on sign languages in North America and Europe, particularly RG&ssian Sign
Language RSL), and tishSL (p.30). ASL ad BSL have impactedLs in several African
countries (Lule & Wallin, 2010).

The widespread influence BISLssuch as BSL andSL is seen in contact situations
that employ IS. Woll (1990) showed BSL prominence in the IS lexicon at one international
venue. LE and other EuropanSLsinfluenced the original committemreated dictionary of
Gestuno(the first attempt at capturing an international communication system of signs).
Furthermore, ASL lexicon has been part of the instruction of IS training courses in Australia
and Hongong'%,

During the past 15 years, IS impacted Albanian Sign Language as a result of contact
withISusi ng outsiders as the countryds pol i
(Hoyer 2007). Efforts continue towards the documentation, protection, and remogfit
natively occurringSLsi n many countries, and towards d
access by way of their NSL Meanwhile, there exists an emerging IS contact system which is
used, ironically, in the international discourse on deaf pedsonsini que | angu
Granted by the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Disabled People (UNCRPD),
Deaf people have rights toNSLt hat i s part of their countr
religious heritage (WFD, 2014).

1.4.31S Training and Research Gaps

As a resultof compounding factors and opportunities for crsguistic SL contact
during the past 25 yearshere is mcreasedinterestin IS among members of Deaf
communitiesand ademand fol e ar ni n g h.oSvhag garneved iacredsed aftention
by deaf people and interpreters alike across the world and as a result, individuals anc
organizations offer ad hoc or formal short courses or training sessit81s.in

Woll (1990) was first to note that these offgignare made without sufficient research

foundations. In 2014, there is still no corpamsed dictionary or empirically described

2|5 intensives, Melbourne, Australia, 2011 and personal communication with Jenny Lam, UHK.

31n recent years | have personally attended or have been asked to assist with provision of IS training,
some of which | provided with a deaf colleague in Octpp@t3 for ASLIA Victoria, Melbourne.

Some early observations from this research were given.
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conventional linguistic system to inform curricula for IS training efforts. Yet training and
provision of IS interpreting andllecturing material continue¥he presence of IS alongside
NSLs also raisessome controversy around the provision dfanguage a c loyesigrs
language interpreters.

The WASLI boardhas recently assigned a task group to consider qualification and
screaing of IS interpreters, due to requests for this type of contact language interpretation.
There remains an ongoing need to assess empirically what constitutes effective interpretation
from and into a mixed sign language contact variety. As previouslyionedt boundaries

around what is meant by IS are needed throughout public discourse and resdassiors

1.4.41S interpreting and creating understandable targetmessages

ProfessionaSL interpreting associations and policies about provision of interpreting
have also developed exponentially since initial foundations of the profession emerged in the
middle of the 20th century in North America, Western Europe, and Australia (WASLI,
www.wasl.org). Interpreters who work in international settings and interface with deaf
leaders from distincBL communities continue to incorporate contact strategies used by deaf
people in these settings, with exposittByfiguring more prominently every yeatowever,
providing interpretation via an unstable contact language has not been without controversy.

The first attempts to provide IS interpreting at international conferences in 1977 and
1979 were met with much criticism, due to excessive pantominuiticars or otherwise
robotic interpreter performances (Se@ibson & Ojala, 1994). In the following decade, IS
interpretation still garnered controversy as a dogblged sword in the provision of cest
effective language access for participants who coatdafford to bring their own interpreters.

A debate centered on linguistic access for deaf people with no NSL interpreters. Concern
arose about potentially undermining indigen@lss by providing IS contact signing. These
value conflicts and some contergy around linguistic access continue into present day.

Opinions over the past several years by SL linguists contend that there are limitations
to communicating academic or scientific information in Eh contact system. The
Amsterdam Manifestaraised concerns about accessibility to full conference content
(Rathmann et al., 2000). The document makes recommendations for reliance on full NSLs in
academic forums, typically the host country SL and any other SL that is highly represented in
conference atindees. The recommendations are aimed at academic and scientific
communities, and not necessarily for sporting and cultural events such as Deaflympics and
Deaf Way. Nonetheless, IS interpreting and expectations that presenters use IS has continued.

Notally, at the 2013 London TISLR conference, the decision was made to forgo the provision
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of IS interpreting and offer conference interpreting in only fully conventional languages:
BSL, English, andASL. This decision may be the first indication of a shifthimking about
linguistic access at international deaf conferences and the consideration of this ack®ss via
In any case, speculation and conjecture about IS as a contact strategy merits careft
evaluation of it for linguistic access. Welsearchedecommendations about contexts for
usage are needed. This research takes a closer look at factors for IS comprehension al

addresses implications for IS usage.

1.5 Problem Statement and Significance

Expositorygenre IS is recruited regularlyat internaibnal deaf conferences and
functions as an auxiliary, second language for participants when their NSL is not one of the
official conference language&n unanswered question pertains to the quality of information
conveyed by expository IS.Given the UN Cavention on the Rights of People with
Disabilities (CRPD), which grants the rig
I mportant to examine differences between
NSL. Although it is shown that somaudience members may not understand it very well
(Rosenstock, 2004), the provision of IS interpreting continues at international events and
conference policies continue t o i nclude
Consequently, the effectivenessl®fcontact signing is often assumed yet it remains untested.
It would be beneficial to ascertain what levels of language are operating for those attendee
relying on it and the potential for their gleaning information from formal presentations.

Very little known about IS and factors for its comprehension iarfiths not been
critically compared toNSLs Training programs are offered with very little research
underpinningsnainly due to the limited study of the IS phenomerfoglear definition of IS
is also lacking in the literaturé\ study of expositorylS in comparison to NSLs arttiat
which assesses factors for comprehension offers insights for potentially more effective IS.
This research looks at several NSL patternSirahd whether they are understood by diverse
IS audience membed not only by geographic and linguistic background. It examines
sociolinguistic factors of IS comprehension and offers a richer description of what
information is understood from IS by vatieaudiencesNew empirical information will
inform international conference language policies, resdaaskd training efforts, and IS

interpreting and usage where irécruitedfor communication access.

1t



Chapter 1 Introduction

1.6 Research Questions

The primary aim of this stly is to investigate the communicative effectiveness of IS
by focusing on its comprehensibiligcross a variety of signerdt addresses the following

research questiorad theirelated suljueries

1) To what extent is expository mprehensible, and for whom?
a) To what extent are global and detailed messages in IS understood?
b) How does comprehension of IS compare to comprehension of NSLs?
c) Do audience demographiptay a role inS lecture comprehensién
2) What is the distribution of linguistic elemenis the IS lexicon and does this affect
comprehension?
a) Does increasedomprehensiorof IS correlate with increased use of lexical signs
sourced from a NSL (e.g. ASL)?
b) Do depiction and gesture influence intgiiility of expository 1S?
3) How effective islS for universal access to lectures?

Answering these questions above baimg new insightson an issue that continues to
confound nany international stakeholdeds deaf leadersand interpreter® who work to
uphold the advancement of the rights of deaf people.

1.7 Structure of the Dissertation

This chaptehasintroduced the reader to tipertinentissues oiS, offering contextual
background to thehenomenorand outlining unanswered @stions that drive this studyln
the next chaptenelevantliterature is reviewed to sifle the current investigatiolsome
insights are given from a handful of prior studied®@and a few public resourcdsat inform
IS lexicon and usePRarticular guidance igiven by selected works in the areas of language
contact phenomenon and assemst® of language comprehensiod specifically
comprehension dbL lectures.

At the outset of this research projeict April 2011,1 surveyed colleagues who work
regularly atinternational venues providing IS interpretifiesponses tthe survey inChapter
2, .3.70fferap r a c t i understandimgbfsthe efficaof IS, given the high profile role
of interpreting in IS usage contexts.

A discussion is undertaken in Chapg&about language contact phenomena as they

pertain to expository ISContact pidginsgcode mixing and interlanguagare related concepts
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addressed in the section ab&lisin contact in chapter twd\ttention is given to gesture and
linguistic elements in the review of pritB work in Chapter 2 and theoretical considerations
arelaid out in Chapter 3.

In addition,in Chapter 3, | discussieaningconstructionin NSLs and some features
that appear tte sharel across some dftudiedSLs The framework establishes a backdrop
to Lexical items, depictionand gestures atdeey elements in this researchn overview of
methodology is given in Chaptdr, which introduces thenixed methodsapproach to the
research questions. A lexicatudyof a smdl corpus of expository IS is reportéa Chapter 5,
which quantifiably describes thexicon of IS.The amount ofdlly-lexical, partlylexical and
nontlexical sign distribution in ISs reportedin order to make some comparisonS\isLs.
Identified lexical, depicting, and gestural elements from the first study are applied in the
second study on IS comprension outlined in Chapter 6Linguistic factors and
sociolinguistic factors that impact cenehension of expositorks are presented with some
discussion in the results of Chapter 6. Further discussion and a summary of findings are
outlined in Chapter 7, with implications and conclusions drawn from the findings in both
studies.

There is much to be learned about cognition and language in the-sfsiel mode
exemplified in thislS communication systenThis contact strategy is employed in modern
day settings where deaf people from distinctly differ8ht communities gather fothe
exchange of information and ideas. An overarching question remains regarding the
communicative effectiveness of .ISThis is the first study to examine the gap in
communication betweel® and what is communicated in a NSL.

This research makes a uniguentribution to what is known about IS comprehension
and a description afigns and semiotic forms used by deaf IS lecture preselitatsntifies
frequent sign forms through a corplb@sed approach, reportiridh0 high-frequencysigns
used in expository IS by deaf presenters who originate from 10 countries #iemss
continentslt is also the first study undertaken which answprestionsabout the amount of
lexicon, depicting signs, and gesture appearing in presentation ISeatsd how these
elements impact the effectiveness of IS discourdesis the first study to assess
comprehension of IS created by deaf presenters as opposed to target IS texts created |
interpreters Earlier work on interpreted IS and comprehension suised in Chapter 2
(Rosenstock, 2004). This researektendsthe Rosenstock stulfyof interpreted ISby

“Throughout this dissertation | will refer to
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describing ISused by deaf presenteend by using multiple approaches tassessing

comprehension.
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Chapter 2 A review of the literature

2.1 PreviousResearch: International Sign

An inquiry into comprehension of expository IS requires a review of prior résearc
i nto what o tarid ethes typéseot Sh coiithcSphenomenThis chapter begins
with an overview of what prior studies indicate about IS, situates it in terms of language
contact & particularly SLs in contact 8 and presents additional findings about
comprehension of signed lecture discourse. The latter is aimed at grounding the assessment
IS comprehension in approaches used to measure discourse comprelfemgbnition of
(expository)IS for this study wa established in182

There is general agreement that IS is not a Deaf community SL as ordinarily
understood (one that is established with native usér& not a conventional languagest a
formal presentation genre of it is observed at internatideaf eventsln thesesetting it
functions as a contact language with sofaem-meaningconventiors. The degree of
effectiveness that an IS communication system achieves remains elusive. Whether one refel
to it as a #fl anguageanadvanagee er texpandes contdcBpRigin
(Supalla& Webb, 1995; Woll, 1990), or a lingua franca (Rosenstock, 20igl)customary
usein global social and political contexts suggestat IS is a viable form of semiotic
behavior among some Deaf people. Requests for IS interpreters have increased in recel
years in Europe (Nardi, 2008), although interpreters have been asked to pmvides into
IS for communication access since7YYScottGibson & Ojda, 1994). The European Union
of the Deaf (EUD) provides an official disclaimer on its weli3itegardingthe use ofS as
an auxiliary language for audiences of diverse SL backgrowtif®ugh it is used daily in
many of their actiities. The EUD emphasizes the priority of the rights of deaf people to have
communi cation access i nsignlmuage (EUD aveébsite)n Bhey o |
regard IS as an imperfect solution, arising out of a need for a common lingua franca amonc
deaf persons in international contact.

Meaning is a central theme in this research and recurs in the IS literature. However
meaningconveyancen IS has not been examined closelyterpreters workingn IS are
challenged to achieve true semantic equivalence in their target interpretgittensthe
l'i mitationsxiacfall $36d ifnited and partia&ly
Napier, 200250). At the same timdecause some common features 818 are observed in

IS it is suggestedthat these aid in comprehension by varied signers in an audience.

> URL (last accessed July 21, 201#itp://www.eud.eu/International_Sign_Disclaime206.html
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Interpreters are described as using a free approach to creating target IS (Locker McKee &

Napier, 2002) andusing their understanding of SLs, intespr er s produce fdpared
messages in a recognizable way to deaf audience members, who in turn rely on their life
experiences and world knowledge to comprehend conveyed inform@&@amitGibson &

Ojala, 1994). Common features of differeédits and adjustment techniques of IS interpreters

(and perhapsdeaf IS presenters) have yet to be connectedmymroved IS discourse
comprehensionWithout knowledge of linguistic (and other sociolinguistic) factors for

improved IS comprehension, training atwhtinued provision of IS for communication access

run the risk of being less effective than desired.

Jordan and Battison (1976) were one of the earliest sign langeagarchers to
question the londpeld assumption th&Ls are universal and that signers from all corradrs
theglobe have little to no difficulty understanding each other. THargyt years later there is
a relative dearth of works aign languages in contaahd resulting phenomena to prove or
disprove this assumptiomi t h r espect to some form of O&6intern

A combination of factors likely impastthe intelligibility of an internationalSL
contact strategy, and several areas of inquiry establishgrimendwork for the current
investigation. It is important to situate the research within an understandBig adntact
phenomena, and also within the context of sign language descriptions. Because the genre of
IS in this projectis defined by its usagsettingd expository presentation discourge a
discussion about comprehension &L lectures and measurements of discourse
comprehension is also presented. This genre of presentation IS is often associated with the
provision of sign language interpretirfgs noted in the introductory chapter), and a few
studies of interpreted IS comprise the small collection of works on the topic.

Existing literature on IS offers insights from a limited collection of published works.

There are several mentions of the phenomenon in SL research, but only a handful of
published papers and one thesis are devoted to the topic from different theonetical o
analytical frameworks. Empirical research on IS is lacking and varied settings of
international sign contact are not clearly delineated.

Prior studies describe interpreting into ar
report on linguistic characters t i ¢s of deaf peopl ebs use of S
using terms such asinternational signs ( Bat t i son & Jordan, 1976)
gestureso (Moody, 1987) , a n éMckied & Napier,r2@2R).i o n a | Si
Terminology forlS and cross SL contact is quite varied, with the emergence of the name
Al nternational Signd as an entity arising to

sometime during the early 1990s. Reeropeant | y t her
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sign ¥ to distinguish a contact variety of IS that is influenced by Eurogéanwhich may
be different than an IS contact system used in the-Ra@fic region (Mori, 2011).

Moody (2002) provides an excellent historical account of IS with observations abou
l i ngui stic materi al from a practitionerd
observations and not empirical data analysis. Other papers and publications by the sam
author outline communicating (and ifincthearrpard
(Moody, 1987 1994). These works refer to the predominantly gestural resources that deaf
people employ when they do not share a comi@bras well as point to the variation in
lexicon contributed to the mix depending on the participants. eHove r Ai nter
gesturingo as it h podrayédeastly faceta-fade eahtact rathet thae  p
an auxiliary system for communicating meeting information, given a limited ability to
communicate fully and efficiently (Moody, 1987).

Someof the earliest reports of the controversy around IS interpreting and linguistic
access is made in Sc@ibsonandOjala (1994) and again recently in Moody (2007), who
guestioned the systemds abAs&iedulyModdpadvacates a s
for the promdion of NSLs. In the late 1980nterpreters were first recruited to work into IS
and reportedl y, AdT htohsaet watt cfhelntg liinkdei cwaatec h
rat her t han a s e Gibss & Ojda, 1994: &6tL)u Prersstudies 6fI o t |
describe interpreted forms of it or strategies interpreters use when working with it. Deaf
people in cros$inguistic contact are very much centtalthe phenomena of 1®utthere are

a fewstudies devoted to deaf people using IS as a contact strategy.

2.1.1 International contact and IS: naming the phenomena

Early research into international (spontaneous) contact between SL users who do no
share a common language is described in Batasoldordan (1976and JordamndBattison
(1976).They queried the notion of sign language universality and efforteeoyVFDin the
creation of theGestunosi gn gl ossary, claiming it con.
themselves believe in the uensality of sign language or at least in its poteatial( Bat t i s
Jordan 1976:53)The researchers interviewed informants, made observations, and video
recorded unstructured conversations between North American and foreign signers
investigate these befs. They r eport i nterview responses

other SL userssuch as

'®1n personal email discussion with Dr. Bencie Woll about terminology, she reports observations of
this alternate name byepple discussing IS in Europe in recent months; July, 2014.
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An ltalian and a Pole who have both trded widely were in a casual conversation
with five Americans. They made no attempt to imitate or use American signs; they
stated flatly that they did not understand American signs; and they relied the entire
time on an American who was skilled in usingernational signsand signs from

various European countrizgs ( B a& Jbrdas, d9v6:58\My emphasis in bolgl

This is one of the first references to Aint
time of the creation ahe Gestunasign glossary ¥ the WFD.SupallaandWebb (1995) cite
the first and second editions of this sign list (WFD, 1852965) before the release of the
expanded publishe@estunoglossary by the British Deaf Association and the Unification of
Signs Committee of the WFD (BDA1975). (The Gestunoglossary is no longer in print.)
Supallaand Webb (1995)al so ref er to Al nternational Si gn.
reviewing historical contact between deaf users of difféédstas early as 1924. They define
I S as a Atype of signing used when deaf signer
language boundaries. Deaf individuals use International Sign primarily in international
settings to become acquainted with each other and to communicate abosibhffancern to
them. o) (p. 334

The report by JordaandBattison (1976) suggestsnaiveview by somesigners who
interact with different SL usemand characterizforeigns i gns as Ai nternational
authors reporti l n  t he course of introducing a Dane t
i ntroducer used a few Danish signs. One of 't he
International Sign.anguaged (p. 60).

While the authors are referring North American deaf pgol e 6s | ack of trav
crosslinguistic experience compared to European deaf people, it is evidence of a lack of
consistency in naming and describing international SL contact in public discourse (past and
presaét) and in published materialThe book, International Sign,published in Korea
(DeafPlus, 2012)ijsts many lexical forms that are ASL citatiforms, which agairsuggests
aview thatany i o t Haeeigwsigns (not fromfimyo SL) might qualify asii nt er nat i onal
s i g n IShag people refer to, ppears to ba catchallphrase to denote distinctly different
SL users in contact with one anothéthe terminology is problematic for empirical
description of a variety of complex contgttenomena thahight occurbetweendistinct SL
uses. These complexities are further outlined in the rextsections.

The quotes above imply that skill in communicating with different SL users requires
knowl edge of a collection of certain undescr.i

different (Eurogan) SLs. For this reasgnadditional study on semiotic forms in contact
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settings where varied IS types are used will tevsome clarity on the issu&he next
section reviews studies on international contact signing between deaf people that may or ma
not refer to the phenomenon @S.0 These often pertain tmore thantwo different SL users
in the contact mix, yet in a few studies the dataeorted from pairs of signer€ontact

effects between signed and spoken lags are discussed lategia.2

2.1.2 Studieson international contact signing use by deaf people

Published worksn deaf people in international contact comes from Moody (1979
2002), Woll (1990), Woll (1995), AllsopWoll and Brauti (1994, and Supallaand Webb,
(1995).Moodyref er s to fAsome fof.hi mfudemtfeomadat oh
(2002: 57). It is unlikely that all of these forms are best described by the singulat tefg0
given variation in settings and languages in contact over those years. Hoeexgorsthat
contact between deaf people from different SL origins has indeed been occurring for many
decades.

In earlier work, Moody (1979; citedby Woll, 1990) suggestedthree kinds of
communicative phenomena operate in the contact settings betlgaémpeople. These are
Ami metdns ai i nvent e dd nprcs treatiorssirothe temporary context, and a
coll ection of Ainternati onal Sieocs dtherwses 0
understood forms given context or explanation (p.110sin g Mo acategariss\Woll
(1990) investigated the lexicon and grammar of contact phenomena occurring between eigh
international deaf researchers at a British workshop, in order to answer questions about whe
happens when a number of deaf people witfetbht SLs come into contact. She repeuit
percentage similarities between signs from five diffeBird’’ represered by attendees at the
workshopd BSL, ASL, DSL, SSL, and ISLComparisons were reported on 200 sign items
that shared 2 out of Barametersbut actual signs usday all attendees the contact setting
were not comparedWoll analyzed the way BSL users communicated in the contact setting
and reported on the sign types they uselde classifiedvhethersigns the BSL signers
employedwere from their own lexicon or whether they altered them to a mimetic form or
replaced them with an i nt er(19#)}suggestad contpet s t |
phenomena types. She did folgsc at egor y o f i bubincladedtherd inhgre s t
category of fi nmanly begause d was difficgitessparate fermsothat had

beemipr evi ously accepted international sign:

“"The figures reported are taken from the auth
several different SLs.
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Woll notedthat the BSL signers continued to use many of their own BShdan
international crostinguistic communicatior® between 68B0% of sighd yetthey alteed
their communicatn by using 611% mime, and 121% of what islabelediii nt er nat i onal
g e st (ph)eSkeddd not, howeverreport on the lexical signs used ttne other SL users at
t he r esear cheWdlsuggessrthe xical phpicesita lie much more varied than
what Moody pose in his characterization of types. She points out frequent strategies in the
data where the BSL signer employs duplicatiathwdlifferent lexical sign variations of BSL
and/or with differenSLs as well as with gestures. In fashe notes that in the approximately
20% of instances where a BSL sigrreplaced with an altered sign mime or international
gestured half of them occurred paired with tBSL sign as well.

Woll alsoreports on some of the grammatical features appearing in the international
contact between the workshop attendees who use any @if/¢hdifferent SLs represented.
She provides examplesf o Aiguite complexo grammati cal str
referents in space, directional verbs, modification of signs for aspect, and morphological
changes to verb forms by reduplication, incorporating negation, use of classifiers, and non
manual maring of questions, negation, and rhetorical questions (Woll 1990:7). The only time
the author refers to the phenomena as IS is in the conclusions of the paper in quotation marks.
Shepredictsfilbnt er nat i onal S ifagmmalizedasaayrandatiocnoarie Imeorrgeu a g e o
(p-13).

In the nextfew studieson IS, the &bel begins to be establishd8. is referredto as
sign language contactvhether between a deaf presenter to a large multilingual deaf audience
(Supalla & Webb, 1995) or between individsagners who do not share a SL (Allsepal.,
199). In 1994 and 1995 a handful of research papers on IS were written, which describe a
limited lexicon (Allsop et al., 199, negation in IS (Webb & Supalla, 1994; Woll, 1995), and
grammatical material in I1produced by deaf people (Allsop et d994 Supalla& Webb,
1995; Wdl, 1995); each of which will be discussed below.

In addition to reporting borrowed and invented signs (noted abdVel), (1995)
shows evidence of | S a se usenf maraal pegatiah éndhe fineld gi n o g
position of the sententebeing negatedThe studycompares BSL negation with IS negation
in a story task between signers who share the SInBSL) and those who do ndthe
authorpredictedthat IS would have moreofms using multiple channels (e.g., a head shake
simultaneously articulated with a manual negation), yet the findingeexlaevidence to the

¥I'n this study | refer to si ofaeridradihot 3e88danceso unl e:
AComposite utteranceso.
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contrary.Non-manual headshakes occurred more often in BSL than in IS, and BSL preferred
nonmanual negatiomo manual signs. Manual negation sigagpeared to be preferred IS
for negating a sentence, typically occurring in the final position, but not alWiang.position

negation sigiwasalso the most prevalent type in fallaandWe b b 6 s d adisaussédl 9 9

below. Woll concludes that IS hathe il e x i c al structure of 3
grammatical complexity and func)rional use
A second report from what authazallediite | nt er nat i odaafronSi g

the same international evé¢tescribe other elements of the projg@lisop et al., 1994)The
researchers interviead deaf signers from different SL origins using IS contact signing in a
story retell task. They mention a compredien assessment frothe retell;however the
retellwasnot explainedand neither the analysis nite resultswerereported. The published
results focus on lexical examplesopting differences in duration of the retellsMany
participantstook longerto retell in ISthan NSL retelling, mainly due to lexical expansion
required for creating reference to objects in the story. The report meotibnsvo lexical
itemsand concludeghat signs in IS are shown to be highly varied, with a few conventions.
Allsop et al.identfya conventi onal I S s i expansivestratefjiegso ma
used to convey concepts such as fAskateboarl
i's what they calll a Astring of par thaaséema s e ¢
to haveno lexical sign.l t i s summari zed that | S contac
but a rich and structured grammar, ybere is not arelaboraibn on how grammatical
relationships operate

Supalla and Webb (1995) claimechgnmaticalcomplexitiesin IS with their research
focusing on expositoryIS presentation®y two deafleadersat an international workshop,
rather than small meetings of diverse SL useBsipalla and Webln s e t h dassifiee r m
structur es i mndwalyzdsentercéds cantaithing tramsitive verliheyreport
that IS shows a degree of inflectional morphology that is similar to verbal inflectidak-in
SLs Inflections in IS, they assert, are agreement devices to mark subject and object
agr ee maeg nhot ofly movement between spatial loci, but also using eye gaze and
reference shifting for mar'k(Bupala&Webhid98p gr
340). The authorscharacterizelS as a linguistic systemexhibiting rulegoverned
grammatical structures, rather than a simple pidgin with features of-kngarstic system of

expanded gestures or pantomirie. this assertionhey argue that IS employs (SVO) word

“Inthis current study referential role shifts
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order, with regular instances giro-drop andto a lesser extengbjectfronting?®; they note
verb inflectionsand clause negation structuredl of which are described in fuBLs The
negation structures identifiad the lectureoccurred in different plasan the IS sentences
and clausesNegatons in the form of manual signs simultaneouslycalated with a non
manual headshakeere commonbut less prevalensimilar to what Bs been reported for
someSLs Negations most often occurred pssintence or post clausgupalla and Webb
makean agreemenbased analysis of IS utterancegich is one analysis ithe generabL
literature. In this current study, the assumption is that verbs directed at referent locations are
gestural points, following Liddell (1995).hE linguistic analysis of 19y Rosenstock (2004)
presents examples of IS grammatidehturesfrom a cognitive linguistic framealso
following Liddell (1995, 2003). The Rosenstock study is discussed later in this chapter
(82.1.4)and a summary discussion of grammatical and lexiestmptions of IS is found in
§2.1.5.

It is evident from earliewriting that several kinds of linguistic and semiotic material
are relied upon to create meaning between differents@tsuand some patterns emerge that
resemble featuretypically robust inNSLs The distribution of linguistic and neimguistic

material is of interest in this study, as IS attempts to convey meahiregframework

establishecassumes cognitive descriptions Sf andis laid out inChapter 3 A Theor et i cal
Considerath n s 0
2.1.3 ISinterpreting : meaning creation is challenging

There are two published works on IS that

conveying meaning when working either from or into IS discourded\{it, 2010, Locker

McKee & Napier, 2002).De Wit describes the copg strategies that interpreters employ to
mana@ challengeswvhile interpreting from IS monologues. These challenges come from the
need to be familiar with different SL vocabularesdsigner styles, as well as knowledge of
cultural frameshat interlocutors bring from different nationalities. In addition to fluency in
source and target languages, interpreters apply cognitive resources and efforts for both
comprehensio and productionGile, 2009).De Wit presents interpreter strategies from data
recorded of an interpreter working into English from an IS monologue, given by a deaf

presenter.

?° Pro-drop and object fronting refer to utterance types described in some spoken and some SLs that
are alternative to Subjedterb-Object orders. Prdrop occurs where the pronoun is absent (implicitly
realized or anaphoric from discourse context) and tieeance starts with the verb (e.g., GAVE IT).
Object fronting describes utterances that topicalize the object then predicates it as a comment (e.g.
BALL | THROW).
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Some of thdS interpretingstrategies reported ke Wit are omissions, paraphrasing,
additiors (as a type of explanatory expansion), repairs and reformulations, among others.
Many of these strategies are practiced by NSL interprétiggier, 2002) Omissionsrom IS
to target English weréems such asnissing lexical items or phrases which résdlfrom
miscues or insufficient processing time. Paraphrasing, reverse paraphrasing, and addition
were examples given bgle Wit where the target Englisiequired using severahore or
several lessvords andphragsthan in the surface IS text level, in orderelaborate into
English the specific meanirnigtended by thesource IS message. Repairs and reformulations
also were used to restructure the order of discourse elements, or to make a correction about
skewed urrintended target message that re=iftom unrecognized ounconventionakign
forms in the source IS (de Wit, 2010; 10). The challenges of interpreter comprehension of IS
lecture are evident id e  Wobseation that the genre (lecture) doesatioiv interaction
or intervention by the interpreterfor clarifying source messagefurthermore IS
comprehension is challenging givewhat is shown to be the need folatively long
processindime (compared to NSL to English) tonstrue and formuia taget interpretations
from source expository IS.

LockerMcKee and Napier (2002putline types of interpretation strategies and
linguistic strategieemployed by interpreters when workiimgo IS target, which they suggest
should be used with NSL interpreth on f or a mor e Af r e Asowithand
any contact language mixing situation (see discussion below), interlocutors bring their own
SL resources into thmix and therefore, as noted LockécKee and Napierinterpreters
recruit a varigt of NSL type linguistic devices to convey meaning into IS target messages.
Thisisespeci al | y ¢ h athd cegnigve angironment & the targefiaudience is
mediated not by one language, but by many, and the message is not conveyed in any sing
one of theseo (p 32). They report -manwabr i €
grammatical markers for verb aspect and manner, as well as discourse cohesion device:
spatial metaphorgnd anincreased use of ndexical resources. The reasgiven is that the
conventional lexiconin ISi8 i mp o v e echomdvehdt dllsop et al. report (1994).

LockerMcKee and Napier report th# interpreted discourses aaeticulated more
slowly and uselarger signing space than in NSL discoursénterpreted ISemploys
grammaticalfeatures observed in NSL$his includes use of spatial reference, metaphors,
and types ofnflectionsthat NSLs employ for aspect and manner of movementsmastual
sentence markers, use of classifier handshapes (geggsigns below), as well as mimetic
enactmendwhi ch t he aut herhd {(pd@&Waried tarnes ara ssedfim tlel e
SL literature to describeole shifting (Padden, 1986)constructed actionMetzger, 1995;
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Winston, 1991), constructed digiue (Roy, 1989following Tannen, 1986and perspective
shift (Janzen, 2004), among othdrst i s also reported that 'S i nt e
deal of meaning i nto asMcKee &Napierx200244)l Thisis gns as
givenl S vased lexiconwhichis smaller than what is observed in developed NSLs (Allsop
et al., 199). Interpreters employ some de facto nonce sign creations for the duration of
certain eventsand theymake creative use of gestures to convey meaning (Lddkkee &
Napier, 2002:42.)
LockerMcKee and Napieralso describe several examples where interpreters
established referential loci by turning eye gaze or pointing to real objects in space orgndex
in these ways to imagined objects established in real space. They identify the use of less
specified signs (as opposed to establishiedical signs) for concepts. They report
i nterpreters using fnAentity «c¢l assi famcesrof handsha
objects, the meanings of which they suggest participants are able to infer and understand from
thed«e our se context. A,dadd fitr iedhgafl (empagtrgedii im ahist o mi me 0
study) are productive in interpreter constructed IS discourRsesenstock (2004) (reviewed
below) also reports similar types of meanmgking material in IS that is created by
interpreters.
The two studies on IS interpreter strategies propose that most of the linguistic and
translation decisions that IS interpreteise are similar to those produced by all professionally
qualified interpreters in their aim towards appropriate target interpretations from source while
working with NSLs. Many of these strategies are described in the translation and
interpretation liteature (Batlomiejczyk, 200; Cokely, 1998; Gile, 2009;Metzger, 2005;
Napier, 20@). Interpreting from IS into spoken English requires managing inevitable and
sometimes deliberate omissions, additions, and substitutions, which reqonegrocessing
or i kinaegta@d comprehend, reduce errors, reformulate, and make regaiWit 2010).
Interpreters also employ paraphrasing and use of fillers to create target English messages
from an IS presentation. The approach to interpreting into ISiscals@ r act eri zed as ¥
0 that is, free from linguistic form yet aims to be equivalent in terms of message transfer
(Napier, 20@; LockerMcKee & Napier, 2002). The authors admit they were not looking at
equivalence or whether audiences understandpratied IS, butposit that improvised
linguistic strategies might assist comprehension. They suggest comprehension of interpreted
IS needs empirical study, and this was addressed soon thereafter by Rosenstoan(2004)
this current study
IS interpreéers also make selective reductions of the source text, often omitting

detailed information such as numbers and unfamiliar proper nasngell asomitting things
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t hat are det er mitnteednessage, espetiallybgéven fiimei cbnattaiats and
lexical limitations(LockerMcKee & Napier 2002, p46). Interpreters rely on iconic signs
that are Asimpler in form and capture a r
analytical strategies that are reductions, such as processing dedmggeneralinformation

rather thanspecificinformation. Interpreting between languages is a search for equivalent
meaning rather than detailed wefai-word transfer $eleskovich]1978) and with limitations
created by language to a contact pidgin, equivalent transfer is a challenge. Approaches the
employ fidetaitto-g o adrogessingare strategies availabler transferring a less detailed
messagevhile conveyingmain objectives ahgoal$® (Gish,1987).

LockerMcKee and Napier observe that the literal tendencies to which NSL
interpreters sometimes defgu#ire not typically seen in IS interpreting. This is because
interpreters must actively hone in on message mgaand creatareduced version of main
points that often must forgo details given the constraints of the meWilnile working into
target IS, interpreters make reductions that are visually meaningful to the audience with
material that i s fAldadnd t(dtkyssn)hakegpsametexpankionyto i |
adjust for cultural frames of reference. When working from IS into English, interpreters often
compress these expanded IS sequences into succinct words or pHea¥és Calls these
exampl es pér dpleR@s 3.9.9A larger inventory of lexical items is more
readily available in English than irBLs (Johnston & Schembri, 1999)a widely
acknowledged observatiorThe lack ofsuccinct conventionally specifietexical signs in IS
presents ahallenge to conveying rich and equivalent messages.

It is evident in the two studies on IS interpreter strategies that working between a
spoken language (English) and IS poses unique professional challenges that arise from th
nature of working from andnto a contact language rather than an established NSL.
Interpreters who work from and into IS hold national qualification in at least one NSL; some
have more than one national qualification. In addition to fluency in source and target
languages, interpters apply cognitive resources and efforts for both comprehension and
production (Gile, 2009).The i dea of Afluencyo in a sy
languageisils ui t ed, therefore Acommunicati heee s ki
is no established benchmark feommunicative skillin 1S, although some preliminary
discussions are taking place within different stakeholder circles. This makes research
endeavors such as the present one all the more timélyen these descriptions about

’See Gish (1987) for more information udngout h.
processing source to target language interpretations.
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challenges interpretemmanage tacreatemeaningful messages in I§uestions surrounding
the communicative effectiveness of IS remain unanswered.
Later in 82.3.7|ntuitions from a survey of interpreter practitioners who work with IS

arereported. These offer insighit#to whatIS usersconsider to be relevant to effective IS.

2.14 The Rosenstock study

There is one other study thatestigates interpreted IS dakegwever the approach is
slightly differ ent .rtatiBo(3064) exanrsec@niprehersioncas well a | di ss
as IS linguistic structures. The work is primarily a linguistic analysis of IS created by
conference interpreters Rosenstock alsadministered acomputerized, multipkehoice
comprehension test from selecttyments of ér interpreted IS data to international and US
students at Gallaudet Universityler research is reported from a cognitive linguistic frame
rather than from a translation and interpretstgdies perspectiveThes t u cemphasis is
primarily a description of structures observed time data andit provides a analysisof
l i nguistic el ement s, using Liddellds (2003) w
framework isassumedn this current studyand discussed in Chapter) &he poses thds
functions as a lingua franca, and reports that similar grammatical devices found in natively
occurring SLs are observed in IS target messages constructed by interpreters. These are
depicting and indicating verbs, iconicity and metaphor in lexicon, #sas@umerous spatial
ways of grammatically structuring IS utterancessluding buoys, tokensand gesturdéike
surrogates.She describes the numerical and fingerspelling system and an inventory of
handshapesandreportsthat some [Isigrs are share@daoss different SL familiesas noted
by native users of sever8Ls The description is broad, with examples of several {ifle
features observed in jJ&owever their distributionin IS discourseés not assesseahd details
about IS sign tokens and types are not given.

In a later work Rosenstock (2008) presents examples from 284 dissertation
dataset where interpreters rely on iconic representations in their target ISosis¢hat 1S
structureis iconicdly motivated in lexicon and grammamnd that iconicity and economy
(following Haiman, 198) compete in IS on discourpgagmaticsyntactic, and lexical levels.
Rosenstockds examples of reductions, -omi ssion
making deisions) by interpreters support her argument regarding competing motivations in
I S interpretersé6é constructions, and they refle
on interpret.eYhsed alS gatsr attheigsi ewi t h Hai mands (1

competing motivations of iconicity and economy in grammatical constructions. Interpreters
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construct unfamiliar concepts more transparently (iconic motivation) rather than reduce
familiar conceptsd a more opaque form. The latter is due to economic motivation.

Providing examples fronthe 2004 datasetRosenstockeportsIS constructions by
interpreterghatare simplified semanticallyrelated tathe intendedeferent or arereductions
or superorthate formsfor specific sourcdanguagewords For examplethe sign meaning
[GROUA is usedto imply the sourcéanguagedea,i b us ian@ @ rs @ a n i Sheadiveso n 0
evidence of simplified complex phrase structures and reduced fixed phrases to indicate
economic motivation behind interpreters reduced constructions or omissiosenstock
reports thatS interpretersalsoreduplicate signso express pluralt or intensity of action, as
well as present actions in chronological orderadditionshenotes expansions from English
words into longer phrases in IS, which at timesieoaic demonstrations (surrogate actions)
to visibly show a concept that has established sign inSI(2008:145). (Iconicity in IS is
discussed further ig.2.1)

Haiman (1983) elaborated on comparative expressions of reflexive, wanmsative
constructionsand clauses with indirect and direct objects that wedlectionsor regroupngs
of one another (within thesame language Notably, he demonstrateghat diffeent, yet
synonymousexpressionswhose distinctions are motivatdxy coordinaton reduction will
not be completely synonymoywithin the same language)Therdore, IS expressionsin
their attempt to be equivalent (and synonymous) construatibtiee intended message of a
conventional source language, mayy with successfulllcommunicatinggquivalentcontent

The Rosenstock study (2004) is the only priesearch o IS comprehension to date
assessingcomprehension of interpreted IS recorded at an international conference in the
United States. The findingsindicatethat IS has varying degrees of intelligibility by deaf
audience members, particularly witlifferences in performance measures between -Euro
American participantsand those from nelVestern or North American origins. Theerage
performance on multiptehoice questionacross all participantwas54% with ASL signers
performing on averagaround 74% for interpreted .ISThe study usedecorded videclips
from interpreters rendering conference lectuirg® IS at the international Deaf Way I
conference in 2002 held in Washington, DXIl. of the interpreters in the stimulus IS videos
were sers of either ASL or BSIThere were interesting findings regarding comprehension of
interpreted 1S and directly signed IS, as well as comprehension of ASL as a second language
Further along in this dissertation2(8.5, | discuss the comprehension tegtand results
from the Rosenstock studp more detailas it informs the design of the current project
(outlined in the methodology sections in Chapteg4.4. Mentionedin the introduction, |

will refer to this prior work frequently.
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Rosenstock also as the first to provide quantitative information about IS lexicon
(used by interpreters) and made a congoariofsign forms across 15 differel@Ls There
were interesting findings as well @®melimitations to her study, both of which receive
further attentionin a discussion about IS lexicon in the next secti@1(5. A lexical
analysis icarried outn this current project (Chapter 5) and in order to establfsimework

for the approach applied, the next section fesusn lexicon angrammar of IS.

2.15 Describing the IS lexicon and grammar

International Sign does not have a lexicon in the way that a Sign Language does. For

a signer recounting a narrative in International Sign, choices must constantly be made

about whether touse@ai gn from oneds own Sign Language, 0
Language, or whether to use mime, classifiers, or, in a few cases, a sign recognised as

corventional in International SigfAllsop et al.1994, p. 181).

A British based media productiogign Forwardnotes several andotal opinions
about IS lexicorand gramrar in its introductory DVD. A Deaf user of IS replied when
askedi What i s | nt émanslations and laold enghagisining):

Whether from Australia, Spain, Russia, North or South Araeriteaf people use
International Sign by wusing visual and spati al
own native signs to communicate. Different people are able to match and understand

each otheby taking parts of their own grammar, and their own laguage, as wk

as gesturing or using mimg&hese differenSL users adapt their signing style, use a

onehanded fingerspelling system ariddf a balance using some sighsmore or less

6 that may be similar or different from th@wn nativeSL. International Sign is an

interesting, universal way for deaf peopleound the world to communicate.

(Signforward Ltd, 2009

These observations that IS employs a variety of meanaigng resources (that
languages have at their disposal) are repeatextdnn recery reviewed prior work on IS.
Yet, there is very little known about what exactly is conventienalo ugh t o be fAuni ve
understood (as is posited aboutdShe that in lexicon or grammatickbrms This same
resource(Sign Forwad, 2009 states that IS is not ASL, even when other sources concede
that Western sign languages contribute productively to the lexical items observedTinelS.
guotes abovdlustratethe vagaries ofS. In particular, there does not seem to be any clear
documentation abowhichofio ne 6 s o wn one might esén $S agcnsoceover,

whetherspecific formscontribute to comprehension.
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Historical descriptions ofS lexicon mention an early attempt unify signs used in
international forums in Europe the 1950s (Moody, 2002, p 15)S glossaries are discussed
in 82.1.6 In the published literature, the lexicon of IS is referred to in a few studies, often in
general terms and typically absent offusinformed methodsTo date, there remains a gap
in the literature for quantitative and qualitative descriptionsl®fsign forms used in
international contact acroasvariety ofdiscourse settings.

The not i ois ofterf mefitisnedywitboutlaboration of what constitutes a
lexical item and without clear differentiation of sign types that constitugestream of
utterances in ISSigns listed in an IS glosses propose the idea that there is a small,
standardized IS vocabularidowever in the research reviewed thus,fach lexical material
IS observed in IS contact settindsit it is difficult to know which symbolic forms ifS are
established lexical signs, and which gesturs, enactments, aidepicting types Lexical
items are also described as being borrowed signs from n@tisgWoll, 1990; Locker
McKee & Napier, 2002; Rosenstock, 2008jgns are lexical contributions from the
interlocutors in the setting osigns establishedhrough conventional use or ndigbed
agreement.

Lexical signs in IS are described as simpiifendsmall innumber and are oftethe
most transparentconic signs (Moody, 2002; Allsopt al.,1994; Rosenstock, 2008). Noted
above, Allsop et al. describe the usefisfrings of paralpraseé ( p to 2Xpdndl on ideas
where thee is no equivalent sign in I$ a later study, Rosenstock (2008) asserts that these
types of expansions are not necessarily reflections of a lack of corresponding sign in IS, bu
i ndi cat i on spragnfatic Bhdices suohuas a suspected lack of knowledge of the
topicorthelSmt er preter 6s attempt to bridge cul t

The lexical description of IS includes recent evidence of phonological variation in a
few of the most frequent IS signs seen in informational videos online (Lang, 20a8y
offers the highly frequent sign for DEAF, which exhibits four difésmt phonological
variations inlS. Supallaand Webb (1995)also uncovervaried negation signs their data
two gestures that serve to negate utterantdes,borrowed ASL formy NOT, and an
establishedGestuno negation sign IMPOSSIBLE Variation is thus evidenced in IS but
perhaps for different reasons than in NSawing to thefact thata larger number aéxisting
formsareborrowed in tahe contact situation where IS is used, rather thsua result ointer-
generational usage settings and instave#isin a NSL using community.NSLs typically
exhibit considerablevariationin vocabulary and grammadue to language externafluences
(age, gender, social networks, educatisnch adNorthern vs. Southern dialects of Auslan;

(Johnston & Schembri, 2010) amdue to historicallyshaped,language internaforces
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(lexicalization and grammaticalizatipic.f. grammaticalization in ASLsee Wilcox 2004b;
Janzen & Schaffe002).

Spontaneous international contact signing creates inconsistency and an obvious
challenge to pinpointing a statiestablishedollection of sign forms in ISHowever, iconic
motivation behind lexical choices in IS is citedlognyauthors (Moody, 200Z5cot-Gibson
& Ojala, 1994; Woll, 1995;Rosenstock 2004, 2008). Both imagistic iconicity (it
looks/feels/sounds like what the form represents) and diagrammatic iconicity (expresses
spatial relationships or metaphoric relationships) are seen in IS lexicon raminar
(Rosenstock, 2004, 2008). The lexicon is thus described as highly iconic, with iconicity
prevaling at all linguistic levelslconicity is assumed to aid in comprehension.

The Rosenstoclstudyidentifies 162 sign forms that occur more tliae times in her
da a of i nt er phesetfrequentdorns are gEotteditable of English glosses
but unfortunately video clips demonstrating each form are not includedt he st udy6s
glossing conventionmake it difficult toidentify the exact formlinguistic type, orsemantic
range of these signs in the dataset.

In order to determine the amount thfese frequensigns in IS that are common
across differenSLs, Rosenstoclshowedthese signs to users ob differentSLs She reports
that a large number (53%) signsare shared across several Western SL families, while only
12% are loans from one single SLess than 2% are reportedly uniquel® It is not
indicated how many matching parameters were required to corsisign form acognate
between differenSLs The method relied on judgments by these native users who were all
living in the US for some indeterminatiene and likely had already begun learning ASL and
incorporating it in teir daily lives.A criticism of the native user approach comes from what
Is known about interference and attrition in. LReoplewho live in acommunityof foreign
language userare exposed téand often learn) the foreig2. Spoken andSL studiesshow
that users of a new L2 are oftamonfusedabout L1 lexical items when judging L2 and L1
forms oftendemonstrahg miscues and interferené®m L2 lexical item8 even when they
think they are using their L1 (Waas, 1996; Yoel, 2007).

Methods of comparativeekicostatistics applied t8Ls are varied in the literature,
with mixed endor sement for using the traditio
(1978) modified list of core words, or a more random selection of vocabulary items (McKee
& Kennedy,2000). e of the reasons given for a modified Swadesh ligtdpotential for
overestimation of similarity between SL lexicagigseniconic indexcal signs(e.g. pronouns).

Of the highly occurring signs used in IS by interpreters, 24% were shared acros®fitheut
15SLs(e.g. HOUSE, TIME) (Rosenstock, 2004, p. &8l were described by Rosenstock as
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iconic. It makes sense that the most transparent signs would be selected by IS interpreters
order to improve their recognition by audience membens it appars that givetthe 53%
reported similaritymany of the signs are likely transparemsome degre® varied SL users.

Rosenstock does not indicate wheatthe frequent IS signs arestablishedexical
signs, or gestures, or grammaticdlunction signs. Function signs that contribute to
grammatical relations, such as points and transition markers are not delineated in the list an
depictions are not identified as such, although some of this can beedddom examples in
her dataThe English glosseshe uses tmmame some of these forms suggest the presdnce o
pointing signs €.9.,PRO1 A f i r st p e randdPrO S[Br dimpo s gasEtwesd.qv, e 0
THUMBS-UP) gestures that act asansition markers (WELL), andepicting signs €.9.,
HEAR-SHRINK). The example HEARSHRINK given intheresearch incorporates what she
calls a metaphoric morpheme articulated at the ear locatidhe framework of thiscurrent
study that example is best described as a depicting sign. The form eng&dg&st 8C
handshag== that closes or opens up to depict changing quantity of some referehis
example the magnitude of sound available to the ear

IS use in presentations during the past decadeeaxhipit anincreasingly stabilized
lexiconover the past 20 or 3gears, which can only be verified by historical studyidgins
arrive  a tertaa de@ree of conventionalization and thus have to be learned-oyamobers
ofthepidgimusi ng communityo and this would not
a system of universal acces bi | i t yo ( Ro46)e nlrbid desigkation 8f0S0ad a p
universally accessible system is assumed but is not supported by evidemtizese studies.

A standardized, AWFD S| GNO cresoltohondoings ar |
negotiation and use over time in 1:1 and larger group meetings of deaf leaders in internationa
meetings (Supalla, 2008a). A full linguistic description of sign forms is not available, only

public resources that suggest IS signs.

2.161S Sign Glossaries and Training

Preoccupation with | éasignsis evglended ey méaterials a b
published and peented for public consumptiomhere are a handful of public resources on
IS lexicon which serve as a response to publioate over the past few decad@sutlined in
81.3 and 81.4.3 Meanwhile oneof the intentios behind creation of dictionafjke sign
language reourcesoften is to standardizeJohnston(2003b) notes a difference between
standardizing languages of deaf peoplersus documenting the langusagénd their
variations) There are inherent dangers unifying a language through dictionaries, which often

pr omot e t he stadamc ioat ifuaneties fEsgisavith prestige and power.
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The natural variatiomnherent inthe ongoing evolution of young sign languages (with contact
effects being a developmental factor) is therefore suppressed. In these early days of a
naturally occurring SL contact phenomenon suchexsository S, the availability of IS
dictionaries hapotentialinfluence on the forms thatay gradually become codified.

The creation of th&estuno(BDA, 1975) publication created controversy and the
glossary of suggested IS signs eventually failed (cf., the artificially created language
Esperah o0 ) . This was mainly due to the inaccessi
imbalance between signs that were arbitrarily borrowed from geographically diverse regions
(Moody, 2002 . Ot her publ i cl y IhaveabecbmekaVvadabld irStipeStd i ct i on a
two decades

Of these current resources, the first is a pictorial sign glossary originally published by
the British Deaf Society for hWFD, Gestuno: International Sign Language of the Deaf
This publication is no longer in print, and most of the ASgns in the volume are not
observed in IS current usage. The few that are currently in IS usage are shared forms across
severalSLs (Rosenstock, 2004T.here are recently available digital media products as well as
intermittent community traininggndeavorswhich aim to provide more information to the
interested deaf commnmity public about IS lexiconCurrently there are fivdS resources
available?” all of which are collaborations by committee members or individuals creating
materials for instruadn about common lexical signs attributedi®usageRather than true
dictionaries, they are sign glossaries or digital media that document some vocabulary
recommendations for communicating in IS. All of them show lexical fdabsledwith an
English orother language word gloss but do nobelate on meaning or usage.

Contributing to IS usage are formal trainings ewxkr in different communities.
Regularly practiced preonference IS trainings are offered in advance of various international
events soh as WFD Congress in 2011, and the 2009 rBemDeaflympics 2009 (Taiwan).
Examples of community training efforthat have been offered includefaur-week IS
intensive series in Melbourna 2011, an IS training workshop in Hong Kong in October
201122 a 3-hour IS training by the Association of Sign Language Interpreters of Australia
(ASLIA) in Melbourne prior to the October 2013 WFD conference in Sydasong many
others typically offered before each Deaflympics or WFD eMesdtly, short courses its

2 These print and digital resources are:Gestuno: International Sign Language of the D&FD

& British Deaf Society) no longer in print, 25uggested International Signs for use at theltVor
Federation of the Deaf General Assemly/D format, (WFD) 3)international Signs: An
Introduction.DVD format (SignForward LTD), 4\WFD Sign LexicoifSpanish Association of The

Deaf) 5)International SignDeafPlus, Korea)

% personal communications Wwiflenny Lam, IS training presenter and research lecturer at Hong Kong
University, Aug Sept 2011.
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have beergivenin recent years at Gallaudet University and in the European MasEgn
Language Interpreting (EUMASLI) program.

Because of inconsistency in its description and rising interest in IS trainingSand
interpreterscreeningthere is a need for systematic documentatiocoai/entionakigns that
comprise the lexicon, as well #se quantity and types of depicting signs, gestures, and other
rich semiotic elements contributing to effective 1By capturinglS sign formsfrom typical
usageevents, a description is accomplished amhtinued evaluatiorcan be made to
characterizevariations and changes occurring in the contact systerthis way linguists
practitioners, and community membargerested in IS contact signingl\be better informed
than simply going by intuitions.

In this study, in order to test participants understanding of conventional signs for the
comprehension tests in Study Twoisiimportant to identify these sign types in the IS texts
shown to them, sing an established frameworRescriptions of SL lexicons provide some
guidance in this taskg83.3). Findings about the observed amount of lexical material versus
depicting, pointingand gestural elements in expository IS doeumented and reported in
Chapter 585.2.

2.1.7 Summary

Thus far | have described prior research about IS, outlining the emergence of the label
Al SO as a term broadl y J{irgastdcSt contactpiHeromendto i 1
is evident that an expository form of I& particularly by deaf presenters and some
interpretersd is not well researched, although it is the most frequent type of IS contact with
some degree of regularity. A small, emergent lexicon and a variety obtgeagpproaches
appear to create meaning for audiences, some of which resemble NSL lexical and
grammatical forms.

The lexicon of thisigeneri® type of IS (Supalla & Webb, 1995: 338) has not been
fully described but it is characterized as highly gestama incorporates borrowed signs that
tend to be iconically transparent and/or shared forms across diffekant It is also not
known whether expository IS exhibits a large number of signs instantiated from individual
signersodo NSLs, edforms ffom B rot ASL are theaconveatinal forms
regularly used in IS presentations. In the Woll study (1990), it is possible that the other SL
users would have incorporated many of their own lexical forms rather than BSL, yet it is
unknown from the puished data. The role of NSLs in IS lexicon and comprehension are

queried in this current study.
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In Chapter 1 §1.2) | establisked the working definition of IS as contact language
betweenmore than 2 differenSL usersthat occus in the form of expositgr, formal
discourses. Before moviran toa review of SL discourse comprehension and an elaboration
on the comprehension section of the Rosenstock study (2004), it is relevant to review
literature on sign language contact phenomena, to situate expdSiterthin the boundaries

of a type of contact language.

2.2 PreviousResearch: Language Contact

In thelanguage contaditerature,much iswritten aboutspoken languages in changing
communities affected by immigration and emigration patteri@cholars elaborate upon
sociocultural and economic shifts that influence the languages in contact (Heine & Kuteva,
2005; Mufwene, 200, 2008; Thomason & Kaufman, 1988: Thomason, 2001). Sign
languages in contact have not been the subject of researchigattes until recently
(Quinto-Pozos, 200,/Moreover, there is a lack of distinction in the limited literatueeveen
IS and other forms of sign languagentact

IS used in conference presentations is an example of language contact that is not
easily dharacterized by typical definitions of contact phenomena, such as creoles gnd.pid
This is becaus¢he social and linguistic contexts of IS are markedly different than those of
pidgin and creole phenomenin the sibsequent sections below (2122.23) | present more
elaborate discussion about linguistic and social influences in language canthcompare
expository IS with L2 learning Provided as a summary overvieWgble 4 below presents
contextual, social, and linguistic features of spoKanguage pidgins, creoles, and L2
learning, juxtaposed with what is known about IS. A comparison of contact language types
suggests that the social context of IS presents as a complex contact language situation that is
different from pidgins and creolemdfrom second language learnindfS is not a stable, daily
form of communication in any one geographic community. It involves more than two signed
languages in temporary, limited contact situations and can vary depending on the
communication context anthe size and language profiles of the users in conliacs.
therefore reasonable to characterize it as a unique example of language contact.
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Context of
language contact | Pidgins Creoles L2 lcaming International Sign
User profile -Monolingual L1 users -L1 acquisition of a pidgin | -L1 user wanting to -Varied L1 SL users with mixed
cut off from community | (parents use) since birth learn L2 or needing degree of bi-'multi-lingualism
users of their L1; to learn due to ~Privileged interlocutors with
Interacting with ~Lack of language cholce migration or financial and social means to travel
superstrate powerful education ~Personal choice to connect with other
users of another L1 SL users
language (L1).
-Luck of language choice
Frequency of Daily Daily Varies: regular to Varies (less often than daily up to
| contact intermittent once per 1-4 years)
Usage contexts | At home and in local At home and In local Varles depending on | Limited; In the workplace; small or
community community L1 circumstance large group exchanges, & Internet
(migrant or student) | broadcasts
| Social features | ~Users have typical L1 -L1 use is derived from ~Equal status of L1 ~Multiple L1 In contact;
acquisition from birth parental pidgin and L2 language ~Different L1 users have varied L1
-prestige and power of acquisition history
one language
| Linguistic -No native speakers ~Native speakers ~Interlanguage (L2 <Jexicon from several
| features ~Simplified lexicon -many similar features 1o Incompetency) SLs, minimal stable forms.
-Reduced phoneme pidgins plus: 1) expansion -L1 interference -Evidence of negation and some sign
inventory of syntax , Le. relative ~Code-mixing or modification types similar to NSLs
-lack of morphological clauses, 2) patterns of switching (native L1 -Nonce creations
Inflection/modification negation, tense and aspect, | and developing L2 ~borrowed lexicon
-Restructuring and and 3) expanded lexicon competencies): -NSL grammatical features (use of
reduction of syntax (compounds and * Between clauses space, buoys, etc.)
-Borrowed lexicon, less circumlocutions) or sentences -no research on clause structure to
marked and at times * Within clauses or | date
more marked features sentences
-L1 Interference
~fixed clause/word order
L

Table 4 Features of pidgins, creoles, L2 learning and IS contact

Supalla and Webbds (19 905)d vcahpatgieaschbasedon z a t
what they observedo be inflections for person and numbemd other examples of
morphological complexity in IS presentations by two deaf conference lectS8igrallaand
Webb claimthat evidence ofcomplex,developed features in IS not typically present in
simple trade pidginswhich gives IS more communicative potentiaPidgin creation is
characterizedby simplifications into reduced vocabulary, absence of benaghology, and
a limited range of syntactic structures (Winford, 200B&sic pidgins typically do not exhibit
complex forms unless they develop further to be characterized as expanded pidyies or
vernaculars (Mufwene, 2007, P).

However, recent xamples of spoken language pidgins also show evidence of

advanced restructuring, including borrowed, marked features as a result of intefference

* Thomason, 2001 offers several case examples where marked borrowing occurs in language contact
such as with clicks in southern Bantu, among others whikate that language contact may not
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Contact phenomena in spoken languages are shown to be complex, with volumes devoted to
the topicin the pastfew decadegThomason, 2001; Winford, 20033Ls are linguistically
complex in their own way, owing to the visual gestural modalycognitive description of
lexicoogrammar and the productive nature Sifs and theirsub lexical componentsare
elaboratednin 8§3.31.) Contactphenomen®etweenSLsand spoken languages are different
from spoken language contact pidgiris.spoken language contactagimar comes from the
substrate and lexicon from a superstrate (e.g. Franchan African indignous language
created Haitian Creole).In SL-spoken languageontactsuch as withEnglishinfluenced
signind” in the US the grammabften comes from the superstrate English and the lexifier is
ASL (Fischer, 1996 in Quint®ozos, 2007)but not always. Contact signibgtween English
andASL also can exhibit grammatical features of the substrate, ASL, such as theeyse of
gaze orspace to establish referentstloe simultaneous occurrence of English mouthings with
ASL forms (Lucas, 294).

It is expected that SL contact varieties will incorporate elaborate means for
constructing meaning that are informed by both superstrate and substrate elements from the
languages in the mix. In IS, it is unclear which languages in contact (sigreabken)
contribute to the lexicon and which contribute to grammatical forms and whether any of the
constructions are fully understood by mixed signing audiertdesever, lexical signs that
are common to several different signed languages appear irvirgetpe r 6 s pr esent at i o1
it alsoincorporates ways of making meanitngit (such as use of topographic and referential
spacé resembleseveral other observed NSL features (Rosenstockd)20@ake the stance
that expository lecture IS is form of sitanguage contadhat isunder described

Rosenstock characterized I'S as a |lingua fra
in longstanding contact with each other and the system is assumed to rely on nonce creations
and contextual loans, rather themincreasinglg t abi | i zed | exi cono (Rosens
47). Expository IS appearstonctionl i ke a | i ngu aadoptedasnca since it
acommonlanguage betweespeakersvhosenativelanguages ardifferent (Oxford
University Press, 2015§. However,a lingua franca is typically a thifdlly conventional
language that users of two different languages resort to in order to communicate; the third

language may be a known second language to the individuals or group of interlocutors

always result in simplification, more fAnatwural and
natural and more marked (p. 65).

% Englishinfluenced ASL has been also known by terms such as Pidgin Signed EngiHeS

Woodward, 1973) and a third system, contact signing (CS) (see Lucas & Valli, 1994),

% Oxford English dictionary, URLhttp://www.oxforddictionaries.ao/definition/english/different

different__3 Retrieved April 27, 2015.
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Although ISshows some conventionalization, it lacks a stable community of users and to date
has not been shown to be an effective, stable linguistic system.

At this point, there is insufficient investigation and evidence to make claims about
ease of comprehension patterns for meaningaking in an IS contact (or any other SL
contact) system operates. Much more research is needed in boté areagprehension and

meaningmakingd to be able to draw connections between the two.

2.2.1 Linguistic Influences inLanguage Contact

Language contact is defined as fAthe us
at the same timed (Thomason, 2001: 1)tpbeal t |
in the same place and language contact still occurs. Examples include religious writings,
popular music and media, and the Internet. Religious writing in Latin and Classical Arabic
has had contact influence on modern languages spoken by varied BjuBlnglish is
exported throughout the world via literature, the Internet and popular media, and opportunities
for language learning via the World Wide Web are numerous (Thomason, 2001).

Contact language phenomena are often characterized by the whamdainvoluntary
movement of groups of people and intermingling of daily living and trade. In this sense all
SLsare typically subject to contact influence by spoken languages, simply given the fact that
deaf communities are situated withsurroundingspoken, written language communities.
ThereforeSLs in contact are involuntary first cousins to the effects of sp&ewontact.
Twenty years agd_ucas notedhis fact when she wte,

For example the Italian Sign Language (LIS) siiEVER is a lexicalize

fingerspelled sign, related to the spoken ltalian wordi. The handshape _ig

representative of the last letter of the written Italian word. American ASL users in

contact with LIS users may learn and use this sign and use it in conversatié®with

LIS bilinguals. It is the result of spokangn contact and gets usedsignsign contact

situations(Lucas, 1994: 262)

Research into the influence of spoken languageSlaygives evidence of structural
intrusion and linguistic borrowing of lexat items intoSLs (Lucas & Valli, 1992;Miller,
2001). Other effects anamterference and foreignéra |l k s uc h fi cobpsighed c t
English (Lucas & Valli, 1992)and codeswitching (Hauser, 20Q00Quinto-Pozos, 200R
Spoken language moutiys occurin a variety of ways:in simultaneity with signs (Boyes
Braem, 200), over more than one sign (Crasborn, van der Kooij, Waters, Woll, & Mesch,
2008), and in other manifestations of contact effects. Spanish mouthings-cacucavith
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ASL forms, English rauthingsoccurwith Mexican Sign Language (LSM) forms (Quinto
Pozos, 2002, 2007:10), and there are examples of loan translations in BSL from
misunderstood ligead English words suchas the signs PISTOL or PETROL to refer to the
town of Bristol in BSL(Stamp Schembri, Fenlon, Rentelis, Woll, & Cormi2f13; 40).

Written and spoken borrowings caranifestat the phonological level (such as when
lexicalized signs borrow the first initial of a semaally equivalent written word) oat the
lexical level (fingerspelled words), as well as \Wwamantic borrowings or loan translations
(Lucas & Valli, 1992; Miller, 2001; SutteBpence& Woll, 1999; Brentari, 2001)They can
alsoappear irlexical mouthpatternng, suchas the partial lexical accompaninea theASL
signs FINISH (mouthing: 6fi sho) and HAVE (mout
These are hybrid form, which combine structures from two languagésilar to the spoken
NZ English ex af?hVacalistér, 2006 citeddibicKée, McKee, Smiler, &
Pointon,2007). The numerous types of language contact described by the literature do not
allow for clearcut classification of IS under any one of these types, because as has been
noted, characteristics of each can be seen irrdiftesituational examples of SL contact.

There has not been any study of the ways$hagrammars influence one another in a
contact setting. SL grammars are the subject of much theoretical discussion, with difficulty
arising from the use of variedrisinology andmixed agreement orapproaches to the
description ofSL phenomenaThere are numerouscamples of the ways spoken language
grammatical structure affec®&L.s such as when wetheaning educatorseatemanual codes
to teach deaf people writtdarms of spokedn anguage. A € a termahatthass i gni n g ¢
been used to describe the influences of English®h (Lucas & Valli, 1989), which ihas
been referred tosaa type of pidgin among Deaf communities in the United States (Woodward
1973). Signed English is another term that describes this type of Afluenced signing,
characterized by English word order and signs that are articulated with borrowed first letter
English letters intdheir articulation. Signed English not only refers tosigning in English
word order, butit also categorizesdividual signs in Auslarthat arelisted in a dictionary
created by hearing and deaf educators in Austfalla. Taiwan,signedMandarin is a form b

A term that means, fiof or related -tMelanestam Maori pe
descent , or t heir ThedAmeaicaa lgedtage® Dictondrytofuhm@ish f r o m
Language, Fourth Edition copyrigR000 by Houghton Mifflin Company. Updated in 2009.

8 From personal conversations with interpreters and Deaf Auslan teachers about what they mean by
ASigned Englisho;it appears that the term is used |
was accustomed to in my home community in the 88me & these signs bear no resemblance to

English formational interference, and are documented examples from within Deaf community usage

settings. The addition of created forms by deaf anddeaf educators into tHgictionary of

Australasian SignévCD, 1989)for use in teaching Signed English, marks all of the entries as Signed
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manually coded spoken/written languageere Taiwanessigns follow grammatical order of
Mandarin Chinesethis is distinguished fronthe naturallyoccurring sign language (Smith,
1987 Sasaki, 2007).

2.2.2 Sociological Influences in Language Contact

Situations that create language contact phenomena lretyweeps and individuals are
varied. These are through trade, war, intermarriage, and individual travel and exchange
Another impetus for language contact that is relevant to Deaf commuaiti@sparticularly
so in the case of |Ss throgh what Thomasn i d e n tearrBdi ecso nasacft 0 (T
2001:21). The most widely known historical examples are the languages of diplomacy usec
by ediucated people, such as Latin, Greek, attter European languages. In the modern
world of education, business, diyphacy, culture, and Internet exchange, English is a widely
known language in varied degrees of proficiency. Léshumse of it by millions for varied
purposes is cultural and economic curre(@systal,2003.

Sociolinguistic factors are shown to affect the way deaf people communicate, either
through assertion of Deaf identity by using an NSL (i.e. ASL) or by adhering to perceived
situational formality or unfamiliarity with their interlocutor and therefore comicating with
contact signing (Lucas & Valli, 1990: 298). It is also well known and commented by others
that ASL and BSL have influenced the languages of foreign countries in Africa and Asia
through education and missionary work,vesl as continued infl e n ¢ dearedc ofnt a ct
with ASL via international programs and leadership graduates of Gallaudet University (Woll,
SuttonSpence & Elton, 2001). Foreign forms are also sometimes more highly valued and
therefore borrowing is one type of contact effscich as the borrowing of Kenyan SL (KSL)
into UgandarSL (USL) after a periodvheneducated deaf personsturnedto Uganda from
higher education institutions in Kenflaule & Wallin, 20100). Describing the transmission of
SLsin Mediterranean Europe, Quévazzoni, and Sapountza{@010)notethat major urban
centers in Rome, Athens, Madrid and Barcelora| ped mai ntain and dc¢
NSL, mainly due to the situation of deaf schools in these urban cities. They note,

Nowadays, many signers have been exposed to foreign sign languages, mainly ASL,
but also other European sign languages and International Sign (IS). In Spain Catalan
signers have at least passive knowledge of LSE. This does not mean that there is a
sign language bilingual situation i€atalonia as LSC is the sign language used by
Catalan signers almost exclusively. This is, for instance reflected in the curriculum for

interpreter training in Catalonia, which devotes most of the sign language proficiency

Englishd by community member s, regardl ess of
community.
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hours to LSC, with some additional LSE and IS learr{(in¢®8-99).
Many ASL video materialsare availablein Web-based video repositories such as

YouTube. Websites hosted in different countries stream Internet media for exchange of ideas
and information. A query of YouTube video archives in February 2013 using the search
phr ase, AAmerican Sign Languageo prompted 292,
the tag ABritish Sign Languageo came up with ¢
returned 9,300 itemsand Brazilian Sign Languag®,750 video items.iJapanese Sign
Language resulted in4,000andf 0 returned 543while fAuslartd0 c ame up
with 2,740%°

All of these factors impact the international contact between Deaf people, since they
are subject to language contact trends occurring within swemundingspoken language
communities. Political changedsoimpact SLs used by deaf people in differemays. A
lexical study of Taiwanese Sign Language (TSL) inditatedence of influence from JSL on
modern TSL, which stemedfrom periods of Japanese occupation between 1895 and 1945
and influencerom and Chinese Sign Language (CSlgginning in 1949 ym contact with
deaf mainland China refugees (Sasaki, 2007). In terfsd_®in contact and the case of IS,
Hoyer reporeéd on the situation in Albania, where external aid to a changing Communist
country brought foreign forms into the long suppressed Paaimunity As a result IS signs
now appear in Albanian Sign Langua@dbSL) (Hoyer, 2007).

2.2.3 SL contacttypesdistinguished from L2 language acquisition.

Characteristics oSLsthat influenceSLsin contactand comprehension can be found
in works onlanguages in contact. In this section, | make soctaifications about
terminology, namely languag®ntactpidgins and L1 and L2 language acquisition
At times it is difficult to discern contact phenonaeinom features of second language
learning. Early studies in the US on whatwas cdifetd d gi n Si gn idémtifiedd i sho ( P S
features that result from contact between spokerSausdand features resulting from secend
language acquisition (Lucas & Valll989). Language contact phenomena involve a variety
of structural and linguistic outcomes, and are influenced by the status of the languages in
contact,such asi nt erl ocutorsdé attitudes, characteri st

variables (Lucast Valli, 1992). Contact between twSLs involves lexical borrowing,

A query of the English phrase, #fl hreselts;nati onal Si g
however, only twethirds of the hits show content related to IS phenomenon, with varied examples of

what presenters term filnternational Sign (l anguage]
languages (i.e. Spanish or Japanese) maynratigitional video examples of IS.
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foreigner talk, code switching and interference, and the development of pidgins, creoles anc
mixed systems (faliwing Fergusor®& DeBose, 1977in Lucas & Valli, 1992). It is shown
that signers quickly adapt their signing style depending on their interlocu@ontact
phenomena result frocommunicative accommodatiovhere interlocutors exhibitegrees of
convergence and divergence from each oiédes, 1973) IS signers and audienceembers
are inaunique situation where numerous languages are in contact, and the communication is
not targeted towards features of ameSL as an L2, but towards features that are asdum
be understood in aBLs(discussed in the next sectigd.24).

Second language acquisition research is based on the normative statusobtihgual
L1 users who develop their L1 natively from bigthd who go on to learn a second language
Second language learning may a@asea result of relocation someother reason foongoing
L2 exposure Studies of L2 acquisition are situated in theories of language interfeagace
interlanguage phenomenghere is evidence déatures of L1 attrition in situations where L2
replaces an L1 and where L1 and L2 coef@bsjean, 1989)Vithin deaf communities there
are nondeaf, hearing people who arevariedstage of learningthelocal NSLas aL2 and
who have English or another spoken language as a native Tliis is because large
percentage of deaf people do not begin learning a sign language until later in life. It is
estimated that less than 5% of deaf people learn their sign language (i.e. ASL) as a firs
language from deaf parents (Fischer, 2&¢hen & Delk, 1974 ted in Newport, 1999 Low
numbers of native SL learning hbsen reported for many users of community or uibas
in Australia and England (Schempformier, Fenlon, & Johnstor2013), Europe, Latin
America, and Africa (Brentari, 2010 sociolinguistt r eal i ty of i mper f
native SL impacts L2 learningas well. | mper f ect | earning of
phenomena whergLsarein contact.

The termpidgin is derived from the English wordusinesgWinford, 2003, p.268),
which is a reflection of théradecontext normally associated with pidgins. Other types of
simplified language such as foreigner talk, imperfect L2 learning, and idiosyncratic use of
interlanguage are distinguished from pidgins because pidgins have some conventionalizatiol
that learnersim to grasp (Winford, 2003; 269). A majority of pidgins are based in the
lexical material of a source language (the lexifier language), with the pidgin seeming to be a
rough attempt at learning the lexifier language as a second language (L2). However, f
many trade pidgins in history, ifcreators
groupbébs | anguage, but to forge some | i mit
established, this compromise system, and not the lexifier languagenmédbetarget of

learningf or | at er ar r(Winfad ps279), (bold emphasss cnmer)e 0
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IS(in this st sed8lQ@appaehrs fon thel surface rio behagea trade
pidgin becauseit lacks native speakers and is used as a lingua frémcaestricted
information exchange functionsHowevertherelS is used by interlocutors that may have
imperfect L1 learning (lack of exposure to their local SL), and the economic and political
exchange of trade information is not extensive or regulangmas is the case with true trade
pidgins. Further, theres mixed review in the literature whether pidgins, extended pidgins,
and creoles all show reduced vocabulary and structure (Winford, 2003, p. 270). Rosenstock
argues tht IS is not a pidgin due its more expanded features of SL grammatical elements.
Nonetheless, IS does presentaBhar get oad newcarmensmuchlige a second
language, given broad intriguevith it and efforts to teach it, which was discusse@1i 3.
Although ASL and BSlforms are seen it6 in some international settings, practitioners who
use | S propose that using forms from oneds
gestural constructions that are iconic will be more effedfivéhe aim of conmunicating in
IS is therefore not explicitly about learning ASL or BSL as a second language, but aimed at
finding theoptimal mix of elements that will be understandable to an audience of varied SL
origins if it is possible

Studies in interlanguage idiéfy communication strategies that learners of a second
language apply in the interim as they acquire and attempt to understand the L2 (Tafpne 198
Saski, 1991). It is known from studies on L2 acquisition that wipsople attempto
understand a secoil@nguage, they bring their Edased processing strategies for

N S

comprehending (Sasaki, edh& 1D .learnSra drankfar éas wor k

interpretation strategy from their L1 based on lexical semamttiser thansyntax or
grammar.

In SLs different languagepecific articulation of phonemes, such as handshape or
orientation may create potential for interference. Signers in contacteal@era signvith an
i a ¢ c giveh an,altered articulation of a handshag®d may notintegrate the phoneme
correctly, mistaking it for a different sigmn Auslan the sign DIFFERENT resembles the
ASL sign DIFFERENT, however the starting and ending palm orientations are not the same.
These subtle differences may be perceived as an antigulatcent. Substituting a lexical
sign during contact, such as replacing the ASL sign WHAT for the Auslan sign WHAT might
create misunderstanding. The ASL form, WHAT?, resembles the Auslan form meaning
WHERE?Accidental intrusions that are temporary slgye characterized as less systematic

examples of interferenceshereasan accent is more systematic (Grosjean, 1989).

*1n April 2011, my survey of 45 IS interpreters resulted in a large percentage of responses that
indicate this belief, that more effective IS is richer in gesture and classifier (depicting) verbs.
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In a study of heterogeneous, RSL L1, deaf Russian immigrants to Israel, Yoel (2007)
demonstrates that unintentional cexdgtching andemporary replacement of L1 lexical signs
or phrases with L2 forms occurs as an interim solution when the L1 form is temporarily
inaccessible, as well as more pamant replacement over time {pl). What these studies
imply for SLsin contact, isthatai gner 6s L1 | exicon wil/|l i n
another language system.

ASL users whacome in contact with or attempt kearn a second Slsuch as BSL or

Auslan will find that numerous lexical forms are similar, yet the meaningsrisfeyenceare

completely different. Figure 1 shows &amples of these cro$imguistic formmeaning
mismatches: CHAIR(ASL)-FATHER(AUSLAN),  SAME(ASL)-WHICH(AUSLAN),
PAPER(ASLYHAPPY(AUSLAN), and SOCK(ASLLEARN(AUSLAN). The last example
also is the LSMsign for HERMANOSor BROTHER(Quinto-Pozos, 2008).

a) CHAIR-FATHER b) SAMEWHICH c¢) PAPERHAPPY d) SOCKLEARN
(Images credit: Auslan Signbank; Retrievedhiips://http://www.auslan.org.au/dictionary/)
Figure 1 Potential form-meaning mismatches across ASL and Auslan

SLsare characterized as having rich, simultaneous and-ohadtineled constructionié
has been posited thixico-grammatical elementsee Qapter 3)shared acrosSLs may
provide transparency incontact phenomena betweeSLs Several crosslinguistic

comparisons of structures 8L.shave been made, aadeware presentedn the next section.

2.2.4 Characteristics of SLsT similarities and differences

It is proposed that the phenomena resulting f&intontact are influenced by at least
three characteristics of languages in the vispaltial modality. These are the prevalence of
iconicity, the presence of gestural resources, and the interlinguausaiusimilarity of SLs
(Quinto-Pozos, 2007:14)In Chapter 3, | outline theoretical considerations in this study for
the description of meaniagaking in SLs and include discussion of iconici{g3.21) and
gesture irSLs(83.22), particularly as theyetate to IS constructions and comprehension.

It is important topoint to whatis known about structural similarity in studiefiLs

from crosslinguistic studies| notein this sectionseveralsharedcharacteristics oELs that
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may be exploitedn IS contact and that malso be problematic in a system that aims to
convey ideas with assumed similar constructi@iss differ in as many ways as they are
similar.

It has been discussed in the review of pi#research that a small percentage of signs
may be shared by related and unreld&d Some are engaged in IS communication by
interpreters (Rosenstock, 2004ign forms may be shared between twetatedSLs and
unrelated SLs can exhibit a similarly articulated sign for the same concept, likely due to
shared symbolism and iconictfHo we v e r a | anguageb6s onestabl i sh
distinction betweesLs, illustrated by the ASIAUSLAN examples abovin Figurel and by
findings in crosdinguistic lexical studies (Woodward, 98 Woll, 1984;McKee & Kennedy,
2000 Guerra Currie, 2002]ohnston, 20038\l -Fityani & Padden, 2008Pepending on the
coding methodand the types of signsvfietherone includesiumber sigs), estimages of sign
similarities betweersLs range from23-40%to as high as 80% fdBLsthat areknownto be
genetically related. Established conventionallexicon providessubstantiveand semantic
specificity of symbolic forms (signsin a signed utterandgliscussed in chapter 3). When a
contact language such as expository IS incorpsedtablishedigns from lexifier languages
in the mix, the chances of sign forms being recognized by interlocutors is not fully known

While lexical signs and the hardgpe inventories of variol&.smay differ, there are
also a number of common features observed in rBasySuttorSpencek Woll, 1999).
Characteristics of sonfél sthatare similarare: noAmanualquestionrmarkers Zeshan
2004), use of prototypidgl universal handshapesid places of articulatiafiKlima & Bellugi,
1979) restrictions of asymmetrical twimanded signs (Sandl&rLillo -Martin, 2006);
morphological processéisat can be simultaneous or sequerfaay. Aronoff, Meir &
Sandler2006); and the use of space and movement to signify referents in action through
depiction (e.g. Liddell, 2003).

SLs share the use aforrmanual markerdor sentence types amtegative clauses,
although usage constraints are different inShsin which they are observddeshan 2004
2008. SomeSLssuch asGerman SL DGS) requirea nonmarual headshake in theegated
utterance, where for others, this is not obligatory but optional, as in the case of Turkish SL
(TID) where the negation manuags is required for grammaticalityVhile alsooptioral, it
cannot be replaced by the noranual headshak&¢shan, 20081.680).Non-manual markers
for sentence types are also noted to be different bet®egthat are historically related, such
asASL ard LSM (Quinto, 1999 & Eatogh 2000,cited byQuinto-Pozos, 208). A backward
head tilt occurs in LSM fowh-questionsignsandduring other signs in an utterance, where

furrowed brows accompany ASth-questions.
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Although lexical items and the fulinventory of possible handshapes that construct
sign languages vary in type and distribut@njust asphonemes vary in spoken languages
there are commophonemicelements found in marfyLs (Woll & SuttonSpence, 1999For
example, & SLs utilize a small set of prototypical universal handshajiBzgtison, 1978),
detailedas the B,A,S,@,1,5 handshapesbut SLs have theirown inventoryas well as
languagespecific phonological rule constraints (Hohenbergén?).

Potentially confoundig factors for understanding a contact SL system like IS may
arise from what is shown in judgments about sign segmentation. When shown unfamiliar
phonemic inventories and combinations, signers use the rules of their own sign language t
make sign segmentati decisions (Brentari & Wilbur, 20D6A comparative analysis of word
segmentation judgments between users of ASioatian SL HZJ) or Austrian SL OG9
indicated differences inv h a t may be ¢ onsiudis.r Bediphdriegxan tSa |
message may lead to potentially incorrect understanding or miscuing of a minimal symbolic
unit.

SLs are characterized as having complsinultaneousnorphology (Apnoff, Meir,
Sandler, 2005 whether one dribes them as infitional and agreemenbased, or
directiona] modifiable and spatial(Liddell, 2003) The useof space and movement to
organize andsignify referentsis one of the commonalities shared by &lls and these
processes are referred tovaried terms, such dgure-ground relations whicindicate and
direct actiors (Liddell, 2003) or categoricalwhich identify constituent role (nau verb,
subject, object, etc.)The regular development of inflectional morphology is fasteSlis
than in SpkLs, mainly due tthe motivated, spatial representations of source, goal, theme,
path and size or shape of an object. (Aronoff et al., 2808). A quick ability to modify
forms may occur quite regularly in IS constructiamsl contribute to comprehensibility of IS
lectures, although this factor is not assessed here.

Depicting signs are one type of symbolic unit in NSLs (and in IS) that instruct the
perceiver to construe a representation of a thing, or a process, or both (Wilcas), 2584
Chapter 3 discussionThe productive sublexical forms available in signed languages that are
often similar can map imagistic reference to objects, and they are a source of potentially
meaningful symbols in IS contact. Users of unrelated SLs and in some cassgjmon
gesturersemploy similar systematic handshapes and movement constructions to refer to
objects and motion events (Schembri, 2001); however, in the Rosenstock studignesa
only understood 25% of depicting sigentered test questions. SL users gaimore than
non-signers from depicting type signs in IS (as shown by average comprehension results of

79% for depicting verb questions). This aligned with evidence for a linguistic effect on signed
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| anguage (ASL) wuserso6 i nt er pffestfram theomay they
are interpreted by hearing, nsigners (Emmorey & Herzig, 2003). In the study by Emmorey

and Hertzig, spatial locations were interpreted as gradient, analogue representations by both

deaf and hearing participants. Yet, in the sastedy it was noted that Deaf people

distinguished between large or small necklace medallions but the hearing participants did not

(p. 238), providing evidence that only those with conventional knowledge can recognize the

continuum of handshapes in the lmgtic system.Depicting signs and their productive
elements in 1Sand their contribution to IS comprehensiare therefore considered in this
study.

Although all SLsuse space to organize referents, frame of referencpasgective
taking from observe or from a birdseye diagrammatic views shown to be different from

oneSL to another (Emmorey, 2002; AriR008. Not all SLsuse spatial references the same.

For instance, Kata Kolofa village SL used in northern Bali) employs spatial reference that is

absolute, rather than arbitrativlarsaja, 2008, inZeshan, 208). Referents established in
absolute space are placen relation to their realvorld location, not token assignments.

Hence the information encoded in a spatial reference is highly contextual, and interlocutors

mu s t be aware of exact |l ocations in rel
livestock being discussédeshan, 208).

Other differences are shown in crésguistic research on the semantics of
possession, where different categories aubject to Skspecific constraints and are

expressed as being possessed in different ways (Ze&Xyath, In TID, some possession Sgn

are restricted to large, inanimate objects and several alternate forms of possession apply to

smaller items, as welas special patterns for familial relations or body pans Z85).
Observed regularly in expository IS, a singular lexical form HAVE riwed from BSL)

may not easily be realized for all audience members who are accustomed to more specific

structures around possession.
In addition, it is shown in man$Ls that signers articulate mouthed words of the
surroundingspoken language of the sigg community simultaneously with sigri®uinto-

Pozos, 2008, among others). tines mouthingsdisambiguate concepts (Lucas & Valli,

1992 such as signing HOUSE ( p Mauthiags3also helpi | e

construct complex utterances suchsigning the word for BREAD] while mouthing the
spoken word To EAT] (Crasbornet al. 2008. Mouthings of spoken language words with
signs show increasingly in younger generatiohdeaf peoplen African countries who have

more opportunities foupward nobility and contact(Lule & Wallin, 2010. The long oralist

historyinfluencingdeaf educatiomfluencesane f f ect on deaf peopl esod
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in their SL communication. Spoken language mouth patterns are likely to confound the
semiotic streanfior IS audience members who do not recognize foreign spoken language lip
patterns.

In summary, while there arsimilarities noted acro$ls there are complexities that
arise from differences betwe&isin many communities, whether Westernnam-Western
andvillage communities. Many factorsthat influence IS comprehensibility ariggnen one
considers all of the potentially confounding issues itiightimpactSLsin contact

2.2.5 Expository IS as agenre-specific contact \ariety

The limited stdies published support themise thatS is acontact strategy, and |
pose that it is much like any situated communicati@ican varydepending on the genre or
register of the setting. It is well known that information in a discourse is organized differently
depending on the formality of the usage setting and the role of participants in the interaction
(Joos, 1961). Sign language aiscses have been characterized according to regidters o
formality and type (Roy, 1989Zimmer, 1989;Ahlgren & Bergman, 1989Stone, 2011;
Morgan, 1996)Some of the features that distinguish formal sign language discourses are an
increased size of sigranspace, a lesser amount of nonmanual signals, less use of
fingerspelling, and increased use of gesture andhavaled signsather than onédanded
ones The social distance established between interlocutors ioitigratesthe formality of a
discourse Lecture discourses create a much larger social distance between the signing
presenter and his or her audience

IS discourse that is constructed by conference interpreters exhibits some of the
characteristic features of expository lecture texts, given a reduction in the amount of
fingerspelling and larger signing space (LoekéaKee & Napier, 2002). Roy (1989) has
also written about the flow of discourse in SL lectures that utilize cohesive devices to
transition between old and new informatign 323). Lectures are discourse constructions that
move from general introduction and topiinformation to more elaboratedetailed
information. The reported slower pace of sign delivery in IS is a feature of foreigner talk and
also lends its consideration as a contact vafietigas & Valli, 1992).Formal IS expository
presentations are the phenomena of intebestausethis genre offers some degree of
conventionalization and situated usage that has been studied by other researchers&Supalla
Webh 19%).

A rationale has been mader IS (as rendered by interpreters) to be referred to as a
kind of lingua franca(Rosenstock2004) and one mightnotice thatlS does share some
characteristics of trade pidgindt is beyond the scope of this project to undertake a full
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linguistic analysis of expository IS to verify or disprot® linguistic statushowever there
are many unanswered questions ripe for investigatiBrpository IS is best approached as a
genrespecific, contact variety used in crdsgyuistic formal presentation.

2.2.6 Summary

It is discussed in this sectidhat when in contact situations, signers rely on what they
know from their own language communities as well as what they think may be similar in
other communitiesVith IS, Deaf presenters and interlocutors as well as interpreters employ a
variety of semiotic @sources to convey information, but very little is shown about how these
resourcegelateto IS comprehensionln 82.1.3nt er pr et er s6 sdthahd egi es d
lack of conventional lexicon and complex sociolinguistic factors in IS communicatiorsmake
IS discourses challenging to disambiguate semantically and also to produce in the ritoment.

Is suggested that creating message equivalence is best approached by making strategic
omissions and expansions, conveying main points of information from sesextqLocker

McKee and NapieR002; p.50). This means that in a contact situatianaif not be possible

to create IS message equivalence in the same way one considers when transferring equal
messages in NSL. If equivalencagsnot achievableit is therefore important to assess how

large the gap might be between communicating with IS and communicating with aNSL.

query is made through comprehension testing (outlined in methodology 84.4 and results
86.2.4.)

Practitioner intuitions suggest IS héimitations for making source information
understood (Moody, 2007) (also see scoping studpiB Bbelow. Deaf presenters use IS in
conference presentations and interpreters continue to be asked to provide this auxiliary
communication system in sometemational settings. Comprehension of IS is central to
these discussions and impacts the international discourse among deaf leaders as well as the
work of SL interpreters working in international contexts. Comprehension of IS content
presented by deaf pple has yet to be evaluated. This study is interested in factors that
relate to IS comprehension, therefore it is important to review research on SL discourse
comprehension anaddress some of the findings from comprehension testing in the
Rosenstock sty (2004).

2.3 Research on Comprehension

2.3.1 Discourse and comprehension

Throughout this dissertation | refer to IS presentations given by deaf people as

discourse comprisingmixed linguistic and gestural materiareating a type of expository
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contact language Volumes are written on the nature of spoken language discourse (see Van
Dijk 1985, 2008, 2011; Shiffrin, 1994) anflLs have also been described by discourse
analysis (Metzger &Bahan, 2001; Roy 2000, 2011). Discourse refers to language
organi zation above the sentence | evel, nu
well as their function or use (Shiffrin, 1994)hi s st udy consi ders di
expressed and understood by people engaged
(Roy, 2011; xvi). We areremindedby Royt hat di scourse HAutterar
units that may or may not be grammatically whole or formedraatg to what oneonsiders

a 0 s e nChafey 980ccited in &/, 2000). Discourse (anditinalysisfihas as a central

goal to discover and demonstrate how participants in a conversation make sense of what i
going on within the social and cultural context of fé@éace interactioa (Roy, 2011, p. xvi

IS dscourse expressiandunderstanding isentralto this study.

Understanding discourse is related to the way people more genenaiystand

situations and represent the@xperiencesn mental models, typicll consisting of a

Setting (Time, Place), Participants (and their Identities, Roles and Relations), one or

more Events and Actions, as well as the Intentions/Goals and the Knowledge of the
participants (authordéds emphasis, van Dij k,

As van Dijk notes, context informs all language use, which works in collaboration
with knowledge of participants. Contextual knowledge pertains to properties of the
communicative situation and the presence of certain objects (van Dijk, 1978). General
knowledge comes from world knowledge and conventional ideas albgerttsor conceps.
Therefore the interlocutors bring to the communication setting a set of ideas and knowledge
frames as well as expectations for thies of behavior, turtaking and roleshiat participants
bring from their experience.

Discourse comprehension involves the ability to parse pieces of text that are incoming
to the listener with continuous input shown to be segmented into discrete lexical items
regardless of visual or auditoryoatality (Orifanidou, Adam, Morgan & McQueen, 2010).
Additional types of semiotic materisduch as gesture, imagery, and contextual clues
contribute to the prompting of meaning, as has been discussed by other researchers (Kendo
1980; McNeill, 1992, 2005Goldwin Meadow, 2003; Enfield, 2009). Frowfliscourse
information a mental representation is built up about concepts, and the organization of

propositional ideas and a text base are created in the mind of the perceiver (van Dijk &
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Kintsch, 1983).

Effective comprehension may be described best by the interconnectivity between
language (symbols), perception, and cognition. Comprehension involves perceiving the real
world then conceptualizing these perceptions in a cognitive model of the world. Therefore,
thelanguage (or semiotic) input has certain features that are recognized and prompt meanings
in cognitive semantic representations, conceptual mappings, and idealized conceptual models
(ICMs) (Lakoff, 1987). Idealized conceptual models are structured wholggsstalts that
organize the way we think about a concept. Lakoff points to the idea of adayeveek as
an example of an ICM (which may be different from others who organize their calendars
using a different, culturally salient model) (1987:68).

Language enablefo ne per son topédrmvenaamoohetbe wamrl d
it he | i stener constructs a model of bhe state
irrespective of the degree to which an expeenccurately represents realifyphnsorLaird,

1981, p. 139. In the process of comprehending, the listener creates mental models, and
judgments of truth come after a mental model is created. Mental models are conceptual

models of the world, which provide semantic material in the partial asgeshbmental

spaces that unfold in a discourse, but they are different from mental spaces (Fauconnier,

1985). Mental spaces are conceptual constructs that are built up in a discourse, prompted by

the symbolic expressions being uttered. They amgall conceptual packets constructed as we

think and talk, for purposes of Turoec d96;punder st a
113). This theory of discourse construapplied to SL meaningonstruction is elaborated

upon later in the next chaptier§3.24.

Measuring discourse comprehension thus tests how well the communicative intentions
of the textd in this case the expository IS text are aligned with what has been construed
by the audience. There are several instruments in education and rethedroheasure

comprehension and these are discussed next.

2.3.2 Assessing comprehension

There is an abundant literature on (spoken) language comprehension, typically
comprisng studies on L1 and L2 learners. These primarily focus on one of two geresasi ar
reading comprehension and listening comprehension. However, there is much less research
reported on comprehension 8t.s It naturally follows that there is no available assessment
tool to measure comprehension of a contact langaage as ISalthough continued efforts
are made to teach it.

Comprehension tests measure whether ideas or propositional information are
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understood, using instruments designed to assess receptive and expressive language
competence and linguistic features of both. Methedploydifferent discourse situations and

use interviews, videotext stimuli, picture interactions, and elicitation tasks to measure
comprehension of SL discourse. Typically, tested elememtkide morpholaical and
syntactic structures andexical knowledge, as well as expressive communicative
competencies and formation of grammatically appropriate utterances (according to
grammatical description of the tard |l anguage) . A ddasguage pt i
phenomena in typical usage settings is thenflation upon which instruments are devised to
measure comprehension and expression of the language. Therefore, tasks used for measuri
discourse comprehension are consulted consideration in the creatiomf an IS
comprehension assessment in thisenrstudyii Nor mal o6 |I'S for the pu
from actual usage events and expository IS discourses. (See methodology §4.3.3 & 4.4.3.)

Many of the available studies and instruments for assessing production and
comprehension of a NSL are aimeavéwds monitoring language developmental progression
in children, or as educational tools, such as checklists of language features for L1 or L2 sigr
language learners (Johnston, 2004). Haug (2005) provides a revi&i afsessment
instruments used for edational assessment, language acquisition in deaf children, and for
linguistic research. There are only a feal of them differ somewhat in the kinds of
linguistic information measured and they are often designed towards a specific target group
Adaptaton of existing SL comprehension tests for other SL nigsis problematic (Haug,
2011) as mosttests focus onSL expressive ability as opposed to reception and
comprehension.

Many SL assessmertbols are used with children, however thest Battery forASL
Morphology and SyntaXMaller, Singleton, Supalla, & Wix,1999 and the Australian
version, Test Battery for Australian Sign Language Morphology and Sy(ahemobiri,
Wigglesworth, Johnston, Leigh, Adam, & Baker, 2002ve also been used in linguistic
research with adults (Haug, 200&Xxcept for these latter twat should be noted thahost
tests are not publicly available.

Some assessmentsinclude a vocabulary recognition section, which has
methodological relevance to this current reseafebrmats such as the BSL Receptive Skills
Test focus on selected aspects of morphology and syntax of BSL, comprising a- picture
naming vocablary task anda 4Gitem, videebased receptive skills test. The latter assesses
spatial verb morphology, number and distribution, negation, size and shape specifiers (SASS)
nounverb distinction, and handling classifiers (Haug, 2011).

An assessment of lexicon in thardnh of a receptive vocabulary task is one element in
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the Assessment of Sign Language of the Netherl@raisma, Knoors, & Baker, 1997). The
use of picturenaming tasks to elicit lexical data is also utilized in studies of language contact
and attrition m immigrants (Waas, 1996; Yoel, 2007). Understanding of IS lexicon has not
been tested, and the Roseast studyidentified the need for more research in this aréa
the methodology Chapter 4, a lexical recognition task is created and describ#is for
research.

Only afew of the availableassessment test$ establishe@Lsare based onormative
data and a comprehensiVieguistic description ofthem However, the very notion of
normative data folS is problematic Nonethelessassessment of d$lsi or abilities to convey
messages in IS may be based measures of theffective comprehensiownf diverse

audiencs. It is therefore useful to examine the assessment of effective comprehension

2.3.3 Measuring competency or effective comprehension

The question ofeffective IS comprehension prompts the consideration of how
communication is measured in L1 users and L2 learners. The determiofatiompetency in
a languaged whet her f or a poe ares typicdlly mehslired dgducati@nal
assesments of language proficiency. A discussion about language proficiency assessment
provides a contextfdr at er di s cus s i o rofeapbsitanytlS andedulfséant i veness
participant comprehension performangethis current study

There are seeral available tests of English proficiency, such asaihglish Language
Proficiency Exam (ELPE) antthe Test of English as a Foreign Language (TEOFL). Perhaps
more relevant to communicating fronm anternational point of vieware tests such as the
International English Language Testing System (IELTS) and the Test of English for
International Communication (TOEIG). These provide quantitative scores for different
areas of language duas reading, writing, speaking aligtening, as well as vocabulaand
grammar. Typically, organizations define a benchmark level of proficiency for academic or
general employment purposes. Tests such as the IELTS and the TOEIGedtahtish a pass
or fail score;however various institutions establish proficiency slands. For example,
universities often require a minimum score of 70% on all test areas for undergraduate
students, and 80% on all test areas for graduate students. All of these measures are
indications of competency, but effeadivcomprehensionimplies a slightly different

31 Information abouthese tests: IELTS urhttp://www.ielts.ord (accessed November 4, 2011),
TOEIC url: https://www.ets.org/toei(accessed Jan 17, 2012) and ELPE url:
http://www.un.org/depts/OHRM/sds/Icp/English/elpe_resources (aicakessed May 20, 2012)
TOEFL url: http://www.ets.org/toefl?WT.ac=toeflhome_why 12112A¢cessed May 20, 2012)
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evaluation.

Assessingproficient understanding of a contact languagestconsider thdunction
of the communi c atsimeasured mdstflikely byt how el iafermation is
communicated and understood given thensa intent, and consequences of the
communication setting. Rosenstock did not establish criteria around effective IS
comprehensi on, but di scusses the nAveShg | i
demonstratedhat IS whethersigned directlyby a Deaf person and interpreteddSis
more understandable to audience members than a foreign, established NSL I(ASIS
sense, she establishéloat IS is more effective as an alternate universal communication
system than provision of information aforeignNSL.

Effectiveness can also be considered from an efficacy framework, whereby
effectiveness of some approach is judged by its ability to achieve a target outcome, or one the
can be compared to an alternate treatment condition. In preveaoismtes, efficacy refers to
interventions in medicine and social service programs that promote health dyewgll
Researchers and authors of standards for efficacy testing distinguish beffivescy and
ef fecti ven eefes o the Fekefiaf efferta af g program or policy undeptimal
conditions of delivery, whereasffectivenessefers to effects of a program or policy under
more realworld conditions (Flay et al, 2005; p.153). Criteria proposed including a statement
of efficacy suchthai Pr ogram or policy X is efficac
popul ationdo (p.154). Standards al so requi
it is recommended that the construct be measured by multiple sources to increase th
robushess of findings. These issues are considered in the design of the sturdg(utlined
in methodologyg4.4.3) whichincludes variedassessmesbf understanding of expository IS
lectures by different audience groups.

The Rosenstock study did not inde stimulus text that was rendered iniparti pan't
NSL for comparison. Thef or e, the information gap bet:
NSL and a contadianguagelike IS has not yet been evaluated. In this project, effective
comprehension of IS byapticipants is assessed by how well they perform on comprehension
measures (quantitative and qualitative), and by making comparisons to performances or
participansd NSL comprehension measure®ecisions about measurements for IS

comprehension and effectimess are elaborated in the methodology Chapter 4.

2.3.4 Comprehension test format issues

Writtenrlanguage based assessment tools are inappropriate for assessing verbe

measurements with users of signed (unwritten) languages (Pollard, 2002). This is becaus
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naturalSLsare distinct from theurroundingspoken, written languages of the commusitin

which they ceexist ASL for example, is wrongly assumed to be a version of written English

and in fact ignterpreting from English into ASLis har act eri zed by a vari et
techni queso ( Expansioe involeesontdx@id@izanyand ensuringresence of

discourse featuresf ASL that are different from English. The vistsgatial modalityof SLs

(not only ASL)lends them t@ composition othreedimensional, simultaneous constructions

with nontlinear organization of grammaticelaterial. Written test stimuli are therefore not

l i kely to prompt content information as effect

Test format is a factor that influences the performance of varied kinds -tdkess
with different abilities as well as different linguistic and cultural backgrounds (Zheng, Cheng,

& Klinger, 2007). Multiplechoice formats are shown to produce higher scores and in some
cases performances are higher than chance (Cheng and Gao, 2002). This is bedakess test
aretasked with selecting their response as opposed to answering structured content questions
and producing their responses (Zheng et al, 2007). Researchers and practitioners prefer the
latter format as it can get at dynamic cognitive processes and mageppmore systemic
validity. When a testaker answers a multiple choice question (MCQ) about a text in their
own language, the surface form of the target answer is often familiar and recognizable from
the limited answer options. The way that the MCQfremed may trigger source text
information that was stored in episodic memory (Graesser, Ozuru & $Salih8; Magliano,

Millis, Ozuru, & McNamara, 2007). This may or may not accurately point to full
understanding but merely to the ability to recognizdase form. On the other hand, open

ended questions are more sensitive to measuring quality in processing of relevant and
accurate ideas from a text at the time of integrating the message than multiple choice
questions; performance on MCQs is related eamount of prior knowledge of text content
(Ozuru, Briner, Kurby, & McNamara, 2013).

Several studies on the comprehension of interpreted sign language relied on MCQs to
determine degree of understanding of lecture content (Marschark, Sapere, tiGonver
Seewagen, & Maltzen, 200Marschark, Sapere, Convertino, & Seewagen, 202685b;
Marschark, Pelz, Convertino, Sapere, Arndt & Seewagan, 200&)schark et al. (2004)
created a ninguestion multiplechoice questionnaire from arbinute video presentation that
had been interpreted and transliterated (Englighsigning) Theyused a written evaluation
(MCQ) in two tests and a signed MCQ evaioa in the third test. Although there was no
difference in comprehension performance between the two groups, deaf students in all three

experments performed 203 points lower than hearing pe€ef$ie fact that participants were
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tested bimodallyd watchirg a stimulus in SL (presumably their L1) then responding in
written English (presumably their L2) may have had some effect on results.

Rosenstock utilized a pictorial MCQ testreduce English literacy bias. Shéapted
her instrumenfrom a spoken lisi@ng comprehension test, creating narbal responses to
verbal (signed IS, ASL, and Interpreted IS) stimuli. The test was computerized and aimed to
reduce bias in literacy differences or Aoh language skill of her diverse SL using
participants. She sggsed that other methods be applied in future research on IS
comprehension, particularly lexical identifications and quantifiable measures to assess
understood discourse content.

Rodriguez Ortiz (2007) also shoed the importance of using varied types$ o
assessment in sign language comprehension testing. These may include readability scales, te
recall tasks, lexical identification, and free summaries, among others. Sonteessf
assessment types are notedliscussion about comprehension studies oreSturesin the

next section

2.3.5 Prior research on SL lecture comprehension

There are several methodological considerations for this current study in terms of
designing an assessment that measures expository IS comprehension. Very little research h
been done on comprehension of SL, but a handful of studies assessed deaf6student
comprehension of classroom lectures, almost all of which were interpreted texts rather thar
direct l ecture by a NSL signer . I n add
comprehension with that of hearing colleagues ordat#fened colleagues. Fle®r (1975)
found that deaf students understood slightly more from an ASL interpreted lecture (73%) than
one that was transliterated (Engligke sign order) (67%). Mixed evidence of this difference
has been presented by a series of other similar stadistailed ly Rodriguez Oriz (2007
(Murphy & Fleischer, 1977; Livingston, Signer and Abramson, 1994; Marschark et al, 2004,
Marscharket al., 2005a; Marschark, Pelz, et al., 2005). In all of these studies it was shown
that deaf students extract lesfonmation from interpreted lectures than hearing colleagues,
whether theywere viewed live or on video, and that performances are not impacted by
demographics, age of exposure to SL, nor communication preferences (ASL or fikglish
signing).

Often it wasreported that none of the students scored 100% on comprehension tests,
and in fact performance scores are quite low (43%). This appears to be a common
finding across several studies of interpreted SL lectures (Murphy & Fleischer, 1977;
Rodriguez @iz & Mora Roche, 2008), and is even sedported by students in their own
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assessments of interpreted lecture comprehension (Napier & Barker, 2004). In another study
by Jacobs (1977) deaf participants performed at 69% versus their hearing couterparts
average score of 84%. In these studies, studemitsheda lecture rendered in SL ameere
then asked to respond to different types of test questions. Written M€sitilized in a
majority of these studies (Jacoldi®,77;Fleischer, 1975, Marschark at, 2004, 2005a). It is
also noted that when comparisomeremade bet ween deaf studentsbo
interpreted lectures and those transliterated into a signed English pidgin format, students
performed slightly better on the interpreted NSL targeter thepidgin form, but differences
wereslight and not significant in any of the studies.

In one study, deaf teens understood direct instruction of a science class in SL better
than interpreted instruction (Kurz, 2004, citeg Rodriguez Ortiz et al.2008). However,
there is still mixed evidence about whether direct SL exposition or interpreted SL exposition
of lecture material is better understood (Rodriquez Ortiz et al., 20R&)riguez Ortiz et al.
posited thatdeaf studersd lower performance asefrom a lack of experience in formal
education settings and participantsodéd varied
delayed learning of their NSL.

It is suggested that the use of different methods (other than MCQs) in testing
comprehensionds benefits, given that one measurement canmnolyidelimited insight into
the communicative potential of a SL and its comprehension (Rodriguez Ortiz, 20@V)
study by Rodriguez Ortiz (2007), the researcher used recorded lectures that wereomanslati
into LSE. Participants were asked a variety of epeded questions and several global
content questions, in truef/false format. Participants were also asked to make a subjective
evaluation of their own performance. Global questions were answered btieh than
opentended questions (80% versus 62%). In fact global understanding was showa to be
strengthfor deaf participants, whese hearing participants performed better on explicit,
implicit, and operended questions. They also invented more méiion than hearing
counterparts.

Other methods of assessiB comprehension are discussed in the literature, such as
the use of recall tasks in testing. An ASL story recall protocol was one of several tools for
measuring verbal ability in deaf persons (Pollard, DeMatteo, Lenz, & Rediess 2007; Pollard,
Rediess, & DeMtteo, 2005). In addition, researchers judged literatated behavioref
deaf students who watched ASL videmsd were given tasks related to the video stimuli
Methods includd story recall, signing and fingerspelling target vocabulary. These bekavior
indicate engagement with a signed ASL educational text and influence comprehension of the
text (Golos, 2010).
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Referential communication tasks have also been used in comprehension studies
involving deaf people and were used in an early study by BatéisdnJordan (1976). The
procedure involved recording participgodirs who werelooking at and interacting about
picture arrays. As they view each picture, they describe the image to their partner (who use
the same SL as they do), and then havetdld (eferred back to them. In the 1976 study, a
group of participants watched the videotaped interactions of the paired partners and werg
asked to identify the pictures being described. Participants watched recorded interaction:s
showing pairs who use the sai®k as they do, as well as pairs who use a different SL from
their own. The study confirmed (unsurprisingly) that SL users understand their own SL better
than other foreigisLs In these experiments participants reported that they could comprehend
the getu r a | materi al bet t éas notechlay nhe authers). RParteimht s
observed that the paired signers used a mix of signs and gestures. In addition, when signe
used some expansion or longer descriptions, it often proved helpful but rremdte
information included distracting information that did not help ebserverfind the correct
referent. Viewers appeared to look for critical features of the target, and this helped
participants identify the referent picture. It apgethata reliance on iconicityas a strategy

wasexploitedwhen communicatingcrossSLs

2.3.6 Assessing IS comprehension

Very little is known about IS comprehension and factors related to its communicative
effectiveness. The Rosenstock study is the only one to pursue this quéstigprehension
of lexical forms in IS has not yet been studied, nor has the relationship io&llex
comprehension on overall IS discourse comprehension performance. Although SL users fron
Western countries appear to perform better on IS comprehension, it is not known if country of
origin alone or other sociolinguistic factors affect this comprebentarticipants performed
better on MCQs that targeted depicting verb tokens and fingerspelling (Rosenstock, 2004) bu
not as well on surrogates and indicating verbs. It is surprising that fingerspelled signs were
better understood, since fingerspellingstems vary in many differer8Ls This may have
been i ndicati ve ofs alRobwhemmveete interkadanalsdivdang in the WSp a 1
and exposed regularly to the ASL em@nded fingerspelling system. IS utilizes the same one
handed fingerspellm system excepd for the |l etter AT

Rosenstockndicated depicting verBSwere understood better than other sign types

(79% average not includingneni gner s) . I n the authoros di

%2 Rosenstock does not make a distinction between handling , movement, locating, or entity (SASS)
depicting fAverbs. o
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targeting depicting signs connectionto the depicting verbs and targeted correct responses
wasnot transparentt is possible that other semiotic elements contribtaecbmprehension.
Par t i creduced tosnprehension of surrogates and indicating verbs conflict with
intuitions about gestal forms in IS being better understoobecausethese sign types
incorporate gestural elements (enactment and directional movement at referents). Established
lexical IS signs and gestural forms have yet to be definitively linked to IS comprehension,
althaugh it is posited that presence of NSL structuresluding gesture and depicting
componentsmakes for more easily understood IS (LoektaKee and Napier, 2002). It is
unknown what mix of these structures most effective for different audience memnbe
relying upon | S andoispésgieher HAuni versal access
IS training efforts typically include instruction of common IS signs, along with other
approaches to visually and iconically motivated communication such as use of depiction,
gesture, and enactme . Teaching | exical signs operates o
knowledge of conventionally used IS signs will help people effectively communicate with it.
Studies in reading and | istening comprehensio
gene a | vocabul ary content positively affected
testing (Mehrpour and Rahimi, 2010).
Signs that are shared by several sign languages or are iconic, resembling their referent,
are also attributed to successful comprehensidS discourse (Rosenstock, 200Although
many of the high frequency signs identified in the 2004 study are shared across d#ffesyent
these forms were not shown to comprehension test participants to ascertain their
understanding. Thus, very littis known about the way lexicon and depiction influence IS
comprehension.
Relevant toStudy One andStudy Two (see Chapters 5 and 6), frequency effects are
important to consider when assessing how pe@aegnizeand process words (or in this case
signs) in discourse. If knowing the most frequent words or signs in a second language aids in
that L2 comprehensiothenpar t i ci pantsé ability to recognize
text becomes one measure of audeesomprehension. However, it is established that L2
listeners may be able to understaamt decodeall of the words but may not be able to
comprehend the main goal or argument of the speaker (Hu, 2009; Kintsch & Keenan 1983).
In the comprehension assessingnChapter 6, both lexical identifications as well as text
content questions are measured in order to capture whether IS audience understand the signs
as well as discourse goal and content.
ExpositorylS poses complications for comprehension of lexiand discoursegiven

the effects resulting from contact between differ&hts. Mentioned above, intuitions from a
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survey of IS interpreters are reported and close this chapter. In thgegtgh, responses are
reported to offer insights about what prshers consider to be relevant to effective

expository IS

2.3.7 What do interpreter practitioners say about I1S?

Given the gap in the literature on studies that relate IS discourse to comprehension
measures, | decided to administer a small scopingdysiu test my own intuitios about 1S
meaningconveyanceAt the outset of this researchiiay 2011, | conducted an international
online survey of interpreters who work with IS in some capacity. This was meant to gauge my
own intuitions with others who also work with IS in their professional practice. The role that
interpreterscontribute to IS visbility and in IS usage settingsvas describedn the
introduction and in the review of IS literature above §2.1.3. What emerged from this survey
are numerous intuitions about IS and the ability to communicate information with this contact
strategy.

Forty-four practitioners replied, 11 deaf and 33 hearing, representing 12 different
countries. They responded to questions about how well they believed IS could communicate
certain types of information. A majority of interpreters responding reported thatiseels
between 16 times per year (34), with a minority of participants using-Bstimes per month
or more (10). Just under half of the survey participants report that they teach others in
communicating with IS (19). A majority of the respondents listedt first language as either
ASL (17) or BSL or Auslan (17), with spoken language fluency in English (25), French (11),
German (6) Spanish (4andDutch (4), among others. When asked if they also were fluent in
any otherSLs the majority reported knowg at least one other SL. FiguBeshows this
di stribution of IS interpretersd second S

in ASL as a second SL.
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Participants in the surveylnpgauropvofessiendl r e s p on s
experience interpreting for diverse deaf people, how much of the source information do you
beli eve can be conv e yTaey wdreygivan isix gypes & disusen a | Sign
information and gave their impressions about the amount of each type they believed could be
conveyed with an IS contact system. These types were: the general topic, main points of
information, time frame (e.g. past, present, future), names ands plaecific details in the
information, and fingerspelled informatio. n t e r p mEFasstonss abouti how much
information of each typeanbe conveyed are shownkigure 3.

Although there are mixed opinions in the responseseighted averagehownby the
pointsin thegraphr e pr esent a trend i n what 1interpreters
effectivenessResults of the survey indicate that a majority of IS interpreters believe that
global discourse information can be conveyed with IS raten main points and specific

details, especially fingerspelled information.
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Figure 3 What IS interpreter practitioners think about IS discourse effectiveness

Participants were also asked their professional opinion aboumdkeimportant factors
that influence communicating effectively in.IBhese replies were quite varied with shared
intuitions regarding native or nattvei ke competency in a finat
fluency in at least another SL, yet it was noted ithportance of not relying too much on
oneds native spoken | angua g e-handed fingerdpelling i o |
system, respondents believe that the audi
knowledge of both the IS interpreter aaddience aid in effective IS communication. It was
stated several times that to communicate in IS, one must be able to use role shift, space
mi me , gestures, and choose more iconic si
culture(s) and politicabackground(s) of audience membdtsvas alsopredictedthat travel
experience makes one more able to convey (and understand) information clearly anc
effectively in IS.

Responses by colleaguadditionally suggest that several sociolinguistic factorsiod
audience have an impact on whether IS is effective for them or not. In this study, some of
these factors are examined-gigis participant judgments of IS texts and performances on
comprehension measures. Intuitions about IS effectiveness are dkst aesl shown in

results from content questions about global discourse information, main points, and details.

65



Chapter 2 Literature Review

2.4Summary

In this chapter,it was establishedhat additional understanding is needed about
expository IS, which is a type &L contact phenomen@cruited © convey information to
multiple, different SL users in an audience. The review of prior work on IS and contact
bet ween SL users demonstrates that peopl e apj
complexities around F8ype phenomena ought to be considered (in both public and academic
discourse). A variety of sociological, economic, and political factors create contact situations
between SL users. In addition, one must also consider the complex effects of spoken
language cotact onSLsin contact. The effect of spoken languagesasis another resource
that diverse signers bring to the international contact setting.

It was noted that while varieBLs share similar features and potential for similar
patterns of articulabin, some of which are likely exploited in the international contact setting,
there are formational differences that sepa8its significantly. It was also shown that the
relative ease of accommodation that is reported when Deaf people with different SL
backgrounds meet and begin interacting is a relatively unexplored area. Findings from studies
that investigated comprehension of NSL lectures (interpreted and direct) indicate that
information is not always fully realized. Therefore IS lectures (directimtedpreted) by
different SL users are potentially even less understandable than assumed.

The lexicon of expository IS can be further investigated, in particular by quantifying
establishedexical forms and depicting signs, which offer similar productieenents shared
by differentSLs The way these and other semiotic material operate in expository IS needs
additional study, particulr to determinewhether these elements are understood and
contribute to comprehension of IS discourses.

Evidence of NSL grammatical devices are also given from two theoretical
frameworks, which include descriptions of inflectional morphology and negation structures,
as well as a claim that when deaf presenter provide IS lecture to a mixed SL using audience,
the fisentences adhere to a SVO structure (Supalla & Webb, 19934). Elaborate
linguistic description of interpreted IS is given by Rosenstock regarding lexicon, basic
handshapes, oreanded fingerspelling as welémas, @depict
and elements of meaning clusters that interpreters use for manipulating objects in signing
space (2004). Depiction is another topic included in this current investigation given the
contention that depicting verbs aid in audience comprehensionufei®nces (Rosenstock,
2004).
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The small amount of researcbn IS andSLs in contact focus mostly on North
American and European interpreters and some deaf signers. Of the available empirica
studies, there is limited attention devoted to the lexidoi® @ndvery little characterization
of grammatical structuresln addition, the studied examples of IS have not been broadly
representative of a variety of SL users from different geographic and linguistic origjins.
view of IS constructed bdlifferent SL users ighereforeneededparticularly looking at the
way deaf internationals compose meaningful symbols for a diverse audience. Furthermore,
closer look at the sociolinguistic and demographic background of audience members whc
glean the most fromlS may indicate that there are some who are optimally poised to
understand IS but others who are not. Answering the research questiansaddresses
assumpti ons ab o uthroughutheiuseeddxgositbry 18 cTheensxs chapter
providestheoe t i c a | background to this studyds v
made ofthe ways thaSLs create meaning, whichre exploited in SL contact situatiosgch

as internationally targeted expository IS lectures.
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SLshave been the subject of linguistic research over a much shorter time frame than
what has been devoted to spoken and written languages. Most of the research thus far is
focused on WesterSLs with predominant numbers of published works on those observed
deaf communities in Europe and the United States

Research osLshas often been groundedarformal theoretical frameworkvhich (n
the most general terms) poses a universal human system of languamgerwa (Chomsky,
1965).Descriptions ofSL lexicons and grammalsve frequently appliednalytic approaches
and metdanguage usetb describe spoken languagesistorically, this was serendipitous
given the hopes that visual/spatial language might uncover universals and thus validate the
theoryo f Uni ver sal Gr ammar (Supall a, 2008b, p .
align in time with the emergence of this new formalist paradigm in the late 1960s and offered
opportunities for linguistic validation and study®ifsin subsequent years (Batin, 2000).

In this study | assume a cognitivist stance, which asserts that human speciés
experiences shape cognitive structure and that the organization of our experience is
inextricably embodied (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980, 1999) dine language & use in our
discoursesbout such experiences is situated in usage settings (Langacker, 2001).

Language is the faculty by which we make sense of our experiences. As a result,
languagé as it resides in the middcannot be studied in isolation from humanbeaiment
(Evans & Green, 2006, p. 44). In recent decades, cognitive approaches to the description of
SLs have emerged, with emphasis on language as a human cognitive faculty that relies on
mental representations or schemas. Cognitive theories of Menta¢,Sa@auconnier, B5,

1997) and real space blending (Fauconnier & Turner, 1996) are recently applied in the
description of SL grammars (for ASL: Liddell, 2003: for Auslan: Ferrara, 2012, Johnston &
Ferrara, 2012). Metaphoric blends and Idealized Cognitiwdels (ICMs) (Lakoff, 1987) are

other theories that have relevance to SL grammars (Wilcox, 2000, 2004; Taub, 2001). These
are important concepts thptovide backdrop irthe current study and are elaboratedhis
chapter

The main premises of cognigéinguistics is that semantic structure is not universal but
is based on knowledge structures and conventional imagery, that grammar constitutes
symbols that are conventionalized meaning structures, and that lexicon and grammar are

symbolic structures thdall on a continuum that may be grouped and described arbitrarily;
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there is no distinction between lexicon and grammar (Langacker, 198 éx®&o-grammar is
discussed in&31.

This study looks at the effectiveness of the unique communication phenoméfa of
through a cognitive lens. In cognitive grammar theory, meaning is equated with
conceptualization (Langacker, 1987); therefore, in this tradition, meaning is taken to be the
inner conceptualizations that are realized from sensory perceptions of words, signs, or othe
types of visual and/or auditory symbols. In order to assess how well IS effectively conveys
meaningful utterances that can be recognized, it is necessary t ¢klser look at hoLs

construct meaningful symbols fon abserver

3.1 Meaningconstruction and meaningful symbols

Scholars have posited that language and forms in language are modifiable to serve :
number of functions in human interaction (Hddly, 1975; Hymes, 1974; Jakobson, 1964).
One of the main functions is representatiomdefisor contentthatis external to interlocutors
(Buhler, 1965 in Young, 1993). Jakobson calls this the referential function and Halliday
describes it as the informative function. Hymes proposed his theory of communicative
competence distinguishing from Chomskyan linguistic aqopetence) recognizing that
| anguage can be flexible and that abauethes s
| a n g usysieentob use (Hymes, 1974: 75). Deaf presenters who use IS to address ar
audience of mixed SL users aim to communicatasdasually for the purpose of community
building around a marginalized Deaf experience, and towards other political and educational
purposes. Théorms inexpository IS theyelect arevhat tre signer believes to be salient,
based orthe assumption thahe audiencewill recognize feature®f SLs known to them
Presumablythe expectation is thateaningwill be conveyed.

Meaning is influenced by several factors: 1) the knowledgebserverbrings from
life experiences; 2) the lexicon and other spiitblinguistic and nosinguistic units that the
communicator uses to construct the message; JPlberved s i nt er pr et at i ol
the message; and 4) the context in which the message is rendered and perceived.

For each of these factors, therception of message meaninglépendent on the way
symbolic expressions are used from personal experience, and the conventionality of thes
symbols. Each language has identifiable patterns that are easily recognized by experience
users of those paties; therefore, the mental ideas that are construed from plagsens are
generally sharedA language emergefrom use of symbolic expressions that become

abstracted andonventional (Langacker, 200Hora cont act sign fAl ang
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exposibry IS, the maintenance afonventional meaning seems untenallbaredways of

constructing meaningeen inSLs may provide some discoursmmhesion to build up a
messageHowever,one 6 s i nt er pr et a tponandierice8 NSa linguisticd e penden
conventions each of which bringent r enched #fAwebs of significanc:
are spun from cultural and communicative traditidnscognitive linguistics, meaning comes

from usage and culture shapes usage. Meaangesf r om cul t ur sts ofwhi ch fAc
patterns, explicit and implicit, of and fdrehavioracqui red and transmitted
(Kroeber and Kluckhohn, 1952:18dited by Berry, 2004; 168). Moreover, meaning is

constructed not only by linguistic padéan utterancéut alsoby all other relevant aspects of

the embodid communicatn and its contextwhich occur simultaneously (as described by

studies in cespeech gesture) arfichm contextuainferences and pragmatic awareness (Grice,

1975).

AflLanguage i S just r@scwbhbced mdc etslsear y ulflor rec

communicative and informative intentions?o (Enf

Although Enfield is referring to the way conventionalized spoken languages
incorporate images and gestures towards meaning construction, hisigrals a recent shift
in thinking about how, during fade-face interactions, language incorporates other
communicative material besides just lexical forms and megyntax. When attempting to
communicate in a contact situation with users of one oerdtinctly differeniSLs signers
bring their own ismaterialdrom tifiefr awin NSLs thas is hoth ngusstic
and gestural, which is informed by their linguistic and cultural backgrounds. Additional
external factors that shape a contact situation also mustobsidered, such as the
demographic profile of the community of users, cultural traditions, settings where a contact
variety is used, and the sociopolitical systems of deaf people.

When people communicate in fateface interaction, they utilize any comhtion d
three strategies: the use description, pointing(to referentéreal or imagined) and
demonstration (Clark & Gerrig, 1990). Ferrara (2012) established relevance of Clark and
Gerrigp s  italctaases andompositeutterances in Auslan. In da so, she notethat
signers are able to describe, tel meaning, and demonstrate, sliow meaning (p.102).
Telling meaning aligns witlgiving specificdescription withestablishedigns that are fully
lexical, whereasshowing alignsvith demonstration througtine use ofgyesturesand to some
extent pointing signs and depicting signs. Depicting signs are considered to be simultaneously

linguistic and gestural (following Liddell, 2003; Schembri, 2001; Schembri, Jones, et al.,
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2005). In 83.32-3.34, three types of signgreoutlined,as they will be applied in the lexical
analysis in Study One of this dissertation.

Users understand signs and utterances in NSLs because theméammng
constructions in the system are symbolic and tloeyentionally and specifically point to and
elaborate concepts in discourse. Thus, users of the same language can (generally) understa
one another. In the case of IS, where interlocutors do not share the same native SL, it i
curious that anecdotal repr t s i ndicate |IS to be Afairly
raises questions about the patterning of meaningful symbols in IS that might allow
recognition and shared meaning in a contact situation.

This investigation of IS and its conveyance of niegrat the lexical level and the
larger discourse leved to some extent in comparison MSLs & devotes attention ta
range ofelements and forameaning pairs thattogether,tell and show meaning ihS
discoursesNext, a discussion is devoteddeveralfeatures oimeaningconstructionthat are
observedn NSLs for the purpose of grounding the wslyared featuremight contribute to

meaningconveyancen IS contact

3.2Meaning construction inSLs

The review of IS literature and SL contact§21 and 8§2.2 indicatethat S borrows
features from NSLs focreating meaningful symbols. Was suggested by QuinRozos,
(2007)that crosdinguistic comprehension iBLsis attributed to the prevalence of iconicity,
gestural resources, and the structural similaritySak These three aspects are briefly
discussed before outlining sign types that operateLimand arethenanalyzed in IS in this
current studyMeaningfulsymbols inSLsand some of their features that appear to be similar
across studiedSLs are given as the reason for ease of recognition and shared meaning

between users of differeBlLs

3.21 Iconicity and Meaning inSLs
Iconicity in both spoken languages aBdls is discussed at length in the published

literature, with iconic motivation a shared way 8lls use handshapes to create meaningful

forms. An example of a sign that depicts an entity is the bent2 hancﬁmﬁten usedto
denote a crouched human or anim8&lLs exhibit varying degrees of transparency between

signs and their referents, wheredbjpandshape can makeiaanic reference to an objeat it

can point metonymically to a whole objectThe 1-handsha|c?).‘ can daote an upright

standing personyhereasonly one part of an objeds represented hyhe S (fist) handshape
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¥, which candepct a nodding or moving head onparson. In all documenteslLs certain

handshapes appear to be seledgstematically wthin the language (and at times shared

acrossSLs), such as the -handshape to represent a human and the B hant?‘:fhap)e
representt motor vehicle (Schembri, 2001; Brennan, 1992; Wilcox, 2004; Engtextgrson,
1993; among others).

On the lexical level, similarity between the lexicons of different-genetically related
SLsarises from borrowing, or shared symbolism (particularly in language communities with
similar or relatectultures), as well as due to iconic motivation, or Xid& signs that point to
referents directly (Woll, 198 Kyle & Woll, 1988; Guerra Currie, Meier, & Walters, 2002).
Even a relatively low (in terms of SL comparisons) 23 percent lexical similarity is shown
between Japanese Sign Language (NS) and Mex@gn Language (LSM), which are
unrelatedSLs (Guerra Currie et al., 2002guerra Currie et ahttribute this percentage to a
base, shared symbolism betweirs. The visual mode dbLs provides more opportunity for
representing material iconicallyas shan by the examples of the handshape parameter in
sign phonology above. Howevéhe iconic nature of some signs is not related to the way
they are used, since each SL linguistic system has its own conventions for forming and
modifying symbols. Zeshan rends us:

All signs, whether iconic or not, have a conventional form and meaning, and it is
not possible to modify the form of a sign at will, even if a different form might
seem iconically more suitable. In fact, iconicity is irrelevant to communication

between users o6Ls most of the time; in fact, it is not necessary to be aware of

the iconicity of a sign in order to use it. (Zeshan, 2@042)

In other wordsthe manner with which MSL patterns andbstracts forameaning pairs
may be so entrenchegdthatwhen forms (or their parts) ab®rrowed into a contact situation
they may or maynot prompt the intended meaning/ith expository IS, deployment of
iconically motivated f or ms may be a strateg
comprehension of these lectures, whether intended or not.

Common human embodiment provides universal experiences on which to build
conceptualizabns of oneds s url989).urhedekperigree of Heiagkdeaf ih any
part of the world brings with it certain shared experiential frames; however, deaf people live
in different, larger, spoken language communities, each with its own rich hastdrgulture.
There is evidence suggesting that the transparenagigh, based on its iconic resemblance
is dependent upon symbols and concepts that are culturally familiar (Pizzuto; Bages,

Volterra, 1996). In Pizzuto et al, Italian neignersd and not simply Italian (LIS) use¥s
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were able to guess meanings of a number of iconically transparent signs, which was explaine
by a shared Italian cultureMeaningful symbols, therefore, will be shaped by surrounding
social and cultural norms, as wedl show in specific linguistic patterns of a local NSL.

For example, the concept of work may be a shared idea, yet manifestations of work car
take on different forms. Distinct compound signs[fUOMENG6 S WaRIMENG S WORK
Central America iconicét indicate types of work for each gender. The signs are iconic
mimetic movements meant to convey the concept of work, even when the work is not relatec
to these actions: COOKING (flipping tortilla dough from palm to palm), WEAVING (pulling
a loom back s p ) , and WASHI NG (scrubbing <cldot hi
FARMI NG (raking a hoe), HAULI NG (tracing
and shoulders), and CHOPPING (miming diagonal machete chops) (FoxTreep28409).
People from the UK or the United States who use their local signs for WORK would be
challenged to create a meaningful symbol for work for a signer from Central America who
signs the compound sign for WORK in Meemul Tziij, a Central American sigyuiaye
variety. It might take a large amount of circuitous gesturing and elaboration to convey the
concept of work between such interlocutors. The point here is that ethnocentric assumption:
in making iconic sign choices might impede communication (rdkizer aid it) even when the
crosslinguistic sign choices are deliberately iconically motivated, purely as a result of
culturally embedded differences.

Two-handed alphabets more iconically depict letters ofRbmanalphabet than one
handed ones (Hohentger, 2007). If iconicity is expected to play a role in a universally
understood language system, then it would make sense that tiamded alphabet system
would be more prevalent in IS use. The opposite is true, however. The fact that IS
incorporates anehanded alphabet for fingerspelling of proper names and some initialized
signs suggests the heavy borrowing from American and European sign languages that us
onehanded fingerspelling, rather than simply employing iconically motivated forms. IS may
construct meaning by establishing arbitrary forfteat are agreed upon by a community of

userskhat may be less transparent in their farreaning connection.

3.22 Gestures and Meaning irSLs
Gestures are visible, ndimguistic movements of the torsbead, hands, arms, and face
that people engage to communicate, often (but not always) simultaneously with speech
Gestures are meaningful symbols that play an integral part in language and speleale
characterized as falling on a continuuitendon, 204; McNeill, 1992, 2005; Goldin
Meadow, 2003; Kendon, 2004). They are yet another type of semiotic material that have beel
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attributed to the early forms of language in humans (Armstrong, Stokoe, & Wilcox, 1995).
They also provide substrate material fexital and grammaticalofms in sign languages
(Janzen &Shaffer, 2002; Wilcox, 2004)Gesture is a communicative action that has a
function in discourse, such as for marking discourse transitions, e.gURM/ELL. The

sign G(5UP):WELL is also observeth ASL and described as filled pauses (Winston and
Monikowski, 2003) and is noted to serve as a boundary between discourse segments or
footing shifts.

In addition to manual gestures, another kind of-lguistic element contributing to
imagery in SL discourse comes from mimetic enactment, known as constructed action and
constructed dialogue (Liddell & Metzger, 1998Jigners often switch between contienal
lexical signs and constructed action or dialogue (Roy, 1989; Winston, 1991; Dudis, 2004) in
addition to using emblems that are known by the wider spoken language communities in
which they live like the thumbsaup G(6UP):GOOD gesture.The symboii OK6 or @At humbs
u p i3 familiar in many (but not all) communitied. h e A tuhpubmbemb|l em i s a h
frequency conventional lexical form in IS and in Auslan, and is coded in this study & such
GOOD(AUS) (see methodology §4.3.8).

In a contact system sudis IS, gesture and enactment via constructed action and
dialogue are types of resources that signers already have in their repertoire; therefore, it
makes sense that not only would iconic gestures be used inliogagstic contact, buan
amount of enaatentwould be incorporated to enricgigns thatmight notbe understood if
they are not shared by users in contact with each d®nier. research presented in Chapter 2
indicated thafi imemeddagéesbuoseso ,&d Moromgsgt (1979;
of par apAhsopaesal., 1204d) complement the limited conventional lexiobthe IS
contact systemMentioned above in 832.2, the strategy of demonstratingeaning by
showingincludes using gestures that prompt imagery.

In a cognitivelinguistic framework, both netinguistic gesture and linguistic units are
considered a reflection of imagistic thinking. This can be via concrete, diredttéereierent
imagery or by analytical thinking that organizes referents in an abstract, hieaaralay
(Okrent, 2002 p.185, following McNeill, 1992). The main difference between gesture and
linguistic unit pivots on degree of conventionalization, where and how the form is
conventional, and the constraints on how gestures combine with linguestiergis (Okrent,

2002). For example, signers incorporate a restricted number of handshapes to depict varied
objects in motion, which differs from the wide variety used by-signers (gesturers) to

depict the same images and movements (Schembri, 200E)fact that certain handshapes
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are similarly used by signers from different SL origins, such as the V (2 legs) har%"\ﬂnmpe

human referents and belike gO> ', BO> = handshapes for birds (Schembri, 2001),
means that a direct connection to imagery is abiglto different SL users and is exploitable
in IS contact.

For the purpose of assessing gesture in IS presentations, sign forms in the ci8lected
source dataset are considered following Okrent (2002) in terms of whetkiggy Bxpresan
imagistic aspect od referent; 2) they are noggular, establishel o r ms ; and 3) i
the gesture patterns meaning onto form in
Gradient patterning on a form in spoken language is given asVYow | engt heni n
| ooooong timed) or rising/falling pitch (
phonemic value as in Mandarin Chinese; p.191). In SL and in IS, when a sign is more
regularly usedit becomesligned witha specificsemanticstructure Gradient meaning is a
vague sense that a form may carry, such as the gestw8HABE):WOW-VERY shown
below in Figured. It is an example of a gesture, although it is used often by IS signers (and
observed inlNSLs such as Auslan and AplLThe fomd s meani ng i stcanot
mean several different thingbhat conjure the image & physical reactiono an emotion.
Depending on the context, other Amanuals that accompany it, and aspect of movement, it
may suggessomething goodbad,or it can signify varying degrees of intensity (e.g., volume,
quantity, badness, excitemenif).a sign requires contextual support for understanding, it is
considered to be gestural, given that i a
support t o have me.alid).0theosigns kolves oth linguistic Grdd
gestural components, or may éstablished forms. A taxonomy of sign ty@edully-lexical,

partly-lexical and nodexicald applied in thisstudy is described below 83.3
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Figure 4 1S Gesture (5SHAKE)WOW -VERY

3.23 Spatial reference displacementand meaning inSLs

Many of the meaningnaking constructions found in studi&ls while different in
their form and function, still show evidence of universally constructed vepslal elements.

One of the features that all studigtshave to date is the use of space to organize referents in
discourse. Some researchers explain thigimg of verb agreement (Supalla, 1982, 1990;
EngbergPedersen, 1993; Sandler & LHMartin, 2006), while others describe the use of
space modification to direct and locate (point to) the movement of referents (Liddell, 2000,
2003; de Beuzeville, Johnstafa,Schembri, 2009).

In a crosdinguistic study of 15 different geographically distinct NSLs, Newport and
Supalla (2000) identify HAclassifier structures
Al ocation and movement t Mmarloglammatical@greementiwith ¢ o mmo n
the subject and objecto (p.110). They claim t
unrelatedSLs allow users of unintelligiblé&SLsto develop and communicate by (Supalla,
2008b, p.580). In earlier work, Supallates the inherently iconic representation of objects
being referred to-gemmehatchel aasil i éirvd smwawhi c|
shape of referents (Supall a, 1982) . Johnston i
iconicity that gves meaning in Auslan (armkerhaps by extension titherSL but t hat At h
displacement and behavior of a sign isasmalogueo f It s meaning, 0 distingl
shapeiconic signs andanalogueconic signs (Johnston, 199f. 22). In these wayd\SLs
make use of visuapatial elements to make reference between sdbgect roleplay,
physical relationships (next to, above, etc.), and structured use of space to build cohesion in
the discourse (Winston 199 Exploiting the signing space involvecreating real space
blends that are conceptualized from mental representations, or mental spaces (Liddell, 2003;

Ferrara, 202 following Fauconnier1985 1997). Before mention of blending and itsle in
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meaning makingn SLs (and its relevance to 1Sy rudimenary discussion is made about

Mental Space feory as applied in this study.

3.24 Discourses are mental space constructions that involve blending

In a cognitive description of ASL grammar, Liddell (2003) elaborates on the application
of mentalspace theory via real space blends to describe meareagon in ASL. The theory,
proposed by Fauconnier (198%xplains how linguistic symbols, which have meaning
potential in a given discourse contexprompt mental space representatiggauconnier,
1997, p. 37). Mental space representations are highly abstract cognitive constructions,
comprising knowledge and cognitive models (Lakoff, 1987) from our experiences and
sematic frames (Fillmore, 1982). At the start of Chaptet Bientioned Idealized Cognitive
Models 8 structures with which we organize knowledge (Lakoff, 1987). Our knowledge
about things, such asothersjs complex and includes prototypical ideas (birth, nurturer) that
may be stereotypical (housewife) or cudluvariations (unwed, adoptive, foster, step
mother;Lakoff, 1987 p. 75). These types of knowledge structures comprise the domains of
information that are mental space constructions when discourses are expressed an
understood.

A full elaboration onMental Space Theory goes beyond the scope of this dissertation;
however,brief mention of it here provides some theoretical background to methods | use in
the IScomprehension test in Study Twat id assumed that expository IS discourses prompt
meaningvia cognitive processes that are involnedinderstandingLs Cognitive processing
of semiotic symbols (signs and gestures) prompts conceptual representations and discours
structure. Figure 5 provides an example of a mental space construction creeded f
utterances in a discours&he discoursecontentis an excerpt from a content analysis and
rubric for thelS source video D usead the comprehension test in Chaptef$ee §4.4.3.5.)

For ease of explanatiaf the figure, luse the English translation thfe source ISliscourse.
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F

Base Space M

Frame: A recorded lecture about
Japanese Federation of the Deaf

Before we start, we want to share something with you.

A: presenters (2)
B: audience

Base Space M

Before we start we want to share

something with you.
In March 2011 there was an
earthquake in Japan.

A: presenters (2)
B: audience

Base Space M

Past event space G

Ax

A: presenters (2)
B: audience

Pre-lecture story space E

A’: storytelling
presenters (2)
B: audience

Pre-lecture story space E

>

A’: storytelling
presenters (2)
B: audience

X: Japan during
earthquake

Ay. Presenters (2)
during earthquake

Figure 5 Example of mental space construction from discourse

In the illustrated example, the base mental space M establishes the cognitive

configuration of a lecture by two Japanese deaf men to an audi&hee.mental

representatiomcludesall of the element®ne might construe frorthe semantic domain of

Al e s tOlmthe base space M, the lecture begins, but a new mental sEdsepsompted

with the openingstatement B&f or e

p h r eBefare we statt

i s an

we

expression

start,

wa n tThet o
t hat establisheseas

we

shar e

as a

shift in focus to a new space (Fauconnier, 1997). A space builder can also prompt a shift back
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to a previously established spac@.194Fx aamnp |
fihowever 0 . Specific el ement an thimgs that aragartt oh bur s p
conventional lexicon and knowledge structures aradhmtgsa nd t opi c s . The
thing in the knowledge structure framing this particular discourse. A participant in this
current study is informed that the recaldpresentation is a lecture, and this prompts a
knowl edge structure in the mind of the pa
built up in the mental spaces as new linguistic (andlimguistic) information is uttered. In

the example giverthe participant viewing the IS presenter perceives meaningful linguistic
and nonlinguistic information and recognizes these symbolic forms (either through
established e xi con or i conic reference). BEFOBEN t h
WE START, WE WANT TO SHARE SOMETHING WITH YOU participants arrive at a construal
about a prdecture narrative, which then peenpts the expectation of the lecture topic. The
signed utterance meaningN [MARCH 2011] is a spacéuilding prompt informingobserves

that they are about to hear a story from the pRstognition of varied symbols in the
utterance (JAPAN, EARTHQUAKE, etc.) completes the mental space with more detail.

Symbolic expressions in discourse instantiate mental space construartibnsnvey
meaning. Most importantly, understanding utterances of a language (or a contact system lik
IS) involves successful prompting of intended mental space constructions.

In addition to discourse structuring through mental sp&lescreate meaninghrough
blending mental spaces and their elements. A ceptmadess of grammar is blendingr(
cognitive integration Fauconnier & Turner, 1996), in which elements of one domain are
mapped onto another. Liddgltovides an example fahe way people use real space anchors
such as amplementing aknife or a cup on a table to map out and discuss relationships
between entities that are not present ia thiscussion (2003.149150). Because mental
spaces are cognitive conceptualizatiotisey are not groundedn reality, however,
conceptualizations that become part of elements in signing space are grounded in real spac
which are Acurrent conceptualizations of
(Liddell, 2003 p.82). Reas pace i s the created concept u:
visual input, such as an imagined keyboard that a person might gesture and tap away at i
space (Liddell, 2003p.83). InSLs real space 1is the <creat
mapped at and grounded in front of the signer by incorporating the hands, arms, torso, and
face. Some of these conceptual entities resemble their referents iconically, and others ar
more opaque. In addition, real space blends incorporate locations in the sgaoe, which
is seen in the way a signer directs verbs at representative placeholder tokens in spape (2003
188) (Figureb).
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RH: SELECT
LH: DSS(B)FLAT-SURFACELIKE-A-BALLOT

Ballot selectiorfvideo image] (2012Qvailable from
http://www.vec.vic.gov.au/Voting/AssistanceForVoters.html

Figure 6 Realspace blend in AuslarSELECT-ITEM -FROM-LIST

In the Figure 6, the signer creates a real space blend with which he interacts. With the
nornrdominant handthe signer articulates taken blend|jpallot]; it is a depicting sign(DS)
thatis a size and shape specifier.(&ee Table 1 forramotation conventionsThe interacting
behavior is also a blend, a surrogate, in which the signer is not just narnateiing, but
switches to become the actual voter enacting a selection. A mental space is triggered by the
physical shift in shoulders and eye gaze. The physical shift is one example of a space builder
in Auslan (alscseen in otheSLs). With his dominant hand, he articulates the Auslan sign
ASELECTO t o wdomidast handh, ehich lbas been established as a voting ballot,
with names of candidates. This specific information is not transparent in the blend; however,
the specific informtion comes from the signs earlier in the utterance, such as
ELECTORATES, REPRESENTATIVE, NAMES, and VOTING FORM.

The space builder noted in the utterance above is one of the ways that signers are
also able to use gestural behavior (pantomime) to prongital space constructions in
discourse. The signer becomes part of a surrogate blend by enacting behavior of a participant
referred to in a discourse (Dudis, 2004, 2011). This is shown in the way signers expfess non
manual markers and body posturesasaetely from and simultaneously with signs (Liddell,
2003). The process of space blending is one of the strategies for meaning creation and is
observed irSLs.  DifferentSLsmay exhibit a stable use of some forms over others, and there
are forms that areso iconic and gestural that they might be understood a&bssn an
expository IS contact setting. Whether IS discourses are understood depends to some extent
on how well the symbolic material (signs and gestures) prompts conceptually integrated

mental paces.
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3.25 Metaphor and meaning inSLs

Metaphor is a type of blend, a mechanism whereby the elements of one domain are
mapped onto elements of anotherSlos, metaphoric blending means that iconic images are
extended and their meanings can reference abstract ideas (Taub, 2001; Bi&&@an,
Wilcox, 2000). Often, metaphors derived from hupeambodied experience become
ingrained in everyday language; our humamceptual system is by nature metaphoric
(Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). One of the common spatial metaphors used in some spoken an
SLsis the URIS-GOOD metaphor. Metaphors are types of cognitive blending that enable
humans to understand and create linksvbeh symbols and ideas to convey meaning. In
blending, through conceptual integration (Fauconnier & Turner, 1996), structure from two
input spaces is projected to a third space, which then has its own unique semantic structure. .
classic example of a megtaoric blend in English is the metaphor, LIFE IS A JOURNEY,
where fAbumps in the roado refer to and ar
in oneds I|ife. In the blend, el ements of

another (Figug 7).

inputspace input space S
a o b
A path along @ \\
o % foresie
Life: (allits elements, 3 :
Bt ool o \'. Ora road (with allits \

etc.) | elements, i.e. smooth
pavement, bumps,

\ / turns)

\\

LIFE IS A JOURNEY:

1:1 relationship \
between certain |
elementsofaand b ‘

blend

Figure 7 Blended space from two input spaces

In metaphor and blending, the input spaces that contribute to the blend constitute
domains of conceptualization. In these domains are ideas and construed information we hav
from experience. Domains are understandings about concrete artifacts in our surroundings, &
well as basic human sensorimotor experiences, such as perception of size, space, physic
boundaries of vertical and horizontal orientation, bodily motion, ansesef touch and smell,
particularly manipulation of objects (Ghg 1997; Lakoff & Johnson, 1999 Common
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ontological and spatial metaphors described in spdkeakoff, 1987) and in someSLs
(Brennan, 1992Wilcox, 2000; Taub, 2001are considered in this stuayhile assessig how
depiction operates in IS. Sevena¢taphor®f interestare listed in Tablé.

IDEAS ARE PHYSICAL OBJECTS

THE CONDUIT METAPHOR

THE MIND/BODY IS A CONTAINER

SHAPES ARE CONTAINERS

GOOD IS UP/BAD IS DOWN

CONSTITUENTS ARE PARTS OF A WHOLE
TIME IS A LANDSCAPE WE MOVE THROUGH
PROGRESS IS FORWARD MOVEMENT
STATES ARE LOCATIONS/COMPARISON OF STATES IS
COMPARISON OF DISTANCE

CAUSES ARE PHYSICAL FORCES

Table 5 Common ontological and spatial metaphors

A range of visual metaphors (blendsan be utilized inSLs to express abstract
meanings, many of which are iconically represented in handshapes and locations in the
signing space in front of a signer.

Consider, for example, the ASL sign DISTRIBUTE (Fig8)e The twehanded flat O

handshapeii' begins with hands together in a hold and then opens up and moves outward

into a twehanded 5 handshape S“E?;“'“] The extended 5 hands iconically represent individual
items on each finger, and their spreading movement forward and outward maps the transfer of
several countable entities (fingers) to some abstract target. This sign might be used in an
utterance to convey the meaning of DISTRIBUTE LETTERS.

Iconically
mapped
f‘/// individual
| ‘LETTERS".
~ | Hand and
_| fingers as
plural,
countable
| objects.

Distribute [video image] (2011)Availablefrom http://www.aslpro.com/cgi
bin/aslpro/aslpro.cgi
Figure 8 Iconically mapped meaning of ASL sign DISTRIBUTE
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In this case, the iconic mapping does not resemble LETTERS, since letters are not
shaped like long fingers. The blend involves fingers as countable items, and it is metaphoric
in that each finger represents one or many items. In an utterance, the specified referenti
meaning would come from the context or a more specific sign befa#esrthis one. For
example, LETTERS DISTRIBUTE would allow the concept of letters to be mapped onto the
fingers in the sign and convey the meaning. The meaning might be altered if the utterance
were, YESTERDAY RAIN, WATER DISTRIBUTE. In this case tHingers on the5

handshap(‘-"-'rf'i“-' are mapped natsindividual water droplets, buasthe shape of a spreading
surface of water.

The sign DISTRIBUTE is a conventional lexical sign in ASL; however, in a contact
situation, such as where IS is used, the iconic, metaphoric potential of this sign may be
exploited to construct grounded real space blends in the santheviyrmational pameters
of a depicting sign might be productively used (Johnston & Schembri, 1999; Ferrara &
Johnston, 2012).

The iconic imagery that is conjured by the articulators, and the way that they can be
engaged in metaphoric blendingShs was illustrated ab@v This description is informed by
Liddell 6s work on bl ending andangagwebuidiag 1 n
(2001) in sign languages. Taub provides a model for how iconicity and metaphor operate in
ASL. These common elements are found in WBNSLS, and their use in IS discourse may
contribute to improved comprehension. An analysis from this framework is particularly
rel evant and applicable to the analysis o
clusters in the IS texts they whtxd (Chapter 6).

Referring to metaphoric mappings between a concrete domain of experience to describe
an abstract domain of experience, Taub desctibeselationships that build up analogue
in the concrete and abstract domains. The concrete domain relationship is iconic, where th
form (handshapes, movement, location, palm orientationsnmaomual signals) is iconically

mapped onto meaning. One example that may be perceivable to a vaBétysdrs is the 5

handshart~as representative of the branches on a tree. Yet, there are building blocks in

varied SLs for iconic forms. An example is the-\(or 2) handshap%?\ held upside down to
depict a twealegged form in ASL (and in otheé3Ls). While theform is not actually a set of
legs, the iconic mapping is concretely made between the image of a standing person and tf
shape of the upside down V handshape. Thus, the semantic structure of a person or enti
standing on two legs is preserved and mapped the fingers (Taub, 200p. 22). These are

reatwor | d ar ti cul at ostrecture presérving eorresporrdenpes betveen aur &
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mental models of the two entitiess ( p. 2 2) .

In the second relationshign abstract domain is represented by @mic concrete
image. In the example above, with the depicted set of legs, once the image is mapped onto the
handshape, the domain of everything we understand that can be done with a paidof legs
walking, crouching, jumping, kicking can be metaphoridglrepresented by movement of
the upside down V handshape. This type of meaning making can occur with conventional
signs as well as with productive depicting signs that comprise SL discourses.

| have outlined the many ways meaning is createglimand hese same resources are
brought into a contact sign language situation, like expository IS presentations. In IS, these
mechanisms can be exploited to convey meaning to audience members, but their effective
comprehension has yet to be shown, especialgardeng whether all of the specific
information is successfully conveyed to the audience. Insights can be gained about how well
depicting signs and other elements contribute to participant understanding, particularly where
conceptual metaphors are receditby iconic, linguistic, and gestural structures observed in
the IS discourse.

The varied types of signs that are present in NSLs are discussed in the next section, to
lay the groundwork for analyzing sign types in expository IS and to later assessenthetie

types are understood by different NSL users, given the contexts of IS presentations.

3.3Types of signs irsLs

The lexicons of establishe&Ls are described by different terminology and
taxonomies by varied researchers, with reference to the fact that signs arise from different
origins to become part of a given SL lexicon. In one view, these origins are labeled as
foreign, core, and spatial (Bntari & Padden, 2001). Signs are categorized into core lexicon
and a norcore lexicon (Brentari, 2010). Distinctions are made between signs that are foreign
or borrowed and those that are considered dnc:
constraintsof symmetry and dominance, (Battison, 1978)e difficulty here arises from
applying this framework when a contact language, as a system of borrowing from several
| anguages, technically does not have a fcoreo
operate as established signs (lexemes) in IS and some that are more productive, contributing
to the grammarThe task here is to ascertain which signs constitute the most regular ones
used and lexicalized in IS, such as the forms borrowed from a NSLvigsvesl in Chapter
2, prior research indicates that IS exhibits some signs that are common to NSLs, such as BSL
and ASL, among others (Woll, 1990; Rosenstock, 2004).
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In another viewthe core lexicon of &L is made up of fullylexical signs (Johnston &
Schembri, 1999), which are also referred to in the literature as fully specified signs (Johnson
and Liddell, 1986), or monmorphemic signs (Engbe#edersen, 1993). Each of these
models means slightly different things, but for the purpose of the lexiefysiin Study
One (Chapter 5), | adhere to theerarchy of lexicalized forms firgiutlined by Johnston &
Schembri (1999) and elaborate direte sign typesproposed by Johnston and Schembri
(2010) latelin 83.3.2-3.3.4.

Other signs in the lexicon ar@tnfully established, since their meaning is situated in
and highly dependent on context. These pdetycal depicting and pointing signs use
handshapes, spatial elements, and movement in any number of complex constructions
including blends. Lastly, detmining forms that are ndexical is part of the analysis of the
meaningmaking elements of expository IS. All of these types of signs are semiotic symbols
(in the Peircean sense, 1955) of varied complexity found in NSLs and can be employed in IS
presenations. Each type of symbol is understood according to its conventional usage in a SL
or a communication system like a contact language. Before describing the sign types assess:t
in this study, it is important to discuss the way symbolic units (signs anaplex
constructions) can fall along a scale of complexity, as well as the degree of specification anc

regularitytheir usage carries within a community of users.

3.3.1 A notion of lexicegrammar

Languages are typically studied with some degredistinction between their two
complementary mechanisms: their open and closed class elements (i.e., the lexicon and tt
grammar), both of which are responsible for specifying different portions of a cognitive
representation or N a mmy, €600 e.r2il)e Within & |cogniticemp |
representatio® such as a mental space and the elements comprising their constéuctions
the lexicon provides content information and grammatical constructions provide information
about the way the cognitive representatn i s st ruct ur edgr alnmnea rcoo |
based on the premise that symbolic units fall along a continuum where they vary in their size
and schematic complexity (Langacker, 2D0

Symbolic units may be morphemes, conventional lexical itertis as listable words or
signs in a dictionary, as well as symbolically complex constructions, which are schematic
constructions of grammar (Langacker, 1987). A schema of symbolic complexity (Langacker,
2005, p.108) is shown in Figuge
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Figure 9 Langacker's schema of symbolic complexity (reproduced from Langacker,
2005 p. 108)

Recently, cognitive theories of construction grammar have been applied to ASL
(Liddell, 2003) and CSL, LSF, LIS (Wilcox, 2004), as wa#lAuslan (Johnston & Ferrara,
2012; Ferrara, 2@®). These applications have relevance to this current study, because they are
based on the premise that meaningful symbols in a language can be described along variable
dimensionsuch asymbolic complexityschematity, and conventionalization (among other
dimensiony (For elaboration on these ideas in terms of SL grammars see Wilcox, 2004).
this study, IS lexicon and grammar are considered in light of these theories, that utterances in
expository IS discourseare composites of simple to complex semiotic material, which vary
in their conventionality and specificity. Symbolic units and complex constructions created by
IS interpreters and signehnsive meaning potential that are determined by the ways they are
usedby a community of signers in the contact setting. Symbolic expressidnosie gestures
and linguistic forms.

Johnston and Ferrara (2012) map Ausl an con:
symbolic complexity, noting that conventional signs (e.g., SESTEFAPER) are symbols that
fall closer to points on the schema representing smaller sized and substantive, fully specified
symbols. These are fulgxical signs that, within the community of Auslan users, are
conventional and rely very little on conterr their meanings. Other symbolic units are more
complex, such as depicting signs or grammatical utterances. For example, a depicting sign in
Auslan (e.g., DS(1):PERSOWALKS-AWAY -CASUALLY) is characterized further out
from the axes, as a more complex gnaatical construction (Fige 10), given the ability to

Adepict multiple blended el ements and the rela
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SCHEMATIC
abstract pattern
content unspecified

P4

[VERB] [INDICATING.VERB]

“syntactic categories”
[AD)) [SOURCE-VERB-GOA
e.g -RPROZIN

[AD} NOUN)

“syntax”
[AUX VERB]

e.g. LOOK-to-left/PRO2

[VERB-GOAL]
e.g., TELL-to-right/PRO3

[VERB-ASPECT]
e.g., WAIT-repeated-elliptic/for-ages

[PT:LOC) [NOUN-LOCATION] “morphology”
e.g., CAR-at-left

[PT:PRO2]  [RETURN]

“signs/lexicon”

on the vertical axis through abstraction

[PT:PRO1]

Specification of phonological content decreases

[SISTER] PER] [WHAT]  [AUSTRALIA] [TOMATO (RED¥BALL)]

concrete

[VERB-ORIENTATION] [DS(1):UPRIGHT.ENTITY-PATH.LOCATION.MANNER.OR
e.8., DS(1):PERSON-WALKS-AWAY-CASUA

NTATION]

“idioms”? [SORRY PRO2 MISS TRAIN]

fully specified ~ ATOMIC
SUBSTANTIVE  (small, single) I

bound morphemes, collocation, compounding, concatenation, etc.

COMPLEX
(large, multiple)
Size and complexity increases on the horizontal axis through temporal stretching, iteration, addition of

KEY: PT = pointing or indexical sign, PRO = pronoun, LOC = locative, DS = depicting sign,

GLOSS-lower-case-additions = SIGN + spatial or movement modifications/meaning-of-modification

(Reproducedvith permissiorfrom Johnston & Ferrara, 2012; p.235)

Figure 10 Example of Auslan constructions mapped onto Langacker's scales of size and

content

In addition, the component parts to a lexical sign sometimes have more complex

meaning that give it internal complexity; this comes from iconic or gestural oriigihaston

& Ferrara elaborate on the way that component parts of-lekigal signs are component

symbolic units, whose parts acquire meaning when instantiated for participation in a real
space blend (pp. 23739). The scale is thus adjusted (Fgll) for s ub |

&components of signs (i.e., handshape, orientation, movement, etc.).

e X i

c al
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Schematic

Atomic/Lexical
orientation

handitiape movement

[ v

Sub-atomic/ sub-lexical Complex

Substantive

Figure 11 Langacker's scales of size and content, with adjusted suéxical scale.

(Reproduced and adapted from Johnstdregrara, 2012; p.7)

For example, the ASL sign, CAMP, is a lexical sign that has entrenched structure and

meaning, yet its sulexical parts have some complex parts that are iconicfEkp).

[camP]

Figure 12 The fully-lexical ASL sign CAMP

The handshape, orientation, and movement components depict quite iconically the
erected poles and the outlined shape of a tent, although the form is strongly associated with
speci fied meanings, Acamp, 0 Acampi nagstoy or At er
where a tent became unstable and caved in on one side. By modifying some of the handshape,
orientation, or movement of the sign, one could create a novel symbolic unit and the sign
becomes déexicalized (Johnston and Schembri, 1999), a pdettical depiction, and takes
on an altered meaning. JohnstamdFer r ara (2012) describe this a
fully-lexical sign has: 1) unit status (i.e., an idiom) that may or may not have predictable

meaning; and 2) componential token meaning ihaependent upon context and other signs
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i n an utterance. This instantiates the si
ballot blend in 8.24.

Furthermore, the authors make the point that complex symbolic units in a SL can
move from a rore complex constructional schema to a symbolic lexical whole that is
substantive and fully specified through conventional use and entrenchment by signers in ¢
community (Johnston & Ferrara, 2012). This is how lexical signs are added to a SL from
gesturaland componential elementserrara took this idea one step further and posited a 3D
model of language (adding aaxis) that integrates conventionality onto the 2 dimensional
scalespictured n doi ng so she ar gue dtoécoounfoathefngar a mn
linguistic (gesturaype) formsand for hybrid forms (e.g. depicting signisat occur in a given
languageerrara2012 p.289).

The proposition makes room for an understanding about the way peopilegusstic
and nonlinguistic, and hyrid forms to tell, indicate, and show their intended meanings (as
noted in 83.1 above)So far, | have discussed the different kinds of forms that from a
theoretical framework about @&stablishedsL Thescales shown in Figurésl0and 11 refer
to symbdic units in an estblished sign language; a NSHowever, these ideas have
relevance to what happens when signers are in contact and create symbolic expressions wi
people who use another SL, some of which are more or less conventional.

In terms of expository IS and comprehension, the meaningful symbols that signers
use come from what they are accustomed to from theirQlvenThese arsubstantivdexical
forms, subcomponents of lexical forms (inventory of handshapes, movements, agd oth
parameters permissible in their Shjyn-linguistic manual gestures and enactmeassyell as
complexschematicconstructions. Effective understanding of forms in IS, in the context of
this schema, means that different SL users are able to recogmbel&yunits and complex
constructions and either set aside their own entrenched conventional meaning, or activate th
iconic and gestural productive elements of these symbols.

In a contacEL, the borrowed and constructed elements are symbolic baitsdn be
brought in as fullyspecified NSL lexical signs, subcomponents of fl#lyical NSL signs
that are adapted for the IS contact use, or depicting signs and other complex consthattions
fall anywhere along the schematic. The empirical questioleast for the first part of this
study is, what are the tokens and types of symbolic units in expository IS that are more
conventional, and how often do lessecified symbols make up these IS presentation
discourses? In the second study, the quegt@tains to the extent to which these symbols
and complex constructions are understood. Next, | elaborate on the sign types that ar

proposed by Johnston & Scheml#0(10 to determine tokens and types in IS collected data.
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3.3.2 Fully-lexical signs

When people think about any particular language, what comes to mind is the basic
unit of individual words, or the lexicon. Knowing minimal units of meaning in a language
means that a person has the ability at some basic level to compose and to understand
messags using these meaningful elements. The next degree of complexity is grammatical
relations between meaningful elements. Identification of lexical signs in IS is central to the
methods used in this research; therefore, some description is needed abautexicat sign
is, and what constitutes a lexical sign in expository IS. In this study, a distinction is made
bet ween Al exicali zedo dekiganosnorlerichl as dutirecebyt h at ar
Johnston and Schembri (2007) and Johnston (2012).
Lexicalization in SLs essentially occurs when a signed unit acquires a clearly
identifiable and replicable citation form which is regularly and strongly associated
wi t h a meaning which i s more specific t han t
potential, even Wwen cited out of context; cannot be predicted based on these
components alone; or is quite unrelated to its componential meaning potential, i.e., it
may be arbitrargyJohnston, 2012, p66).

Fully-lexical signs are those that are defined as conventiongheir form and
meaning, such as signs listed in a dictionary. As noted above, componential parts-of fully
lexical signs are also symbolic units with potential for constructing meaningT éd#e 6
below). Johnston and Schembri (1999) distinguish fietkycal signs from partiyexical
stating that a bdekemgui( swbr d/reantghhe rwitshhafina ad ga gveenmn
me a ni n g A sigh may al®)be lexicalideinstantaneouslywhen a linguistic community
establishes and accepts any famaaning connectiofdohnston & Ferrara, 2014; 23@he
ability for sublexical components to become engaged in a new form and usage is one of the
aspects of productivity and creation of new sign forms. Some of these productive, created

forms are parthtexical depicting signs, which are outlined in the next section.

3.3.3 Partly-lexical signs
Many NSLs exhibit complex forms that can be characterized as {&xital. These

complex signs have properties of gradation and category, rely on discourse dontext
meaning, and are not specified for usage in a conventionaMayspecified aspects of these
signs typically come from their handshape and orientation, and their movements are mapped
in the signing space in any variety of constructions and discoargexts to create gradations

of meaning(Schembri, 2001). Parts of these complexefiandshape, orientation, location,
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and movemend often have their own meaning, although there is no consensus about their
status as morphemes (JohnstorS&embri, 2007). There is also some debate around the
movement parameter as an agreement morpheme (Okrent,2Q@8). Two kinds of partly
lexical signs are points and depicting signs (Johnston & Schembri, 2007).

Pointing signs are a type of deictieggure that are meaningful. Thbegve several
functions in SLs, one of the most important of which is for reference tracknay. also serve
an adverbial locating function, a determiner function, and a discourse cohesive function
(buoys). Pointingsignsindicate physical referents in space as well as imagined entities in the
form of tokens or buoys in the signing spaBeferents are established through deixis in
signing space in front of the signer, and used when referring back (anaphora) to previously
established referents (LilMartin & Klima, 1990; McBurnley, 2002)The imagined entities
that points refer to are placeholders for conceptualsgate referents in the signed discourse
(Liddell, 2003 p. 192). Some researchers also analyze theith grammatical distinction
between pronominal first person and #ost person (Engberg Pederson, 1993), or of first,
second, and third person (Friedman, 1979)he pronominal status of points in SLs is
qguestioned and has been defended that points partitépin discourse as independent signs
or blends to direct and indicate verbs (Johnston, 20iddell, 1995, 1996)Pointing signs
are complex elements in SLs and they have been characterized as hybrid (partly conventiona
partly nonrconventional) formsand it is suggested that poirdase gestural, much like €o
speech gestural pointing that occurs with spoken languages (Johnston, 20&ppkaits that
these sign types are common amondsakto (at the very leastindicate and locate, and are
contextdependent for their meaning.

The pointing sign in Figurd3 does not have a stable meaning, although in the
discourse it draws attention to a lexical sign (the Auslan verb TAKE) that is being articulated.
These parthylexical signs are types that are semiotic symbols but are not listable in the

lexicon of a NSL.
|

[video image] (2012fvailable at
http://www.vec.vic.gov.au/Voting/AssistanceForVoters.html
Figure 13 Partly-lexical pointing sign in Auslan lecture
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Depicting signs are another type of pattyical sign that are ofteangaged in real
space blends, as illustrated by the concepbtihg ballot inFigure6 (83.24). They depict a
shape, location, or movement of a referent with sometimes iconic portrayal of the referent

through productive, sulexical sign parameters ohandshape, orientation, location,

movement, and nema n u a | signal s. For (rf-‘xhalainpalmed,ownt he f1 at
generally refers to a flat, horizontally oriented entity like a table top. The handshape
parameter is particularly salient, so it has beedlited with prompting meaning (Brennan,
1992) mainly because it is easy to isolate thislenizal componst of a sign (Johnston &
Schembri, 1999).There is ongoing discussion in the literature about the status of location and
movement components of sgnlt is debated whether they are #dmguistic gestural
components (Liddell, 1995) or linguistic types of agreement marking (Supalla, 1982). The
productive aspects of what are referred to here as depicting signs are discussed in the IS
literature under ifferent assumptions, just as they are in the ger®réihguistic literature. In

the SL literature, these are morphemmalgses (e.g., Supalla, 1978; Schick, 1990) or hon
linguistic, analogueanalyses (e.g., DeMatteo, 1977). Recent works identify batlyuistic

and gestural elements in depicting signs (polycomponential verbs, Schembri, 2001). Some of

the many references to these sign types in IS
and Webb, 1995) , Acl assi ferBlaKeeoand Népkel, PO p , et é
Rosenstock, 2004) , Aagr ee me AMcKean& Naier,n202)v er b i nf
Aspatial verbsod and Aclassifier morphologyo (W
2004). As noted earlodoeirs usdhedttehmo digle@utctt Migs s

be analyzed (as well as pointing signs) as comprising a combination of both linguistic and
gestural components, following Liddell (2003), Schembri (2001), and Schembri, Jones, &
Burnham (2005).

An example of a partlylexical depicting sign, DSM(1):PERSGMOVES-
FORWARD is juxtaposed with the Auslanlly-lexical sign BUT in Table &elow.

Thefully-lexical image (and several others in this dissertation) is listed in the Auslan

Signbanka corpusbased Ausla dictionarythatserved as a reference throughout this stdidy.

% URL: http://www.auslan.org.au
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Fully Lexical sign Partly lexical depicting sign
T

Fully lexical | Interactive

meaning 1. Used alone to tell someone to stop
doing something (which usually involves
trying to get your attention) and to wait
until you are ready to attend to them. N/A
English = 'Hold on!', 'Hang on!', 'Wait a
sec!' and so on.

As Modifier

1. Used to introduce a statement which
contrasts with what you have just said.
English = but, yet, although.

Partly- Upright tall object An upright entity (animate) moves in a
lexical forward direction toward something.
meaning

Contextual When context forces the abandonment of Only when the context narrows
meanings the conventional fully-lexical meaning, meaning to:

that context narrows it to: Attend, travel, go, follow, approach,
complete Utility pole, fen(.je pole, long piece of wood, | assert oneself...etc.

partly tall person standing-at-location...etc.

lexical

meaning

Gloss BUT DSM(1):PERSON-MOVES-

FORWARD

BUT [Image] (2012). Retrieved fronhttp://www.auslan.org.au/dictionary/words/Euhtml)
Depicting MOVHVideo image](2012).Available at
http://www.vec.vic.gov.au/Voting/AssistanceForVoters.html

Table 6 Comparing a fully-lexical and partly lexical sign in Auslan

3.34 NonLexical Signs

The third category of sign types is nlaxical signswhich are important to include in
the comparisons of signs in NSLs and IS lectures, particularly given that they are assumed t
be prevalent and important to meaning making in IS discourses, according to prior claims.
Non-lexical signs are intentional bdgiactions that convey meaning, and in this study two
types are categorized, but they are not conventional in terms of their form or meaning. They
are dependent upon context for their interpretation. These signs can appear to bdilgesture
manual movemas that are not conventional in their meaning, but depend on context. The

secondtype of nonlexical signs (or gestures) edaborate pantomime and enacted behavior
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such as forms afonstructed action or constructed dialogsemenontiexical signsprovide a

discourse pragmatic functioas in thehand wavingHEY gestural form(Hoza, 2011)

Another function of some gestures isnbark prosodic bouraties betwen utterances SLs

(e.g. the form annotated as G@%):WELL in this study and in work on the slan Corpus)

In thisway, nonlexical signscan also prompt new mental spaces in the build up of discourse.
Gestureswere discussed earlie83.22), astypes of sigrs or symbolic bodily

movements that are seen commonly acrosSladl Through a lexicahnalysis of sign types in

expository IS, identification of nelexical forms such as gesture and enactment leads to an

understanding about how prevalent they are in meaning construction in IS, and whether they

contribute to comprehension. An example oiogtlexical sign in an Auslan lecture is shown

in Figure 4.

[Video image](2012). Available dtttp://www.vec.vic.gov.au/Voting/AssistanceForVoters.html

Figure 14 Non-lexical sign in Auslan G(5DOWN): AWW -FORGET-IT

This taxonomy of three types of signs in a SL described above allows for an analysis
of semiotic material that is present in a mixed SL system that employs a variety of resources,
as alluded to in the quote that pasipoathatd t hi
utterances are composites bbth linguistic and nodfinguistic elementsis particularly

relevant here

3.4Composite Utterances

Meanings are taken to be inner conceptualizations that are realized from sensory
perceptions of utterances: words, signs, or other forms of visual and/or auditory
communicative symbold listenerinterprets some auditory or visible signal, which may be
linguistic and contexhdependent, or it may be ndinguistic and enriched by context. A

fisig i n a semiotic sense refers to an object
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example of a fullylexical symbolic unit in ASL is shown in the schematicFigure b. It
refers to the symbolic correspondence between a phonological unit and a semantic unit
Linguistic signs are one kind of symbolic unit, and other symbols such as pictures, culturally

recognizable emblems, and gestures also prompt meaning.

Phonological
pole

Semantic pole | [HELP]

Figure 15 Symbolic represenation of ASL lexical sign HELP

A composite wutterance 1S defined as i
mul tiple signs of multiple typeso (Enfie
examples of visual images occurring with spoken language, or spoken language- and co
speech gstures.The three main type of semiotic sign igentifies are conventional signs
(e.g., words, gestural emblems), symbolic indexical signs (e.g., pronouns, pointing gestures)
and norconventional signs (e.g., representational gestutds)iously, somean occur irthe
visualgestural modality and more than one can occur in the same utterance or move: hence
Aicomposi t e Johnstone(20&3gnerpbcilyorelates thessemiotic categorieso his
own categories ofully-lexical, partlylexical and noflexical signs in a SL. In this way,
Enf i aedtiah @somposite utterancesan be used tdescribe complex constructions of
multiple sign typesas it has been foAuslan (Ferrara, 2@ Hodge, 203). Composite
utterances can be analyzedaasirn in a communicative setting, while complex constructions
are types that are created in conjunction with composite utterances.

The fully-lexical symbolic unit shown in Fig 5l (and above in igure 12) is a
conventional example, with agstablishedand peci fi ed figi veno mean
SLs also incorporate productive lexicon characterized by not completely specified,
Afgeneratedd meaning, whi c h ar Thesedepicing anch h a
pointing signsare notfully formational or semantically specifie@nd rely on contexto
completemeaning.These are what Johnston (281L8xplains parallel the symbolic indexicals
described by Enfield (2009Dnethus invariably finds all thresign types within composite

utterancs in SLs, partly because they are fatmeface languages, for the same reason one
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does in faceto-face spoken langge they interface with the context of utterante SLs
generally, the use of this type of contextual scaffolasngxtremely frequenAn example of
complex constructions used in a composite utterance in ASL is seemre Hg

‘oooo:uwom it oo 000054 300 u;‘ooéunu m":’ow'vm MOOSANN  00008E0N
FORM (pictured ooy | [osp s ot | |
‘ [RIMNG) NTTY MOVES I GROUN | | CAMPIG I
and annotated) Frwe Trwnel 1y Ly s 4 sl M 1) D1 i)

| 00.00.46 200 000045 400 00 00 55 000 MDO.MI(IJ 00 00 %4 000 DOO)‘H)CI& 0000.“'
|1 PRI | |EMOENTITY.GOES UNDER FAR IN |
| Q800 0OWN) COVERED MACE 4 WE 1 ORES! |
|

MEANING
(conceptualized) o~
[THEY (BOY SCOUTS) L e
GO ON CAMPING 'A ‘Q“L_\"»J« ‘ 45
EXCURSIONS FAR o Py fo et

INTO THE

WILDERNESY

Figure 16 An example construction of a composite utterance in ASL

The utterance showaboveis a formmeaning construction that is more complex than the
ones in Figured5 and 2. It is an excerpt from one of the translated NSL videos shown to US
participants in this study (Study Two) and illustrates an example of a composite utterance
with the translation, AThey (boy scouts) go on
In this example, thebserverof the utterance would rely on previously mentioned
fully-lexical and semantically specified topical signs, such as SCOUT, in combination with

the initial PT:PRO3 pointing sign to the topic and subsequent depicting sequence about some
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entity moving as argup to a different location. The ASL sign CAMNG would also need to

be understood in the composite utterance to realize the specification that DSM(1): ENTITY
GOESFAR-IN/DSG(5DOWN):COVEREDPLACE-LIKE-FOREST refers to a trek into the
wilderness. The eteents of the sign CAMIRIG and the parthspecified depicting verb
prompt the idealized conceptual model and then complete the specific elements of camping
These are trees, picnic benches, forest, and campfires, among others. These symbolic units
variedsize and complexity, lexical signs, pointing signs, and depicting signs are all elements
of the construction in ASL. Similarly, different types of signs are shown to contribute to core
argument and predicate elements i@ Auslan (Hodge & Johnston, 2Q1&or expository IS,
signers incorporate similar ways of constructing meaning using resources from their own or
other NSLs Differences in the amount of conventional substantive,dekycal symbols and

those that are more complex and schematic maydmaedfect on IS comprehension,

Enfield describes multiple types comprising composite utterancesedaltthey are
categorized differently from the three sign types analyzed in this current study. The two
taxonomies are similar in that they both maledineation between symbolic types that either
1) conventionally (linguistically) encode meaning for users or 2) arelinguistic tokens
enriched by context. Because conventionally encoded symbols|@uital signs) appear to
be fewer in IS contactheir meaning is even more dependent on the composite nature of
utterances and the successful conveyance of meaning by complex constructions in IS
discourses. The extent of meaning arising from complex symbolic constructions is related to
the assessment 8 discourse comprehension in the current study.

The contact mix of IS is not a written form, just as NSLs and spoken languages are not
written. Biberetal.di scuss attempts t o wheeasdhe sebtenceshaso k
been treatedjraditionally and in modern theory, as the fundamental structural unit of
grammar, such a unit does not exist in conversational languBgger, Johansson, Leech,
Conrad, & Finegan]1999 p. 1039). In the same way, written language taxonomies do not
adeguately apply t&SL and moreover are not well suited to a mix8t,contact system. The
grammaticality of IS is not fully known and is at best graded given any potential grammatical
description of the contact system (Langacker, 1987).

Supalla &We bb (1995) analyze |1 S fisenteneeso
McKee & Napier take a discourse approach and describe characteristics of IS that illustrate
strategies of interpreters who createstl S
suits this project, rather thaentenceand | refer tadiscourseto mean segments of signed

text that vary in size from several utterances to complete presentation texts.
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3.5Summary and relevance to meanirgpnstruction in International Sign

In this chapter, cognitive descriptions of meaning making applie®lis were
reviewed for the purposes of grounding assumptions about meaaikigg in IS. Prior
research and what is known about languages in contact outlined in Chapter 2 identified that
signes (and interpreters) incorporate a variety of symbolic resources from their own NSLs
when communicating into 1S. With NSLsjgners typically produce signals for showing
meaning in nodinguistic ways as well as telling meaning via conventionally estaaisign
forms (Liddell, 2003f-errara, 2012Ferrara & Johnston, 2012). IS presents as a mixed system
of symbolic expressionghat can be understood from and comparednteaningmaking
strategies described 8Ls These include the engagement of gestacelimguistic resources
in symbolic, meaningful ways, but perhaps with increased variation and less conventionality
of form-meaning pairs (signs and complex constructions). The main difference between NSLs
and IS likely arises from amounts of conventioftam-meaning pairs at different levels of
complexity 8 sublexical, lexical (substantive), and complex constructions (compjsites
which would have somienpacton comprehension of IS compared to NSLs.

Through regular use, symbolic units are conventionalized. The entrenched meanings
are then tapped by recognition of signs (in the Peircean sense) used between interlocutors.
Conceptualizations are built up through bodily experience with objectactioms so shared
experiences create the potential for similar conceptualizations to be held in the minds of
signers and audienodserves.

In expository IS presentatien IS signersemploy symbolic expressionsf form-
meaning pairs that are constructed tofifgaobjects (things, topics, actions, relations) and
i deally tap i nto the audienceds semantic stru
spaces with conceptual ideas about those objects. When different SL users see the
communicated symbolic exmsions, what is of interest here is whether meaning is conveyed
or if part or whole ofthe symbolic linguistic expressiois so entrenched with its own
languagespecific symbolic value that profiles something different in the mind efch
signer

Quanttative analysis of the lexical patterns in IS can yield a detailed understanding of
signs that are most regularly used in the studied context. Similar kinds of constructions
described in NSLs are likely to be observed in an IS contact strategy, but taerleenmo
guarantee that they are exhaustive or universally applicable. Given what is suggested by the
studies on SL comprehension, it makes sense to incorporate several measures of IS

comprehension in this research project in order to obtain a rounded ofie@mdience
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understanding of expository IS texts. It also is relevant to include an assessment of whethe
partly-lexical and noflexical elements in IS presentations are understooabbgrves. Two

major quantitative measurements of IS comprehensiomacke: lexical identifications and
performance on answering IS lecture content questions. Several comprehension assessme

tasks were incorporated in this study and the desifuily described in Chapter 4.
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4.1 Introduction

This chapter outlines the twmart design of this project. Chapters 5 and 6 report
results from the two studies comprising this dissertation, widlyses and discsssion. A
mixed methods approach was applied across both studies, which aim to answer the research
questions posed in Chapter 1 and test hypotheses outlined below in 84.2. Chapter 7 elaborates
on findings and offers implications and conclusions.

The reviewed literature indicates that expository IS directly communicated by deaf
presenters is a complex contact phenomenon that has been the subject of limited research.
While comprehension dhterpretedlS was tested in one study, comprehension afctlitS
lectures by deaf presenters has yet to be investigated until now.

Quantitative evaluation of source IS lecture data was made in Study One using
digitized media annotation software and a method of annotation following Johnston, (2014).
The first study is an analysis and description of the lexicon of expository IS given a collection
of 13 presentation samples. The second study applies quantitative methoaasl| @ some
degree of interpretive text analysis) and qualitative approaches to ascertain IS comprehension
by geographically and linguistically diverse participants. The use of interpretive qualitative
research methods, combined with quantitative measuoffer rich differentiated data
(Saldahna & OO6Brien, 2013) about factors influ
different signers.

Given the mixed methods applied in this research, different types of data provide a
slightly different view abut the degrees of success thateivers of messages in expository
IS have towards understanding aspects of the text information. A triangulation approach
allows quantitative and qualitative information to be gathered at the same time and compared
in orderto create a richer understanding of the research problem (lvankova & Creswell,
2009). Triangulation design is a widely used mixed methods approach. The results are
reported separately, and then interpretation and discussion are presented, where the cross
comparison of different types of results can be elaborated.

This project is concerned with the effectiveness of IS as a communication strategy,
and less so with a full linguistic description. Grammatical structures were described in a few
published works Rosenstock, 2004; Supalla and Webb 1995; LobtkelKee & Napier,

2002), and future analysis of the range of symbolic forms and complex constructions is
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possible with the large amount of data collected in this project. Mainly, results aim to
augment earliefindings about IS comprehension.

The methods investigate linguistic and sociolinguistic factors that impact the
communicative effectiveness of expository IS, and a comparison is made to comprehension o

the same expository content in a NSL.

4.2 ResearclQuestions and Operational Hypotheses

Introduced in the first chapter, the primary questions that drive this research are
reiterated below, with related queries:

1) To what extent is expository IS comprehensible, and for whom?

a. To what extent are globahd detailed messages in IS
understood?

b. How does comprehension of IS compare to comprehension of
NSLs?

C. Do audience demographics play a role in IS lecture comprehension?

2) What is the distribution of linguistic and ndinguistic elements ithe IS lexicon,
and does this affect comprehension?
a. Does increased comprehension of IS correlate with increased
use of lexical signs sourced from a NSL (e.g., ASL)?
b. Do depiction and gesture influence intelligibility of
expository IS?

3) How effective islS for universal access to lectures?

Many factors likely influence international contact signing depending on the
participants, topics, and contexts. Partic
analysis of sociolinguigc factors can be considered in the results of IS comprehension
testing. Fouquantitativemeasures of IS comprehension in this study are elaborated4ii 84.
below. Pairwise @alyses of comprehension scores across the five geographic test site groups
aremade. Additional correlations are tested between comprehension scores and participar
demographic information, such as knowledge of ASL and/or English, and experience
traveling and meeting deaf people in other countries.

The Rosenstock study showed ti#8L and European SL users understood short
segments of I$nterpretedl ect ur es better than signers i
|l earner o group. It i s hypothesized that |

lectures will be best understood by audience members who are native ASL or European Sl
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users. Alditional findings are sought regarding signers from Asian and South American
origins and other demographics, such as how often participants use IS and their amount of
travel experience. Results are expected to show varied performances by different
sociolinguistic factors other than country or SL of origin.

The second research question focuses on meamakgng elements of expository IS
lectures, and information about symbolic material that comprise composite utterances in IS is
sought. As noted, this studocuses on three key elements in IS contact signing: lexicon,
depiction, and gesture. An initial step requires taking a closer look at the linguistic and
gestural elements that comprise IS and making a comparison to what has been observed in
NSLs. Thisis done by lexical analysis of sign forms in IS. The few studies of IS structure
and grammar indicate that several NSL linguistic elements are operating in IS created by
interpreters and by deaf lecturers (LockérKee, 2002; Allsop et al., 199&upalla& Webb,

1995; Rosenstock, 2004). Reports in the literature of a limited IS vocabulary are likely to be
verified in Study One by quantification of sign type distribution in the data. It is hypothesized
that IS lexicon is influenced heavily by ASL forms, givthat ASL is available widely on the
Internet and is prevalent in international contact among deaf people.

The Rosenstock study also reported that participants understood interpreted expository
IS better than a foreign, conventiot&ll (ASL), comparing both in terms of second language
comprehension. Differences in discourse quality and quantity between IS and established
NSL has not yet been empirically examined until this current research. It is widely assumed
that IS is not as effeste as a NSL, therefore it is expected that expository IS will not be as
effective at conveying full information. The degree of this difference is sought, measured by a
text retell task, as described below in%g3.5

The | ast questi tvanessdi®hat wusi vtdres elf feccess t
brings together results of the inquiry into a discussion about IS comprehension and usage
implications. All three main questions aim to uncover limitations and potentialities of

expository IS communication.

4.3 Study One Methodology

This investigation captures authentic expository IS in a typical usage setting and
includes deaf people from varied countries. Given the definition proposed in 81.2, the first
step involved collecting situated use of IS lectiyeDeaf presenters. Data were collected at
an international conference pertaining to deaf people and their aim to improve quality of life
and human rights. Since expository IS is used in a conference discourse setting-&very 2
years, the 2011 Conferencétbe WFD and the 2011 WASLI Conference were the chosen
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venues for capturing IS in use. The historical longevity of WFD conferences provides a
consistent, stable forum for expository IS use. One earlier study used this same discours
example oflS lecturedata from two deaf, European signers to describe grammatical devices
(Supalla & Webb, 1995). Two others analyzed IS target messages produced by North
American and European interpreters (Rosenstock, 2004; L-dbsi€ee & Napier, 2002).

This research collean is different in that it includes 13 deaf signers from Asian, African,
North, West, and Central European, Oceanic, South American, and North American
countries.

Deaf conference presenters using IS to communicate their presentation content were
video recoded, then the data were stored, analyzed, and segments used for assessing audien
comprehension. These live, expository lectures were given to large, diverse audiences at a
international conference. Audiences were composed of23D mixed deaf and heng
attendees, representing as many as 25 different countries.

Study One was an analysis of lexicalized and other4omaning pairs employed in
IS, using similar methods exercised in NSL frequency studies (Johnston, 2012a; Cormier,
Fenlon, Rentelis, &chembri, 2012)There were two reasons behind lexicological analysis in
this research: 1) to test intuitions that
nativeSLsand 2) to identify conventions of lexicon and depicting structures itSthhsed by
deaf presenters for the purpose of testing their communicative effectiveness to audience
observes. The belief that IS uses more depicting signs and gestures than seen in fully
conventional sign languages merits further investigation, espediatl is suspected they
improve comprehension. A clearer understanding about the types of symbolic forms and
constructions in IS aided in understanding quantitatively whether expository IS discourses us¢
semiotic resources to the extent that they do$h. &N Moreover, lexical analysis allowed for a
closer assessment of comprehension of sign types that comprise expository IS discourses

In the first study, the analysis of lexicon was informed by corpus linguistic methods
to make a detailed description eklcal distribution and frequency in IS expository discourse
Studies incorporating sign language data analysis increasingly rely on digital video annotation
software such as ELAN (MPI/LAT Technical Grqig®09) as a tool for making tirredigned
annotatios of video source text. It allows users to define and analyze igestiral
language on a number of linguistic parameters and empowers the researcher to create, ed
visualize, and search annotations of video data. The transcription method incorfmréied

source IS samples is fully detailed below in 8448319.
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4.3.1 Study One Participants

Participants for the source IS data collection were recruited after direct contact with
the organizing committees of the 2011 WFD Congress and the 2011 WASLI conference.
These events were scheduled baxkack, in the same city within one week of eachenth
An introductory letter solicited participants from a pool of accepted presenters and
interpreters who planned to use IS to communicate in meetings and lectures to the large,
diverse conference attendees. This request, disseminated in written forri as weideo
rendered in | S, yielded several willing partic
with IS Presenterso Appendi x B). The request
president and board of the WFD and the WASLI conference agyaniThree deaf presenters
at WASLI also agreed to participate in the collection of live IS data.

Initial contact with participants was made via email prior to the conference or on site,
with faceto-face follow up in person before or after their pulglanference presentatioAll
were given the opportunity to ask questions and be debriefed about the research aims prior to
completing an informed consent form and a demographic questionnaire. Sociolinguistic and
educational variables were reported by seurc | S participants (See
Questionnaireo Appendi x D).

Participating IS presenters are Deaf and came from varied continents and different
native SL backgrounds. Sixteen participants allowed video capture of their presentations for
inclusion in tle source IS data collection, and some permitted their video to be used for
comprehension assessment. Tablestd the countries of origin of these participants, as well
as their first and othe8Lsused. Most (12) have used their nat8lesince birth obefore age
six, and the other four used home signs and learned their3acdlring their teenage or
young adult school years. Fourteen of the 16 read and write English in addition to
communicating fluently in their first sign language. All presentersaelétravelled, having
met other deaf people in their travels. Notably, for those whose first language is not ASL,
most report knowing some amount of ASL and/or BSL.

Those whose presentations were included in this study gave written, informed consent
(Se nConsent Form | S Participantso Appendi x C)
who preferred this format.
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Presenter(s) Parents # Countries Travelled
Participant #  Country of Origin | First SL Other SLs [DorH_|Age |metother Deaf ppl

1 Australia Auslan ASL, ISL, KAL, German SL D 35-55 30

2 Finland Finnish SL ASL D 35-55 60
Norwegian SL, Swiss-German SL,

3 USA ASL Danish SL H 35-55 50
ASL, Philippino SL Indian SL,

4 [apan JSL Myanmar SL H 35-55 19

5 Japan ISL ASL H 35-55 42

6 Togo Francophone ASL  Signed Exact French H 35-55 15
NZSL, KSL, Franco-phone ASL,

7 Canada ASL LSQ, BSL H 35-55 40

8 Brazi) LIBRAS ASL H 20-35 3

9 Brazil LIBRAS ASL, Portuguese SL H 20-35 2

10 Ireland ISL BSL D 20-35 10

1 Czech Republic Signed Czech/CZSL RSL, BSL H 20-35 18

12 Hong Kong ASL HKSL H 35-55 17

13 Uganda UGL KenyanSL Mixed 20-35 14

14 Nigeria Nigerian SL LSF H 35-55 10
BSL, ASL, AlbSL, KAL, SerblanSL,

15 Australla Auslan CambodianSL D 35-55 60

16 Canada ASL BSL JSL, LSF, Portuguese SL H 35-55 75

Table 7 Source IS Signers

4.3.2 Source IS Data Collection

The researcher and a video recording assistant arrahgetllming according to
participantsdé allotted presentation ti mes
the course of several days during the two weeks of both conferences. Presentations wer
video recorded using a higtefinition digital vdeo camera for later analysis.

Once the video capture was complete, the samples were given an anonymous uniqu
label that dadentified the presenting participant. This was done by a coding system
indicating that the presentation was communicaliegctly by a deaf person (as opposed to
interpreted by hearing or deaf person), the participant number, and abbnevwat their
country of origin(e.g., D2.AU, D4.TG, D7.US, D10.JP, et®Jl source IS data were backed
up and stored on a digital stgr@ devi ce and kept in a secul

office.

4.3.3 The Dataset and Selections for two studies

In total, 33 IS samples of varied length were captured from 16 different deaf
presenters. Twenty one (21) of these samples were preggveditory presentations and 12
were spontaneous discussions, which were dialogic question and answer sessions wit
audience members at the end of some presentations. Of the 21 expository presentatio
samples, 13 were included in the linguistic analysiStudy One of this project. The rationale
for these selections out of the total 33 collected is elaborated upon below.

The spontaneous IS material was not included in this study, mainly because the

audience participants captured in the interactive question session within each presentation di
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not give consent. Also, it is suspected that the nature of interactive, sparstdBdwms unique
characteristics worthy of a different research inquiry, perhaps comparing genres of IS or
negotiated communication between differ&8L users. Additional recorded IS data came
from three nordeaf (hearing) presenters, as well as fromuwapt samples of interpreted IS

by both deaf and hearing interpreters, all of whom provided consent to be filmed. As noted
previously, none of the interpreted samples were included in this study, but are worth further
comparative analysis in a folleup inwvestigation. The data of interest here is from deaf
people using IS urdirectionally, without the content processed through an interpretation.
The schema in Figurerddepicts how the study dataset was refined from an initial source IS

collection to balanagselections for the analysis and testing in Studies One and Two.

IS Data collected:

16 Deaf presenters %yegl{w—iﬁ;ters Study Two data:
2 Dhrnaredang 22 — Pre aredeS texts — Deaf Prescntass
spontaneous texts 283p i Selections from
(plus additional inter- s, 0f faia Study One data
101 mins analyzed 27 mins. of data

preted IS clips)

Figure 17 Schema of Datasets for Study One & Study Two

A total of 283 minutes of IS video samples was collected and available for analysis.
Of these, a majority fothe data (160 minutes) came from Western signers from Europe,
Australia, and North America. The remaining data were evenly elicited from signers from
northeast Asia (48 mins), South America (33 mins), and Africa (41 mins).

Due to time constraints, tharge amount of data collected, and the scope of this
research project, it was not feasible to annotate all 283 minutes. Mori (2011) points out that
much of the research on IS has not included signers of Asian or othéNewiarn SL
backgrounds. In an efft to balance the heavy percentage of Western samples, the researcher
eliminated two long presentations from one North American and one Australian, and included
a larger percentage of the Asian, African, and South American signers. Poor video quality or
barriers to clear video capture, such as insufficient lighting ofthessoptimal positioning in
the venue, also excluded some other videos in the collection. This first refinement yielded 212
minutes of source IS in the collection. One hundred and diB ¢hinutes of source IS are
analyzed in Study One, roughly half of the balanced collection of IS data. abtavs the
overall distribution by different continents or regions, the total source expository IS text

gathered, and the amount analyzed infilss lexical frequency study.
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Signer Origin | Total Minutes | Minutes
of Data analyzed

Europe 55 19
Australia 63 10

Asia 48 31

North America | 43 10
South America | 33 11
Africa 41 20
Totals 283 101

Table 8 Overview of IS Data Collected by Signer Regions

The data that were selected for lexical analysis are therefore representative of variec

international users of IS giving prepared expository conference presentations to a large

mixed, deaf group. Deaf sigrs rendered these addresses in South Africa to a diverse

audience from different countries. The 101 minutes chosen for this first study are listed in

Table 9 below, with video clips and total time segments from each noted. These are

henceforth referred ta s

t he

nl S

analysis of thigollection are described in 85.2

Video Comprehension
Sample | Total Data Test Data Set
number | Collected | Origin of Presenter| (clip length) |Topic
1 21m 13s|Australia Deaf Interpreters
2 5m 21s|Europe 5:21 Health issues for Deaf people
3 3m 56s|USA 3:56 WFD Election speech
4 17m 54s|Japan Int’l Sign Research
5 43m 40s|Japan (IS and JSL) 5:00 Japanese Federation of the Deaf collaborative work
6 6m 0Os|Togo, Africa 4:03 Plenary on Developing countries; Part 1
7 14m 50s|Canada 2:00 Plenary on Developing countries; Part 2
8 32m 31s|Brazil HIV education- Part 1 & 2
9 17m 24s|Ireland [ 605 [Boy scouts International
10 6m 20s|Czech Republic Real-time speech to text transcription
1 2m 46s|Hong Kong Asia Pacific meeting- Representative report
12 33m 55s|Uganda Human Rights for Women
13 2m 58s|Nigeria Deaf Women in W, Africa (final mins. of presentation)
Totals [212 mins highlight = inclusion in Comprehension Test

Table 9 1S Lexical Frequency Dataset

second

Leataset a|l REselQuenofl ©Dhe

Noted in yellow highlight in Tabl8, a subset of this data wades#ed and used in the

study,

Comprehensi on

a comprehensi on test

The

Dat a s e atasetseldctior crit€ra rand rp®dedures foro n

Study Two are elaborated upon below in4g3.1
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In addition, two expository Auslan texts (public information available on DVD) were
included in the analysis and follow the annotation conventions used for this IS lexical
frequency dataset. These were added to augment the discussion about how IS lecture
compares to leate in aNSL. A comparison of IS expository data to NSL lexical studies is
made in 85.3 however, those studies lack similar expository genre material for a fair
comparison.

Text genre is known to effect distribution of sign types, and vocabulary can be
influenced by a smaller corpus with a narrower range of topics (Johnstd),N6ford and
MacFarlane,2003. Because the IS contact examples in this study are a collection of a
specific discourse gendeexpository conference lectur® it is important to rake
comparisons between similar text types to understand differences between NSL lectures and
IS lectures in terms of sign type distribution.

Two Auslan expository presentations are therefore included in the analysis, although
these are limited by samplkdze. This enriches the gerspecific comparisons between
international contact signing and\&L in this particular genre. The two Auslan presentations
were publicly available on DVD. The selecticimsaled14 minutes of data, 6 minutes, and 8
minutes espectively. The texts are listed in Taldle and are included in the discussion
section where comparisons are made between lexical distributions in expository IS and that of
nativeSLsof similar genrg85.3.1).

Sample | Total Annotated Topic
Time
SBC 12mins | 00-06:00 Negotiating the Politics o
Language and Access
MJB 8 mins 00-8:00 Voter Registration

TOTAL | 20 mins | 14 mins

Table 10 Auslan Expository Texts Analyzed for Comparison

In the next sections, | elaborate on precedure for naming, coding, and analyzing

the IS Lexical Frequency Dataset and this smaller sampling of Auslan expository texts.

4.3.4 A corpusinformed approach to annotating IS texts using ELANtiers

IS and nativéSLsoperate in the visuapatial modeand do not have a codified written
form; however, they can and have been transcribed using complex notation systems such as
the Stokoe Notation system and the Hamburg Notation System (HamNoSys) (Prillwitz &
Zienert, 1990). The convention of glossing sigmsh English words is also a common

practice in SL research, as is noting signed utterances with transcription symbols to capture
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simultaneous linguistic elements such as-n@mual signals and locations in space in written,
linear form. Digitized video raterial provides access to review sign language forms, but the
creation of horizontal, linear transcription of sign language is not necessarily valll@bles
becauseSL patterning is typically simultaneous (Johnston, 201Bpr elaboration on
rationale and methods of documenting and descriBlgysee Johnston, 2010)

Coding of the data ismade withina multrmedia annotatioprogramcalled ELAN,
which is widely usedby sign language researchers for describing and docurgesign
languagedigital video. In this way it is preparedor corpus analysis. The researcher can
annotate the sign stream to unlimited simultaneous parameters on -custied annotation
tiers, which arevertical, andtime-aligned to the visible videoapture of the sign language
utterances being analyzed. The IS data in this project were recorded with a high definition
camera and the digital files were transferred into iMovie (v.8.0.6) then converted and archived
in digitized QuickTime Player (v.10.3)deo format. This allowed for easy import into ELAN
(v. 4.5) and creation of ELAN annotation files (EAFS).

Corpus methods of linguistic description, applied in the analysis of the Auslan corpus,
involve a methodological process of analyzing language, aifpiby making annotations of
language data so that theinadyses canbe machine readable and countédcorpus is a
collection of language media that is linked to annotation files and metadata Tiles
annotations can ba&nalyzedwithin the ELAN progran using search functiorthatcan view,
count, compare, sqrand order results according to multiple criteria. Annotations or the
results of searches and filters of the annotations caxpertedinto database progranand
spread sheettike Excel for further analysis (Johnston, 2014).

Gries notes that Bnguistic corpus can be specific to a particular genre, among other
characteristics for the purpose of crasspus comparison (Gries, 2008.1232). In this
study, the corpus is monologic, exfiosy IS source video, which is taken as a snapshot in
time, and which may be expandkder or enriched further for additional types of analysis.
One of the most basic levels of corpus annotation is lemmatization (Gries, 2009), where
words (or, in this cse, signs) are identified and annotated based on their form, rather than
their meaning. Once this level is completed, additional annotation passes can be made fc
additional interpretations of the form, such as its grammatical class tagging andiela.ise
analyses. These more complex levels are typically informed by the theoretical approach of the
researcher. Twglossingtiers Ene each for thdominant andhe nondominant hand) and a
written free translatiortier are the three minimally required annotation levels in order to
create a basic machineadableSL corpusaccording taJohnston(2014; p.11)1 have adopted

this practice in this research datadet.the glossbased multtier annotation environment
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exemplfied in the Auslan Corpuysone assigns glosses for signs on one tier and makes
annotations on other tiers about the signds f
(e.g., repetition for aspect, nomanual feature for intensification or adverbial nficdtion)
or any supplemeary annotation regarding its meaniimgcontext, its grammatical role, and
so on

Once the annotation process was completed, multiple queries were made either in
ELAN (using a structured search of multiple and individual fises Appendix L documents
each search type) or exported into EXCEL for further processing. The queries investigated the
number and distribution of sign annotations by token count (including by origin by lexifier
SL), sign type (e.g., fuliexical or party-lexical) or suktype (e.g., fingerspelling, numbers),
etc., as previously described.

4.3.5ELAN tiers established for IS Lexical Frequency Dataset

StudyOnein this research project creates a basic corpus as described by Johnston and
adds a fewadditionalstudyspecific tiers in order to answer some of the research questions
posed in the introductory chaptdihe basicELAN tiers used to malyzethe Study @e IS
data are shown in Table 1Annotation conventions are shown in Table 1 at the baginof
the dissertatiorand glossing is discussed in the next two secti®@4s3 5-84.3.7 (The
meaning of the termi | dlosis explained below in §4.3)

Annotation Tier Name Description

Dom ID gloss Unique English gloss (dominant hand)
Non-Dom ID gloss Unique English gloss (hon-dominant hand)
Free Trandation English translation

CA Gonstructed Action or Dialogue

Mouthing Mouthing of spoken English words
Comments Annotator commentary

Table 11 Annotation Tiers used for lexical analysis

During the analysissigns and other semiotic information were annotated using the
ELAN tiers listed aboveFully-lexical, partlylexical, and nodexical sign types were
identified, glossed, ral annotated on the dominant and +mminant hand tiers. This
taxonomy of sign typesvas previously discussed in 83a®d is applied to IS sign type
designation belowDominant and nowlominant hand annotations were made since some
signs are tweéhanded, some are oh@nded, and constructions include both handsudaitiog

different forms, such as in a figdreground relationship observed in depicting sighdree
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translation was also initially made to align contextual meaning to the signs that are
documented. In additional annotation passes, on the mouthing tieyrcent English words

(or parts of words that were vi si BRltheughon
several IS presenters reported their written first language to be other than English (e.g.
French, Portuguese, Japanese, or Czech), thesensfalguage mouthings or phonological
accents in English mouthings were noted but not rigorously documented.

Periods of constructed action and dialogue veemeotated on the dominant and non
dominant tiers when they occurred as part of a gestureasigrhey were also annotated
their own separate tigr the CA tier. This is because constructed action is known to occur
simultaneously withully-lexical signs and depicting signs, and not only gestures, particularly
in partitioned surrogate blends (818, 2004).One can therefore capture periods of enactment
that occur simultaneously with different types of manual signs.

Lastly, additional annotations were n&dabout selected IS utteranceshat
incorporated depicting signgvhat | call DS tusters).Depicting signs weref particular
interest since they arencorporated ircomplex constructions in SLs aifl in utterances that
use blending to create discourse meankithough depicting signs were glossed individually
and annotated on the dominantdamorrdominant hand tiers (along with other sign types
points, fully lexical signs, gestures), additiomiars were created to note blending between
source and target domains that were metaphoric or iconic. The extra tiers are shown in Tabl
12 below. Discussed ir83.2.4 and 83.2.5nental space theory and blending (metaphoric and
conceptuB in SLsserve as the framework in later analysis of depicting sign segments in the

comprehension test.

Annotation Tier Name Description
Ashort utterance with at least one depicting sign; used in
DSduster comprehension test
DSduster Meaning Meaning of the short utterance
Metaphorl SImple metaphor within DSQuster (e.g., UP-ISGOOD)
Source Domainl Source domain of Metaphorl (e.g., low and high locations)
Target Domainl Target domain of Metaphorl (e.g., emotions : negative and positive)
Secondary simultaneous metaphor within DSQuster (e.g., BODY-IS
Metaphor2 A-CONTAINER-OF-BMOTIONS)
Source Domain2 Source domain of Metaphor2 (e.g., heart circulation)
Target Domain2 Target domain of Metaphor2 (e.g., sensation of emotions)

Table 12 Annotation Tiers for Depicting Sign Clusters
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To summarizethe expository ISexical frequencydataset was annotated on several
tiers during severglasses of lexical analysis for the following:

1 Presence of signs that afdly lexical forms (e.g.recognized citatiorASL,
Auslan signs and thoseonventional in IS usage as seen from World
Association of the Deaf (WFD) leaders and their activities, including those
forms recognized from the 19T&estundictionary.

1 The presence of depicting, pointiramdgestural signs.

1 Periods of constructed action.

1 Presence of spoken language (English) mouthing.

1 Selected depicting sign clustensd their meanings and blended domains.

A sample screen shot is given in Figdi&of the annotations on all tiers used list

study, with annotations shown from one IS Lexical Frequency Dataset file section.

' '
SERS Tt 00 0 36 500
TAI ENTIDES SO

ENTINES SOt

2 epsarmin

amcsace

Figure 18 Screen Shot of IS annotation tiers in ELAN annotation file .gaf)

4.36 Categorizing and naminglexical elements of IS

Thetaxonomy of sign types applied in the analysis of the IS source data includes these
categories: 1) fullytexical, 2) partlylexical, and 3) no#hexical. Examples of each sign type in
the IS dataset are shown below in Tal8ewith adescription and examgbf how each type
was named with a glosSeeTable 1 for a list of glossing and annotation conventions used for
the dataset.

112



Chapter 4 Methodology

Fully-lexical signs were glossed with an English word and a tag denoting its apparent
origin, which is further discussed belowm 84.3.8 (e.g. NOW(ASL); HAVE(AUS),
COUNTRY(WFD)).

Partly-lexical depicting signs were glosse&dth DS (depicting sign)and a letter
denotingsubtype of depicting sign (S for size and shape specifier; H, for hanafiegtity;

M for movement of entityL for location of entity, and G, often for na@tominant hand that
backgrounds the entjty Depicting signs were glossed in the following manner:
DSS/H/LIM/IG(HANDSHAPE):BRIEFDESCRIPTIONOFRMEANING-OFSIGN.

Partly-lexical points were glossed with Randthe apparent type of poid PRO1
for first person, PRO2 for second person, etc. or POSS, if it appeared to be a point indicating
possession. Some points were directed at entities, such as list buoys or fragments, and we
noted as PT:LBUOY (4) for example.

Non-lexical signs glossed with G and additional information about the handshape if it
was a manual gestufeee Tablel3 for annotation exampjeand also glossed with meaning
information. Other gestures that were noranual, bodily enactments or facexpressions
were glossed with G and the tag CA (for constructed action), &@A): CROSSARMS).
Additional information about periods of constructed action and constructed dialogue were
noted on the separate CA tier as well, mentioned above and distw$sedin §4.3.9.

While analyzing the IS dataset for this project, the most challenging aspect was to
identify sign forms and use consistent glosses for them while making annotations. It is
difficult to know which forms have been borrowed, and from whéecause there has not
been any study of IS lexiconor its evolution Some of the signs are mimetic or iconic
gestures, some have emerged from within the international contact signing phenomenon ove
the years, whether documented by public resourcestorand others appear to be borrowed
from natively occurring sign languages such as BSL, Auslan, LSF, and ASL, among other
languagesThe next sections elaborate on factors that guided the naming of lexical signs in

the dataset.
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Lexical category Example of type Note

Used regularly in expositor:
|l S to mean O
approve a document, a
policy, or |
listed as an entry in the 19
BDA Gestungylossary
(reprinted with permission).
701 Glossed as

Approve

Approuver APPROVE(GEST)

Fully-lexical sign

A depicting sign glossed
here asDSM (Bent5)
ENTITY-EXPANDS
INCREASEIN-NUMBER-
OFMEMBERS.

Party-lexical sign
Depicting sign

Partlyl e x i cal A pointing sign that aids il

referencing in ISdiscourse.
This example is glossed &
PT:DET (determiner)

Pointing sign

A gesture, fullydepending
on contextmovementand
facial featureswhich is
glossed here a&(5-UP):
WELL, or G(5UP)HUH,
G(5UP):SO, (otherglosses
are also possible)
Approve[lmage] (1975) British Deaf AssociatiotJRL: www.bda.org.uk

Nortlexical sign (in

this casegesture)

Table 13 Examples of sign types in IS

It is not possible to point to a single reference to aid in naming theléxilgal,
established forms observed in the dataset. Productive depicting signs and iconically motivated

forms are part of regular meaning construction in IS, which at times cuigdhe decision

114



Chapter 4 Methodology

whether a sign is best categorized as a figkjcal sign or a partiexical depiction. This
arises from the previously mentioned tfawes of fullylexical signs (Johnston & Ferrara,
2012). A sign in the source IS that is used regulang points to a consistent meaning was
therefore determined to be a symbolic unit (fdlyical) rather than a partlgxical
construction. At times these were recognized ASL, Auslan, or established IS (WFD and
Gestung signs. Others appeared to be Hoveii c r eat ed 6 f or ms wi t h n
of the component parts of the sign rather than as a symbolic whole. Component parts of thes
forms seemed to exploit gesture in their movement and location, and iconicity in handshape
The partlylexical deficting sign in Table 3 provides general semantic senseEXHANDING
OR GROWING OBJECT OR OBJECtSNovel complex utterances such as palelyical signs are
characterized as fully analyzable and the componential parts are noticed and integrated int
thef or mdbs meaning (Johnston & Ferrar a, 201
sign type and ID glosses for some forms required the repeated review of the data anc
checking against dictionaries, researcher knowledge of NSL and IS forms, and obsefvation
the form in its composite utterance to det
Non-lexical signs were recognized by their manual and facial actions that were not
easily categorized as a conventional langesggeific sign, yet they resembled gesiations,
mime, or enactment. These nlimguistic 3gn types were discussed in 83.2.2 and 3ahd
an example is given in Table.

4.37 Naming an IS Sign: Pitfalls of glossingduring transcription

In an attempt to documeand quantify thesign formsfoundin IS a few published
resources were consulted to aididentifying the best candidates of fullgxical signs (i.e.,
the most established or more conventional signs) andnd@mgthem(i.e., glossingthem)
English glosses are oftealied upon for organizing entries in many SL dictionaries and this is
true particularly in publicly available sign resources for IS.

Before continuing, it is importarnb distinguishbetween the ordinary use of a word or
the dictionary entry of a word in any language, and a wordneflanguagethatis used to
gloss a lexical unit in another language. The gloss is simply a rough approximation of the
meaning of a unit, both with resgeto its semantic range and perhaps its grammatical
function This is trueeven when the language being glossed is an established and stable
spoken (or signed) language and even when the glossing langudles (ase, English) is
itself also stable and ell documented.Issues with consistency arise and complexities

multiply when we attempt to gloss the signs of a contact sign variety, such as IS, which is by
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its very nature unstable. Finally, a gloss is not a phonetic or phonemic notation or
transcriptiod it gives no indication of the form of the lexical utiiit has beeglossed.

Glossing, thereforedoes notcapture well the meaning ofsagn nor does itusually
give any reliable information on its formatior@rameter®r even how it can be used (e.g.
its grammatical function With respect to the glossing of IS signs in published resources,
Figure19 and 20 below showexcerpts from two IS glossaries which give a picture of a sign
form, and an English gloss word (and Korean or French as well in the examples). Note that
there is no supplemental information about definitions or parameters for usage. The semantics
comefromt he English word, yet there may be other

chosen gloss.

ARSD dIF{Lct Lring

Figure 19 BRING as listed in IS glossary (SignBooks, 2012)

967
Chairman
Président

Chairman[image] (1975) British Deaf AssociatiotJRL: www.bda.org.uk
Figure 20 CHAIRMAN (PRESIDENT) as listed in Gestunoglossary

The sign in Figure20 for PRESIDENT s relatively established in expository IS;
however, the sign above it in Figut8, glossed BRING, is not a form thigtestablished, and
is not fully-specified. It looks like a gesture, and does not occur in the IS sourcé datan
by Asian IS presenters. ihay be one regularly used by people in Asian countries given the
publication is from Korea, but it was not apgeat in the particular collection. If a person with

experience using IS in international conferences were shown the sign PRESIDENT, it would
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most likely be recognized out of context. Upon showing the form here named BRING to the
same experienced user &, lit is likely that several possible meanings might be guessed, one
being BRING], and another potentially beingRAB], or [PULL] or some other semantic sense
might be triggered by seeing the form in different utterances.

The point here is thgiublishedsign listsoften merelysuggest iconic visual options
for conveying a conceft they are not attested examples of usage. Therefore,oitlys
through sign formsactually foundin useby IS signersin recordings for examplean one
reliably describehe lexicon. Documentation of relatively established forms in authentic IS
usage settings is not available or consistelowever, i was important to rely on available
resources in order to look for common signs that were perhaps previously identified or
borrowed from a NSL, anaftestedn the dataTo thisdatal needed t@pplya principled and
systenatic way of glossing the signs because there are challenges to making determination:
about sign forms in a contact sign system such as expository ISy(@Lafor that matter)
when forms are still in the process of being lexicalized.

The practice ofjlossing using afl | d1 o te slentify uniquely fullylexical signsin
SL corpora was adaptéd the creation ofhe ISdataset used in this study.

As explained by Johnston (2010, 201), glossing differs from convention&L
glossing practicén that it is intended to uniquely identify sign lemmas in a maeteaeable
corpus, not merely to provide a gloss to stand for a sign (e.g., in linguistiesin which
one language is used to discussthep. In the lattersituation a sign is given an English
name, based on one of its possible meanifgs parallels the standard practicdasfguage
glossing as described abovéhe same lexical unimay be given a different gloss depending
on the context in which it is used. ID glossbg,way of comparison, are stable: the same
glossing word is used for the same sign form or similar form if the variations are judged non
significant lexically.

In other words, lie ID gloss identifies lemmas. A lemma is essentiallyhieavord
form one finds in a dictionary of anpnguage ID glossing in a SL corpus is thiike
identifying headwords to putinadietnary and to the simpflif.i
words in a corpus of a spoken languadech has been written down using transcription or a
standard orthograpf$ Cormier et al. (201) explain how during annotation and subsequent

creation of the online BSL dictionary, the process of lemmatization, of naming of the

* The handful of publicly available IS dictionaries resemble basic word lists, rather than true
dictionaries. This research project is not a dictionary project, aimed at providing a full, linguistic
analysis and document at i ommatioal usagé amd nhe8ningsehoweeen n
methods used here are suggested for the continued stlecyooin of this contact sigvariety.
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headwords for each sign in the BSL dictionary, required methodical analysis of each sign
form and nuances of meaning to detgre an inventory of lexical signs in the language.

An ID gloss may or may not point to one of the varied meanings of the sign; it is
meant to uniquely identify a sign from another as a distinct form (see Johnston, 2010, 2014).
In this research, ID gloss are denoted bycapitalizedEnglish word, which is taken from a
dictionary entry from an online or print publication.

The Auslan Signbank corpdmsed online dictionary lists several different sign forms
when queryingmatches for the Englistvord i r aw Bach of these forms is denoted by a
distinct ID glossThe examplesre shown below in Figus€1 and 2, with the first denoted
by the ID gloss, RUN1 anithe seconddenoted by the ID gloss, RUMOTOR.

ID gloss: RUNL1

As a Verb or Adjective

-To movequickly by foot, leaving the ground
during each stride, because you are in a hurry to

somewhere or because you are taking partinar
English = run

As a Noun

-The act of moving quickly by foot, leaving the
ground during each stride, because ymilia a
hurry to get somewhere or because you are takir
partin a race English = run, running.

-A competition to see who is the fastastunning.
English = race.

RUN[Image] (2012). Retrieved froimtp://www.auslan.org.au/dictionary/words/F@rhtml|
Figure 21 RUN1 (Auslan) anddefinition

ID gloss: RUNNMOTOR
As a Verb or Adjective

-Of a machine, motor aromputer program, to b
switched on and operating nicely.
English = run, (be) running.

-Of a car engine, to be running but not to be
doing any work, for example because the car i
not moving. English = idle.

MOTOR[Image] (2012). Retrieved fromittp://www.auslan.org.au/dictionary/words/rdrhtml
Figure 22 RUN-MOTOR (wiggling fingers) and definition
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| have givera corpusbased dictionary example of two lexical signs that are different
forms and have different meang s , al t hough t h#uséinadlosssdth wo
signs could be misleading. Others have also pointed out that there are potential illusions
created about a sign and its functions, and therefore there is an inherent risk to transcribing
sign language using English (or any other spoken/written language) (Slobin, 2005). This
indicates the importance of using a unique ID gloss to identify Esnm

Sometimes two signs in a SL (and in the IS data) can be almost identical, but differ
slightly in their phonologyThe actual instance of a sign named by an ID glosse caopus
canvary phonologicdl if this creates no new lexical itefihese mino changes in form are
reflected in the ID glosg the researchewishesto investigate such varietyn other words
variations of the sigthatarise from inflections for directionality, number, manner, or aspect,
are ignored wherassigning an ID gloss ta lexical unit®. If, however, a differencef
phonological or morphologicaharacteristicen a sign formidentifies a distinct lemma, it is
assigned its own uniqu® gloss.

On the next pagd,able14 exemplifies this procedure with Auslan signs

% n this study there is no lemmatization, per se, given the difficulty in distinguishing whether a form
is a substant® conventionasignin IS, or a modification of a substantive sign, or whether itis a
nonce creation that exploits siéxical components of a fuliexical sign borrowed from an NSL
Nonetheless, | do attempthoakea more rigorous description of the iesn in keeping with

complexities discussed in this section regarding sign type identification.
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Lemma ID gloss | Possible ID Meaning Usage
-» variant gloss suffix (using keywords
(used in only)
corpus for
research
purposes
only)
n/a
noun, verb
or adjective,
-2H nothing, no, not, interactive
NOTHING trivial, trifle, (for denial
(for "two- insignificant of
handed") something)
(0
(for "made with
0 handshape”)
NOTHING- n/a empty, bare, verb or
LOCATED nothing, vacant adjective
ISLAND | n/a island, locale noun

NOTHING[Image] (2013) Retrieved from
file://localhost/ http/::www.auslan.org.au:dictionary:words:nothing-1.html
Table 14 Documenting a sign form by ID gloss, usage, and meaning

One can see that the first three sign forms are all considered to be the same lemma.
The one handed form is considered to be the citation form and the other two to be simply
variants of that lemmathey do not constitute separate lemmas so they have the same ID
gloss.

Thefourth constitutes a separate lemma from NOTHING because it means something
additional and specific and has a different pattern of use, even though it shares an element in
common tla t has a similar meaning in both (the 0z
constitute a separate lemma to NOTHHUGCATED because it has a completely unrelated
and separate meaning, despite having the same form. They are homonyms.

In order to clearly dcument the forms of many of the signs used in the IS dataset and
then run a frequency analysis on the lexicon, egmbarently established or conventional

fully-lexical sign was annotated using unique ID glosses in this mawitersome additional
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suffixation to identify different lexifieSLs The partlylexical (pointing and depting) signs
and the gestural (enactment) signs were also glossed in a systematic manner to aid in analys
Again, mentioned above, depicting signs, gestures, and points nveraied.

4.38 Identifying IS sign origins and creating unique ID glosses

In keeping withuserintuitions and reports from other studies, it is expected that a
large number of signs appearing in expository IS are sourced from widely Sised
especiallyASL and British Sign Language (BSLBSL was not however directly used as a
referential lexifier language for this study; rather, it was referenced indirectly through the
surrogate SL, Auslarit was decidedo useAuslan as the secondajorreferenceSL for two
reasonskFirst, it is possible to do so becauseslan is very closely related to BSL, with both
SLs together with New Zealand Sign Language, having besoribed adialects ofalarger
language, nameBANZSL (Johnston, 200§°°. The larger langwge, orfamily of SLs has
beenshown to bevery closely related with more than 80% lexical similatitgtween each
variety or dialectSecond, his PhD project was supported by an Australian Research Council
grant which funds research on the Auslan Corfirsce use of data from the Auslan Corpus
was mandated by the project, it was a happy coincidence that Auslan could be used as
surrogate for werall BSL (or BANZSL) influence on IS.

Recall that one aspect of the analysis was to verify percentages of NSL signs used b
deaf presenters lecturing in IS and to what extent this impacts discourse comprehension b
audience members. Research questioa 4)k s : ADoes increased in
with increased use of l exi cal signs sourc
each sign was given a unique name and noted on the dominant hand almhitent hand
ID gloss tiers. Theseweeen not at ed according to the sighn
and digital resources or t he researcher q
international contact signing.

Distinct gloss names chosen for each sign were informed by sevevalces: the
Gestunoresource(British Deaf Association, 1975), the online Ausl&@mgnbankdictionary,
the ASLLRP searchable ASL database (URL:
online ASL resource, an IS DVD dictionary (WFD, 2008), andSdictionary published in
Korea DeafPlus 2012).

% Henceforth in this dissertation, references to Auslan also imply BSL. When BSL alone is intended,
ABSLO will be used. Whe n ndetoé¢he whole language famiyd t o r
ABANZSLO wil/l be used.
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This researcheré6és | anguage background and t
of many of these signs and informed decisions about varied sign forms in the akaysis.
bilingual user of both ASL and English, | am a native English speaker and have been a L2
ASL signer for 28 years. Also,Hold professionalevel national qualifications awarded by
the US Registry of Interpreters for the Deaf (RID) as an /&8glish nterpreter. My other
work using IS contact strategies spans the past 9 years; | have lived in foreign deaf
communities for months at a time and have interpreted and communicated intermittently on
many occasions with international deaf people, at confeseand in local communities.
Finally, | am a seconthnguage learner of Auslan, living in a community of Auslan users,
although | am not a fluent user of the language. As needed, verification of sign forms
occurring in the data was made by consultation Witthbank (2009), a corpidmsed Auslan
dictionary, and native users.

The following process of analysis was applied for determining consistent naming sign
forms in the dataset:

If a sign was first recognized as a conventional ASL sign, it was glossedtasvgh
an ASL tag after the gloss, e.g., NOW(ASL). As needed, it was verified with two online ASL
lexical resources. The first, the American Sign Language Linguistic Research Project
(ASLLRP), hosts the American Sign Language Lexicon Video Dataset (¥BLLThe
ASLLVD is an online, searchable research database created and maintained by a Boston
University SL linguistic research grouft is a project within The National Center for Sign
Language and Gesture Resources (NCSLGR) Corpus (Neidle & Vogle)32012

A secondary source was referred to at tinas online ASL video glossary,
www.aslpro.comBoth resources served as an aid to creating unique, consistent ID glossing.
It is important to note that there is m@mmatizedASL lexicon online or in print. The
ASLLRP provided the most consistent linguistic lexical resource. Although there were
recognized ASL forms in the IS datgmewere difficult to find in the searchable ASLLRP
corpus. The second source (asl.pro.com) filled some of these gaps, aitfwadjhmitations.

ASL signs on the site are entered under more than one English keyword or typically a
semantic gloss. Only one English gloss was chosen from the corresponding English options
available as the unique identifier for that ASL sign form apipg in the data.

For example, the sign RESPONSIBLE is an ASL sign, shown in FRfieelow. It
was not listed in the ASLLRP under several related keywdiuskeyword under which it is

listedin the asl.pro website glosses the sigth the Englishword,ir esponsi bl e. 06 The

3" URL: http://secrets.rutgers.edu/dai/queryPages/
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with slight modification, appears in the same online glossary under a different keyword,
BURDEN (shown also in Figurg3). Both forms are the same sign with slight modification.
BURDEN is the modified form of RESPONSIBLE, stiag the signer lowering her shoulder

as if carrying a heavy object. This example shows how problematic it can be to describe sigr
language forms when they are identified based on meaning only, rather than on the form. Fo
the purpose of describing loargss that appear in this contact language, it is important to
carefully name forms, not meanings. For that reason when this sign form appeared in the IS
dataset, | named it (regardless of how slightly modified it was articulated) as
RESPONSIBLE(ASL).

a) b)

Images available at http://www.aslpro.com/cgbin/aslpro/aslpro.cgi

Figure 23 ASL listed sign form: a) RESPONSIBLE andb) BURDEN

When a sign was recognized as a possible Auslan sign, it was verifedtasnd
glossed with an additional tag, i.e., HAVE(AUSYerification was usually made by
consultingAuslan Signbankut on a few occasions verifications were madecbgsultinga
native Auslan signer.

Recurrent signs unique to IS were annotated aatggdi t o t he r esearc
as a regular user and sometimes interpreter of IS. These signs were also checked agair
existing IS wordists. The BDA publication oGestuno: International Sign Language of the
Deaf was consulted for some sign forms ognized in the IS dataset. Additional video
resources from the WFD (a DVD with suggested IS signs for use at the WFD Assembly) and
the Korean publicatiomternational Sigrby SignBooks DeafPlus,2012), were consulted to
crosscheck regularly used IS sigmms observed in the data.

The hierarchy of sign type identification and annotation proceeded assqiiayain |
direct the reader the Tablddr a guide to anotation conventions):

1) Determine sign by its category: fullgxical, partly-lexical, or norlexical according to

the taxonomy outlined in 83.3.
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2) If it is not fully-lexical, annotate these points, depicting signs, and gesfuesignsand
constructed actioaccording to the principles laid out in tAeislan CorpusAnnotaion
GuidelinegJohnston, 2014).

3) If fully -lexical, is it a name sign or fingerspelled woiiMotate name signs with the ID
gloss, NS:PROPER NAME (e.g., NS:JAPAN). Give fingerspelled words the ID gloss
FS:FINGERSPELLED WORD (E.G., FS:WFD ).

4) If it is fully-lexical, does it appear to be a conventional ASL 8i¢inso, check resources
and use the same gloss given by the ASLLRP d
with ASL tag (ASL), e.g., X(ASL).

5) If not ASL, does it appear to be a conventional Auslam3idgse the ID gloss given by
Signbank 1 D AXo0 with Auslan tag (AUS), e.g.,

6) 6) If not Auslan, is it recognized as an IS sign? Search related semantic entries in the
Gestunaglossaryand if located, use the entry name aslihgloss, i.e. X(GEST).

7) If the sign form is not in th&estunaresource check the Sign BooKS publication,and
WFD DVD materials or decide that it is a recurrent IS sign observed in the data, given the

researcherdéds experience. Create a unique | D g

Sign forms in he dataset at times appearedbe conventional in both ASL and
Auslan, or ASL (or Auslan) and listed in the IS resources. A number of signs were determined
to be not only an ASL or an Auslan conventional s@mdwere also typical to IS used at
internatonal deaf conferences, according to researcher recognition as such. These forms were
first annotated with the ASL tag and a separate Excel database of ID glosses, and their
corresponding sign form video clip was created. When the form appeared to benthe sa
across different NSLs and IS resources, a notation was made in the database. For example, the
sign denoting HIIGHER EDUCATION or [COLLEGH has been observed in expository IS. It
is articulated with the two index fingers tracing the outer edge of aigtiad mortarboard as
listed in theGestunoglossary (Figre 26). This form is listed in both the Korean International
Sign dictionary as UNIVERSITY (a)in Figure 25) and is listed in the Auslan Signbank with
the ID gloss UNIVERSITYL1 i6 Figure 24). In this case, the sign was ID glossed as
UNIVERSITY1(AUS).
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Images retrieved fronhttp://www.auslan.org.au/dictionary/words/universityitml
Figure 24 UNIVERSITY1 (Auslan)

AL ety

Figure 25 UNIVERSITY (a) (SignBooks, 2012

444

Colepe
Colbge

College[lmage](1975) British Deaf AssociatiotJRL: www.bda.org.uk
Figure 26 COLLEGE (BDA, 1975)

After completion of ID glossing, a free translation into English utterance equivalents
was also made of each presentation. This helped to identifyft@ighency sign meanings. A
free translation captures in English the idiomatic ways of expressing #seddeveyed in the
referenced signed utterance (Napier, McKee, & Goswell, 2006) Translations were made at the
English sentence level, in clusters of utterances at their prosodic boundaries, such as pauses

lowering of presenter hands. | was present ahdacture, had access to, and captured the
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English interpretation and the intent of each presenter, and | had numerous hours to analyze
each signed text. An equivalent translation into English was rendered for the free translation
tier, and higkhfrequencysign meaning became apparent from its use in the IS utterance.

Additional forms in the data were also annotated, including presence of spoken
language (English) mouthingVhen the signer simultaneously made mouth movements that
followed the lip pattern®e f Engl i sh wor ds, an annotation was
Several French mouthings were also noticed, as were other sipoigerage influences in
mouth patterns. At times a comment about these other language cases was added in the
annotator commertier, but these were not systematically counted in the English mouthing

tally.

4.39 Annotating Enactment and Depicting SignClusters

Constructed action (Winston, 1991) is gestiyige behavior that signers use in
di scour se. NSL ulseacst iemmxtor hlee gpwiysurcaof a
selectively ree na c t a referentds act Paiods of onstrucled hnst on,
action and constructed dialogweere identifiedin the IS data by recognizing shifts in eye
gaze or body posturingbservedn the texts They were annotated and countedjaugethe
extentto whichthese NSL elements are also productivéhalS lecturesMoreover the role
of constructed action and constructed dial assistinglS comprehension was sought.
Depicting signs were annotates | have previously describedlentioned first in84.3.5,
periods of onstructed action and dialogue wenenotated ornheir ownseparate tied the
CA tier.
Figure27 shows an example from the IS data, where several suseesamples of
constructed action eoccur with other sign types, in this case three times with lexical signs
FALL(ASL), BREAK(ASL), and SICK(ASL) and once with a depicting sign DSM(5
TWIST):ENTITIES TURN-UPSIDEDOWN. By annotating such instances of stmcted
action as well as those that occur independently, it was possible to quantify how much
enactment occurs in expository IS. Constructed action and constructed dialogue were treated
as a measure of gestural material that could be counted along uaithity of nonlexical
signs in the dataseResults in Chapter 5 report the number CA periods in proportion to the
number of sign tokens.This provides an additional picture of the distribution of non

linguistic, gestural resources tlggafpresentersecruitin the construction ofS discourses.

12¢



Chapter 4 Methodology

~

'S, \
> .
e N P——— = YT .

~

A '
000440000 000240500 00.04:50 000 00 04 50 500 0004 51.000 000451 500 boesz0
srarossEcy]  [FALLUASL) | |pReaxasy) | [ietsesian | |sxinsy) | |osws

| [FALuAsy) | |BREAKIASL | | SechgasL | |oeMisTWSTiENTITES TR

| |CAFALEN PERSON | [CANARED-PERSON |CALL PERSON | [caupsETsERSON
JEALL | |eREAx | sz |

[ 1sks uh
1oks uhe ]

Figure 27 Examples of ceoccurring lexical signs and depicting signs with CA in
expository IS

Several short depicting sign clusters were identified in the data and were stdected
be shown to participants in Study Two (Chapter 6). Nine (9) of these were annotated on the
DS cluster related tiers introduced84.3.5 and shown in Table 12. Individual depicting signs
were ID glossed on the dominant and {slmminant hand tiers, bahe depiction cluster was
annotated on the DS tiers to naemeaning and the blended domains that were operating in
the cluster metaphorically and iconicallyThe nine clusters wereanalyzedand play an
importance in Study Two, when comprehensiesting of depicting sign clusters indicates
whether text meaning is actually gleaned from these complex constructions.

An example is provided for the wahdse shorutterancesnvere annotated othe
DSCluster tierIn Figure27, the utterancenamedDSD2 is shown.As one can see from the
glossing tiers, iincorporates not only depicting signs, but also a lexical sign HIT(ASL) and
pointing signs with a list buoy, and two instances of constructed action. The constructed
action annotated a€A:BUILDER, is a sequence where the signer makes several depictions
of moving entities on top of one another, and he shifts his shoulders to place-both S

handshap¢® hands in different space in front ofnhi The DS is repeated three time and
annotated as:
DomIDGloss: DSH(S):PLACEENTITY-ON-TOP-OF-OTHER-LIKE-FOUNDATION;
NonDomIDGloss DSG(S): ENTITYXUNDERNEATH-LIKE -FOUNDATION
The presenteralso maintains an effortful facial expression and makes torso

movements that demonstrate t hpartlydegidalisgm(a o f
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symbolic indextal sign in Enfe | d 6 s t h rogcesignwtypg categerimation) ithat it
uses several different linguistic and HAorguistic elements to create meaning. In the
comprehension test, it was anticipated that pagdrp would be able to understand varied
elements of the meaning that was constructed from tteeplexutterances

Also in Figure28 one can see th#te depictingsign clusterDSD2, alsocontainsthe
depicting sign, DSM(BVIGGLE):ENTITIESPASSTHROUGHTIME. A metaphoric blend
operates irthis depiction, and the domains of the metaphor are annotated on the Metaphor 1
and 2 t i analesguebuildagirbodet was applied to the domains for both levels of
mappingi the metaphor of IDEAA\RE-OBJECTS is mapped iconically onto the wiggling

fingers of the - 5 handshape (Taub, 2001). Each finger represents separate objects or events,
and as a whole gécting entity, the wiggling fingers refer to plural things or events that
occurred through time. In this case, those events are ongoing advocacy work towards four
aims that the signer introduces earlier in the text, referencing them with a list budh€4).
forward movement of the hand in the signing space closest to the signer toward space further
in front of the signer indicates another metaphoric level, the TIME-LANDSCAPEWE-
MOVE-THROUGH, backto-front timeline that is often seen in NSLs (Wilc&Q00; Taub,

2001). Meaning in this piece of the depicting segment is constructed on several levels, and

this annotation method captured these elements for comprehension analysis in Chapter 6.
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Figure 28 Example Annotationson Depicting Sign Cluster Tiers

4.310A database for shared crosginguistic form/meaning pairs

The ID glossing approach and related glossing and annotation convetitbovesd for
a referential list of formgo be created in a databadeor highfrequency forms, a basic
semantic description of the formeaning pairs waadded to this databasé&his could be
usedfor referencing during analysis and annotatids.already explained, ren a sign form
was recognized to be an IS sign andgm $rom an establishedSL this was noted in the
databaséand in the gloss)

In cases when signs were unable to be identlfiedource languagdut nonetheless
appeared to be | exi cal N$Landmna adepicgos orDestotlae t h e
sign was given the | D gl oss UNKONiWberaaned t
resources such as the BSL corpus (Schembri et al.,, 2011), anéfreSéh dictionaries
available to the researcher to verify sign types recognized from these otlberSihgjan
exhaustive comparison of sign origins in the IS dataset was not made here.

Database entryatations were made when sign forms and meanings shared several
sign parameters in more than one SL. Future enrichment of this information could come from
further study and offers a starting point for additional cogisgen inquiry into shared

form/meaning pairs across NSLs and their usage in the IS contact system.
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4.4 Study Two Methodology

From the source IS data collection and lexical frequency and distribution analysis,
selections were chosen to create the Study Two comprehension test protocol. The test
protocol was administered in five geographically diverse test locations: the Czadhli&ep
Brazil, Japan, Australia, and the United States of America. Several measurements of
comprehension aréncluded; following different methods used in NSL comprehension
studies.

The second study deployed a subset of presentation discourses fronaliheospus
of expository IS data in Study One. Lecture segments, highly frequentdxibal signs, and
depicting segments identified from the first study are used to create a comprehension test. It
was suggested from studies on SL comprehen&todr{gez Ortiz et al 2008) that different
methods for testing comprehension allow a broader view of the way participants understand a
discourse. The Rosenstock study of IS comprehension recommended additional types of

measures in future investigations othemnthaultiple choice questions.

4.4.1 Measuring Comprehension

In Study Two, four quantitative methods measure IS comprehension. Several of these
were used in prior studies to assess SL discourse comprehension (Marschark et al., 2005;
RodriguezOrtiz et al, 2008; Pollard et al., 2007%elfassessment about comprehension
(Napier & Barker) also is a noted method for comparison against other comprehension
measures. Therefore, éur scoresin this studyresult from the following testing tasks: a
subjective comrehension ratings of video clips, correct meaning identification of-high
frequency lexical signs in the data, answers to content questions about a viewed IS lecture
passage in a structured interview format, and quantifiable discourse idea information
conwyed in a retell taskn addition, the 9 short DS clusters described in 84.3.9 provided
complex utterances and specific depicting signs in context, and partiGpespensego
them were collected andanalyzed It enabled me to qualitatively assess whettext
information was partially or more richly understomdm metaphor and space blends evident
in depicting signs and in the DS clusters overall.

The Rosenstock study primarily used a computerized multipbéce test using
pictorial, nonv er b al guestion prompts. She deter mi n
comprehension of a-thinute IS segment they had viewed immediately before. For this
current study, a multiplehoice question format was not used and othggsstions from the
2004 study were chosen instead. This decision was also informed by reported benefits in the
use of recall tasks (Rodriguez Ortiz, 2008), vocabulary identifications (Haug, 2011), and
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opentended content questions (Ozuru et al., 2013)Lirc@nprehension testing, whickere
discussed in Chapter 2.

Comprehension of IS discourse passages is determined by several measures th:
require participants to recognize lexical signs from presentations they viewedo and
reproduce realized content.afficipants were askeddirect content questions about the
stimulus video informatiom a structured interview procedure and for ermdeo, they were
given a retell task. The assessment also includes one measure to elicit general, subjecti\
understandaltly ratings about each video segment. Varied measurements were chosen in
order to get a richer understanding about IS comprehension based on diversified methods fc
eliciting data, and to meet the needs of varied kinds oftaksts with different abiligs as
well as linguistic and cultural backgrounds (Zheng et al., 2007).

Participants were asked broad and specific questions about larger texts in order tc
determine global understanding, main points, and details understood from the IS lecture
passageslThey were also tasked to recognize lexical signs from the text viewed, as well as
numbers and fingerspelled words. At the same time, the limits of working memory are
considered in determining utterance length for the retell task. Constraints in workimgyyne
are known to impact higher cognitive tasks such as comprehension, learning, and reasonin
(Baddeley, 1992). The retelling task is outlined in the next section along with the other test
sections.

For lexical identifications and content questions, aeghod of successful
comprehension wagstablished at a minimum score of 75% each and combined. The
benchmark is established based on the fact that many tests of language proficiency and/c
comprehension identify a t hrewwednd®Bad oodetterfi c 0 |
(TOEFL, English Language Proficiency Exam (ELPE), and the Test of English for
International Communication, TOEIC). Discussion about successful IS comprehension and
effectiveness bear this benchmark in mind; however, recall thatoBiprehension (of
interpretedlectures) is often not close to 100% and ranges betwe80%Q(RodriguezOrtiz,

2008; Marschark et a2004 Napier and Barker, 2004). A study by Rodriguez & Mora Roche
(2008) established 68% to be an acceptable performancergrehension of a Spanish SL
interpreted lecture.

Following Flay (2005),effectivenessieeds to consider realorld conditions and
some criteria around efficacy. Expository IS is meant to be efficacious for making lecture
content accessible to varied 8sers, as an auxiliary language. Results from all tasks enable a
comparison of scores between different sociolinguistic groupings. For the retell task,

comprehension is measured comparatively between IS and NSL stimulus video groups. A
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discussion of redts in Chapter 6 and conclusions in Chapter 7 integrate this benchmark, real
world conditions, participant performances, the research questions herein, and IS usage
settings.

Participants6 performances on | thretelal i dent
task are measured by rubrics which are created from a content analysis of the textual
I nformation in each of the stimulus 1S video
meaning of frequent IS lexicon and textual content were quantifiedwiaj for
comprehension scores for each pgptat to be determined (See 86.Binally, a qualitative

anal ysis of participanngsi@nclustedsmadeingd.i ng of sho

4.4.2 Collaboration with Cultural Liaisons and Interpreters/Translators

In each of the five countries from where participants were recruited, comprehension
tests were administered in the community with assistance from a local cultural liaison and/or
qualified interpreter. At least one interpreter, and in some e@asebural liaison, was present
to assist with the administration of comprehension tests. The cultural liaison was identified in
each country to aid in the recruitment of participants, as described belowtid. ey were
also asked to either provideenpreting if they were qualified to do so, or to locate a qualified
interpreter with whom the researcher would collaborate.

Working with interpreters to aid in crossltural research projects is not a new
concept, given the need to elicit accurateadand ensure that the meaning of questions are
understood by participants (Harkness, Pennell, & Sci@&uaber, 2004). It is important to
develop research partnerships between investigators both within and outside the sociocultural
situation under invegiation to help guard against researcher bias (Davis, 1995). To obtain
valid and reliable data, it is important that quantitative measures use a culturally eperopr
instrument (Brislin, 1970 Reliance on skilled translation in cresdtural researchs a
methodological issue and procedures used for interpreting quantitative instruments-in cross
cultural research can be complex, but appropriately utilized translation can reduce the impact
of crosslinguistic misunderstandings and avoid inaccurate cmimhs (Willgerodt, Kataoka
Yahiro, Ki m, Ceri a, 2005). The |1 ocal i nterpret
ensure that culturally sensitive approaches are used when including participants who do not
share the researuagh.er 6s cul ture and I ang

Local SL interpreters were relied upon in order to provide a translation of two IS
video clips into the local NSL and be available during testing. Translation of Videos D and E
was done using an adapted translation approach proposed by Brislin (B80), This
included development of an idiefree English version of the IS Videos D and E which
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corresponds to short utterance segments in the source IS videos. The researcher develop
this initial English version as a supplement to the original 1S vexich was given to the five
different SL interpreters for their local NSL translations.

The | ocal i nterpreter created a | ocal
and, later, either a different local SL interpreter or the same interpreteletechp back
translation to review the content and semantic equivalence of the translation. Interpreters an
local assistants were paid anagreedon f ee for their work. Vi
for the retell taskF o r t he t r an she bdalenderpreter dvasorelidd dupon for
verification of participantsd responses af

rubrics and analysis with the assistance of local interpreters is further reporded.t 8§

4.4.3 The Test Instrument

IS comprehension was assessed by five different test elements (four quantitative anc
one qualitative) as noted above. A summary of two test sequensbsvism in Table 15
Participants were randomly assigned one sequence or the other. The tasks aie ttaaled
table by the following numbers: 1) a quant
IS video text; 2) direct content questioning via a structured interview procedure; 3) a lexical
semantic identification task that was quantitatively stp®® elicitation and quantitative
analysis of a propositional retell task; and 5) qualitative analysis of meanings understood from

reviewing short segments of depicting signs in the texts.

Comprehension Tasks Key:

1- Rating about video understanding 2- Content questions
3- Lexical identification 4- Text recall/retell task
5- Meaning identification of depicting sequences

Test Sequence #1 | Tasks Test Sequence #2 Tasks
Video A 1,235 Video A 1,235
Video B1 1,2 Video B1 1,2
Video B2 1,235 Video B2 1,235
Video C 1,235 Video C 1,2,35
Video D 41235 Video E 1,235
Video EG 1,235 Video D& 41235

Table 15 Comprehension Test Sequences #1 & #2

Five short presentation video clips were shown to each partidpdotr IS lectures
and one locally translated lectude each with subsequent queries to ascertain aspects of
comprehension of the video just watched. For example, participants first weleedA, then
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made a judgment about how well they understood it and answered a series of questions about
the content. Next, they were shown several high frequency signs that occurred in the video
and asked to identify their meaning, and lastly they wese/sl?-4 short depicting sequences

from the video and asked to explain what they meant given the context. Comprehension tasks
for videos A, B, C, and E were the sadevi ew t he signerds full
comprehension of it, answer content questiamsl identify lexical signs and short depicting
segments. The task for video D was different. Rather than watch the entire segment, the text
was paused intermittently to allow participants to give a retell of the content. Then the other
four comprehensiotasks were given as they were with the other video texts.

The test was designed with two different sequences, both starting with Videos A, B,
and C, but with slightly different sequencing of videos D and E. Participants from each
country test site wereandomly assigned one or the other. The design allowed for half of the
participants to be tested on the original IS version of Video D or E or the local NSL version of

them. The aim was to also see if there are potential differences in comprehensiorretitS v

e

the same content in a NSL. One of the inquirie

IS compare to comprehension d6Ls? 6 The fir st met hod for answe

participantsdé subjective judgmeathvideomtiandt how w

signer they viewed. In each test sequence (#1 or #2), participants view four IS videos and one
video in their NSL, thus a comparison can be made. A second measurement to address this
inquiry comes from the retell task using Video D, ethiassesses the amount of discourse
conveyed between participants who see the |
The stimulus videos D and D6 were shown
that allowed participants to retell immediatelyteaf seeing each segment. Pauses were
inserted at intuitive prosodic boundaries of the IS utterances, typically cued by-fpaahse
lengthening of sign hold, blinks, or head nods. Va8é&dexhibit phrase final cues via these
types of articulations(Fenbn, Denmark, Campbell & Woll, 2007Wilbur, 1994).
Furthermore, short utterances can be segmented, each contributthg twild up of
discourse. A text base is built up over the course of the retelling taskaarlde end of the
retell, using the comphensibility rating scaleparticipantscould makea judgment about

comprehension.

Vv

For vi deo D, or D6, the amount of di scour s

quantified by a content analysis and from this, a rubric was created to measure discourse
content retold. The rubric for this measurement is seen in Appendix L, ah@.8élaborates

on the scoring of Video D/ D6: Ret el | Task.
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who saw the IS text is compared to what was conveyed by thoseiewwedvthe local SL
version. A discussion of these findingsidze found in the resul§6.2.4

Size of chunk chosen for the recall task is informedphgr studies on working
memory for spoken lecture listeninthe very few gidies on sign languageorking memory
to dateoften usesign itemrecall lists rather thammmediate retell or summaries (Wang,
2012). While listening to lectures, attendees simultaneously or in overlapping manner,
activate a knowledge base and through recognition and anallysiteoances, interpret
possible pragmatic meaning and store a organized mental representiimmntgErm memory
(Rost, 1994 It has been shown that4 propositions are optimal for integrating new
information into working memoryand making coherenthe immediate text information
(Rickheit, Schnotz & Strohner, 198%) e af nati ve signersd ASL w
similar t o nati ve Engl i sh speaker so Engl
Newport, and Bavelier, 2004). Keeping in mind thesetd of working memory that would
I mpact the participantso6 retel | -80sacsrkls ands e g
comprised between@ ideas contributing to the discourse construction.

Information about each presentation video segment isateti in Tablel6. Note that
Video D included two presenters, alternating between IS and JSL. The IS segments from the
original were edited and spliced together as a continuous text, with pauses for retelling. The
same was done for the JSL version of videtich served as the local NSL version for the

Japaesetest site.

Test Video dip Segment time Topic

A 0:00-5:21 Health issues for Deaf people

Bl 0:00-4:03 Penary on Developing countries; Part 1

B2 4:03-5:33,7:29-8:38 Penary on Developing countries; Part 2

C 0:00-3:56 WHFD Hection speech
2:55- 3:50,4:55- 5:45,6:40- : .
7:35,29:32-30:13,30:44- ﬁra;ese Federation of the Deaf collaborative

D 31:14,31:35-31:50,32:11-32:41

E 0:0-4:39,5:54- 6:37 Boy scouts International

D 5:00 mins JD collaborative work local S_version)

E 6:30 mins Boy scouts International (local S version)

Table 16 Comprehension test video segment information

4.4.3.1 Rationale for Selections

These test videos were chosen based on several considerations: text length, familiarit

with lecture topic, and diversity of IS presenter. Signer pace and video quality were additional
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considerations. First, it was important to show one or two cohesiveplete discourses
rather than short omminute clips (as was done in the Rosenstock study). The size of the
chunk used for testing stimuli was an important consideration. From the 13 presentations in
the full dataset (see Study One), only two IS sourceoddvere complete presentations with

an opening, a body, and a closing. Video A and C met this criteria and they capture two
different deaf presenters with many years of experience using IS to large groups of
linguistically and culturally diverse audiencé&3ne is from Northern Europe and the other is
from North America. The other texts fulfilled other criteria sought for the IS stimuli: inclusion
of broadly familiar topics and diversity of presenter native language and country of origin.

When deciding onthe length of the segment of text to show participants, care needed
to be taken that enough input could allow a participant to watch and construct the meaning of
the textCont ext , as explained in Chapter 3 (ATheor
meaning, both in its creation and interpretatibhe decision was therefore made to show
participants full passages of IS text and then give them tasks to measure different levels of
comprehension.

Video clip selections were also based on the potefaralaried deaf people to be
familiar with the topic or interested in the presentation subject. Background knowledge or
prior experience with content of a text has been shown to aid in listening comprehension
(Long, 1990). Comprehension is aideddhgseners 6 f ami | i ari ty with the t
knowledge and experience to decoding a text (van den Broek & Kremer, 2000). In addition,
interest in the topic of an expository text also aids comprehension, and receivers of the text
process it for deeper raming than those without initial interest in the subject (Schiefele,
1996). Interest in the discourse topic also is shown to increase recall of text information
(Ramsay, & Sperling 2010).

Video B is a lecture segment about a topic familiar and importamaioy Deaf
people and Deaf education. The clip was taken from the first part of a shared presentation
given by two cepresenters. It is separated into two consecutive sections, B1 and B2, because
each captured two different signers, one of whom is fromt\&&g&a and the other from
Canada. Video segment B1 and Video D met the goal of including diverse IS presenters
whose language and country origins are not solely European or American.

Video D is the beginning and middle excerpt of a presentation dpiyewo Japanese
co-presenters, one using JSL and the other using IS, presenting the same information in
consecutive fashion. Only the IS portion is captured for Video D; however, the JSL version is
also used as the local NSL version when it is shown ticgents in Japan (see Procedure

8445 below). The other four lecture texts are shown in full, with comprehension tasks given
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after each, but use of this text is different. Video D was chosen for propositional retell task at
all test sites. Half of thegpticipants at each site are shown the original IS video, while others
are shown a version in their local SL. The original IS text of this presentation is used for the
comprehension test at all test sites, but translated into the local SL in the othesfites.

In the Japaese test site, the JSL segment was reviewed for equivalence by the local
interpreter and shown as the local SL version, instead of having the IS text translated intc
JSL.

The fifth selection, Video E, was included due to topiuifarity and its clear video
quality and the slow, even signing pace of the presenter. Also, the presentation topic was
expected to be somewhat familiar to deaf people in different countries due to the internationa
presence of organized Boy and Girl Scagtivities in many continents. Video E is the
beginning segment of a presentation by a signer from Western Europe. The selection wa
chosen for the topic (Boy Scouts International), as well as to assess comprehension about tf
numeric and fingerspelledethils given in the text about different scout age groups and
names.Like Video D, this text was translated and shown to half of the participants in each
country test site to determine how much detailed information is gleaned from IS versus the
sameinformt i on i n oneds NSL.

The aim was to create a mixed testing protocol, recognizing the need to balance
several factors. It was important to include IS presenters from diverse backgrounds yet limit
the time of the testing tasks to reduce potential for fatigue that could arsengresponses
to the content from different measures after participants viewed videos A, B, C, D, and E
served to capture various aspects of comprehension. Furthermore, by presenting differer
content topics in different selections, the intent wasfter @nough diversity of topic with
which all participants, regardless of country of test site, might have some prior experiential

awareness and/or interest.

4.4.3.2 Test Element 1: Comprehensibility Ratings

The initial measurement of comprehension wasllgjective understandability rating,
asked of participants immediately after viewing each short IS presentation text. Judgments
were made about the overall comprehensibility of each video clip text using-zeria,
pictorial rating scale. The numericadale indicates values betweeb,lwith 1 being difficult
to understand and 5 being very easy to understand. Each of these icons was further explaine
at the start of the test so that participants knew the scale and their options for making &
judgment. Anicon corresponding with each numeric value allowed participants to circle their

subjective rating of the preceding IS text they viewed. Fi@drehows the pictorial rating
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scale, which was printed several times on a form they used to rate eachsigdeo

throughout the whole test session

7? " 2 ' "

(220.) ; « +) () (e .} (3 ,
3

1 2 4 5

Figure 29 Subjective Comprehension Rating Scale

4.4.33 Test Element 2: Structured Questions Interview

The second measurement of comprehension is determined by answers to content
guestions asked after the participant viewed each IS text. Some of the questions were meant to
elicit information about inferences and interpretations participants made regarding the goal of
the signer, the composition and size of the audience, as wedl agthof presentation, which
was formal. Other information was sought about what was understood about the main points
as wel | as details in the text. An overall S C ¢
well as a breakdown of what kind of infoation was understood from the IS videotexts
viewed. Questions measured the conveyance of several kinds of information from the
lectures: discourse pragmatics and goal, main points, and details.

It was decided that asking participants direct questiohshne par ti ci pant sd NS
not likely resemble the source IS text surface form for the correct answer. Discussed in
Chapter 2, multiple choice questiofMCQs) tend to measure prior knowledge and
familiarity related to the text while opeanded questionsequire the participant to generate
meaningful and accurateléas from the input text (Ozuru, Briner, Kurby & MacNamara,
2013). Therefore, participants must actively recollect information from the source text that
would show they were able to comprehend amegrate the material via memory and a
conceptual mental representation of what they perceived the IS text Bggmbviding the
opportunity to respond to content questions in their NSL, it aimed to elicit a more realistic
measurement of the amouand the specific text information that had been retrieved and
understood.

Thirty questions comprise the Q &A section, and questions are categorized as:
pragmatic discourse information and goal, main points, and details. The full list of questions

and thei type are noted in Appendik within the rubric created to score this part of the
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comprehension assessment. Five questions pertain to pragmatic information, three pertain t
goal, 11 refer to main points in the texts, and 11 seek detailed informationtHeon®
stimulus videos texts.

Pragmatics is related to how people use language in different contexts. The questions
AWhat type of presentation is this?0 fAWho
|l ecture be taking ptheawierteyouthing s/he it Takihgliokme a
asked to ascertain what the participant thought regarding the size and make up of the
audiencelt was anticipated that answers would be aided by the initial contextual information
at the start of the testind informed by the overall feel of the videotext, given the signing
space of the presenter, the topic, and the way the presenter carried out the presentatio
Expected responses to these discourse pr
audiene, mostly Deaf people from international backgrounds, or mixed audience of deaf and
hearing people. 0

Questions about the goal of the discourse in videos A, B, and C were asked to
ascertain whether or not participants understood the purpose and overgchingf the
presenters. Examples were AWhy is he givVvi
and why?06 Anticipated target answers were
and introduce the main speda/keor, 0t @rgdétToel ¢
describe the educational situation for d
predicted that participants might give ideas about general points made by the speaker, almo
in a summary style, which would match targnswers to the subsequent questions about
main points.

Content questions about each video varied in level of detail during the interview, and
the last two lecture clips shown comprised the most detailed information. Questions about
s peaker s 6 anhdetails copweyedin the IS presentations were asked in all five clips.
Main point questions sought key points conveyed in the IS presentation about comparison:
being made, problems the signer descrirbes
and that ot her person do together?0 fAWhat
some of the education problems in her cout
points conveyed in the videDetailed questions sought names, places,baug and specific,
|l i sted examples given in the 1S | ectures.
person to the | eft of the speakero? MnAHo\
conference?0 AName four actinvi tainas AtWhatt B

di fferent age groups in the Boy Scouts <cal
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Immediately after responding to questions about the IS lecture segment just viewed,
participants were then shown individual high frequency IS signs that had occurred in the text.
The next section elaborates on the lexical identification task.

4.4.3.4 Test Element 3: Lexical Identifications

In this second measure of comprehension, a series of IS signs which appear in the text
they just viewed, are subsequently shown to participantorder to ascertain their
understanding. L2 listeners may be able to understand and decode all of the words, but may
not be able to comprehend the main goal or argument of the speak&0Q% Kintsch &
Keenan 193). It wastherefore important to deterne if the knowledge of regularly used IS
signs correlates with improved comprehension of a whole IS text.

Forty-five (45) high frequency fullfexical signswereidentified in the first study (see
85.2.1). Six to thirteen signs wershown after each videpresentation and structured
questioning of content. Each sigrasshown to the participants twice before tivegre then
asked to give an answer about the IS sign meaning. Sign meaagdpcumented on the
scoringsheet;having been taken from free traasbns of the sign used in varied utterances
and by varied IS presenters. A tally of all correctly identified lexical signs, fingerspelled
words, and numbersvas made and each participantas given a score for lexical

identifications, numbers, and fingpedled words.

4.4.3.5 Test Element 4: Video D Retell Task

The next comprehension test element involved a retell task of Video D, which
evaluated comprehension by asking participants to restate discourse information from an IS
presentation. This measure esses the understanding of discourse idea units from an IS
presentation text and compares retelling performances from NSL versions of the same
presentation information. This was done by showing a series of consecuti2e,see¢ond
segments of an IS pregation (Video D) to half of the participants in each country cohort;
the other half was shownMSLv er s i on .(P¥riicghants welbeéaysigned either test
sequence #1 or test sequence #2, so half of them were asked to retell from the original IS text,
and the other half from their local NSL version of the same IS text.

A content analysis of IS Video D resulted in the identification of 58 idea units for the
scoring rubric (excerpt shown in Figus@). See Appendix L for the complete rubric. When
the NSLt r ansl ated version (DO06) did not equi val ent
source text, the rubric was adjusted. It was also expected that a participant would not obtain a

perfect score retelling all of the propositional idea information fronsthece video, due to
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test fatigue and potential working memory differences in participants. Of interest in this
assessment is the difference in the average amount of content retold between those wh
viewed the IS lecture and those who retold from the samtent in their NSL.

Contextual information was given about the presentation at the start of the retell task.
It was important to ensure the text could be situated in a context fob#eever to enable
each successive clip (if understood) to constiaudarge enough chunk of discourse to
generate mental representation of ideas that could be realized.

Video segment | Idea Units drcle: IS or NS version Lpoint Participant
each #
la Before we start, want to share something 1
1b There was an earthquake in Japan 1
1c It happened March 2011 1
1d It caused a large tsunami 1
le The damage wasterrible 1
1f Anuclear accident and power outage occurred. 1
2a The world Deaf communities (you) sent messages 1
2b Asked if we were ok 1
2c Money and donations were sent 1
2d We want to thank you for your generosity. 1
2e This supports the work of the JFD 1
3a The JDisworking hard to help Deaf people affected 1
3b We are making repairs 1
3c Pease continue to send donations. 1
4a The FD started in 1947 1
4b Snce then we work towards 4 aims 1
ba One isinterpreter training 1
5b The second is obtaining legal/ human rights for deaf people 1
5c Thirdly attainment of driverslicenses for Deaf persons 1
5d Fourth, establishing more deaf (community service) organizations 1

Figure 30 Excerpt of Video D retell rubric

4.4.3.6 Test Element 5: Depicting Sig€lusters

The fifth assessment in the comipeasion test results in qualitative information about
what participants understood by short utterances that appeared within the video clip just
viewed. The utterancenits from the stimulus video use at least one depicting sign and
anotherSL sign type The purpose of includinglepicting signsegments in the stimulus
material for IS comprehension testing is to determine the extent of meaestgon in short
utterances that combine common sign language elements in real space bl
depicting segments are composite utterameesniuse thegmploy at least one depicting sign
and other types of semiotic signs.

The inventive power of depictioas participantswithin complex utterancess a

potentially rich area of inquiry in this interi@nal contact signing systerithe DS clusters
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that were selected for this level of analysis provide main point information in the text in
which it appears.Participantswere showna few of these short sequencafter each video
and nine weraselected foanalysis anare reportedh §6.4

4.4.3.7 Demographic Questionnaire

Demographic information about each participant in the five cohort groups was
collected by administration of a short questionnaire (Appendix A). Data of interest included
par t i couptry of brgid, education, fir&L, whether raised by deaf or hearing parents,
frequency of IS use, knowledge of ASL, knowledge of English, as well as questions about
SLswith which they were familiar and their travel experience and contact withgfockaf
people. This data was elicited so that certain sociolinguistic characteristics of participants
could be analyzed against comprehension measures (See Andlgsts §.3.2. Coding was
then determined for each piece of demographic informationlifpadicipants and noted in a

database for later analysis with comprehension test performance information and scores.

4.4.4 Study Two Participants

A search for participants for the | S compr
place with the assistancé a local cultural liaison or interpreter. Initial contact was made
with potential liaisons during the international conference where expository IS was collected
at the start of this research (see38). A follow-up letter seeking assistance was emaited
several interested contacts in eight different countries (Appendix F). The criteria for
participants was clearly outlined, with the aim of recruiting deaf people between the age of 18
and 65, preferably who had begun learning sign language before ¢hef & and had
completed a minimum of a 3y&ar, high school education.

The original aim was to include signers from fieuropean or North American
continents and countries in Asia, Africa, South America, and the Middle East, as they were
not differentiaed in the Rosenstock study. These critical cultural liaisons were solicited at the
conferences where the researcher collected source IS data; however, due to funding and time
constraints and response rates from all potential local representatives, dheclres was
unable to enlist a liaison and not able to include participants from an African or a Middle
Eastern community as hoped. The researcher did successfully gain entrée to one Asian
community, in Japan, and another in South America.

The five test ges eventually chosen resulted from the assistance of cultural liaisons

and interpreters from a relative diversity of geographic regions, each with unrelated sign
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language origins. As noted above, participants were recruited from five geographic regions:
Northern Asia, South America, Central Europe, and from two regions wheiShenay
share some signs with 85 North America and Australia.

The current project incorporates suggestions for future study that the earlier 1S
comprehension research makesmely, increased numbers of diverse subjects and
differentiated data on the differences in comprehension between North American, Asian, anc
deaf people from other geographic regions.

The announcement seeking participant volunteers (see Appendix A) was shared with
cultural liaisons. Liaisons with connections to the local community have skill in the local
culture, sign language, and spoken/written language and thus translated theneatruit
announcement and solicited volunteers through their community networks. Each liaison usec
a personal approach either with a direct solicitation to candidates who met the participant
criteria, or via the general announcement where potential partisipare notified in the
local SL about the study.

The aim was to locate deaf participants who had been using their NSL since
childhood. Soliciting for participants with an early exposure to language aimed to control for
potential deficits in cognitivedevelopment that might impact performance on language
processingsuch as lexical identificatiofEmmorey and Corina, 199@eafindividuals who
are exposed to language earlier in life perform better than those with delayed exposure ol
sign language prossing and knowledge tes{Morford & Mayberry, 2009 They also
performed better on sign language utterance recall tests and comprehension of shadowed si
language material than those with delayed exposure tq &#yberry, 1993)By including
participarts with a solid first language foundation, it is assumed that this would potentially
maximize their language skills and better position them to recognize and understand aspect
of a mixSL system presented in the comprehension test video clips.

Five different country locations were selected for participant recruitment. A total of 32
deaf participants was recruited, with six to eight from each country. Their first sign languages
are JSL, LIBRAS, Auslan, CZSL, and ASL. Some participants reported their fitsgrwor
spoken language (speech andriading) to be their national spoken languadgelapanese,
Portuguese, (Australian) English, (American) English, and Czech. A few also reported seconc
or third language familiarity with English, or oth&Ls Sevengen (17) of the 32 were
monolingual SL users, and 15 had varying knowledge®mbtherSLs

Demographic information was collected to ascertain factors that correlate with
comprehension of IS information. Data of interest for analysis includes: counbrygof,

first SL, whether raised by deaf parents, frequency of IS use, knowledge of ASL, knowledge
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of English, and amount of travel experience and contact with foreign deaf p€able 17
summarizes demographic groupings of the participants in thig.stud

Out of the 32 total participants, there were 21 women and 11 men of varied age
groups. Eight were between-29 years of age, 13 were between3®) five were between

ages 4019, three people were in their 50s, and threeevibetween 6865 years of age.

Demographics Men Women
Participants (n=32) 11 21
Age (mean and stddev.) 43 (+F 15yrs) | 34 (+F 9.8yrs)
Started learning I SL (mean age) 3 (+-4yrs) | 4.6 (++ 6yrs)
Deaf Parents 5 6
Monolingual SL user 6 11
Bilingual SL user 5 10
Education: High school diploma 5 57
Some university 3 9
University degree 3
Travel Experience None 2 4
1-5 countries 6 8
6-14 countries 2 7
> 15 countries 1 2
Use of IS
Never 1 3
Rare 5 6
Sometimes 3 7
Regular 2 5

Table 17 Study One participant demographics

All participants met the minimum educational criteneith 10 being high school
graduates10 had completed some college or higher education, and 12 had completed a
university degree or higher qualification. Eleven participdwats beemaised by one or both
deaf parents and the majority (2dre raised byearing parentsTwenty-eight had begun
learning their native SL before the age of 6 years old at home or iscpoel, and the
remaining four had some exposure to their NSL by peers in first and second grade, although
not in the classroom.

Therangeoparti ci pantsdé travel experience and co
highly varied but balanced across all participants. Six had no foreign travel experience, 14
people had travelled to up to five different countries where they met foreign desd,penp
participants had been to 18l countries, and three had travel experience in more than 15

countries, one of whom had travelled and met deaf people in more than 30 different countries.
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Another important variable of interest is how often participars#s some form of
international signing contact. In each country cohort group, there were varied degrees of
exposure and experience using IS to communicate. Four people had never seen or used
before, 11 people stated rare usapeless than 2 times peryear, 10 report using it
sometimes (every few months), five participants reported use of IS ofeepdd month), and
two stated they use IS3times per week.

The profile of participants in the study is a sociological mix, which is a fairly
representate picture about the variation one finds in deaf community members who would
come into contact with each other and rely upon expository IS via conference attendance o

online information.

4.4.5 Procedure: Comprehension Testing

Each participant was schadd for 2 hours of individual testing, at a location that was
accessible from his or her home. In collaboration with the researcher, the-irdeqneter
arranged meeting space, translations of Videos D and E in advance, and scheduled participa
testng appointments over the course of 3 to 4 days during a time when the researcher coul
arrive (for overseas sites), prepare, and conduct the comprehension assessments. This sect
describes the procedure used in the collection of comprehension data.

All testing sessions were conducted in a quiet room, free from distractions. The
participant sat at a table facing a computer laptop with the video stimulus clips queued, anc
the researcher sat at a-@6gree angle to the participant. A qualified interpretes seated
near the researcher, within the sight line of the participant. In four out of the five locations,
the interpreter served as both interpreter and assistant to the researcher. In oné tése site
Czech Republi® the local deaf cultural liaison sisted with the administering of the test in
the local NSL (Option 2 in Figur8l). The interpreters and assistant also had a copy of the
test questions and coding sheet to translate questions by the researcher and if necessary, tt
assisted in noting rpsnses by the participant during the test process. The interpreters were
encouraged to use sufficient processing time before rendering the target interpretation, an
often the interpreting was done consecutively. It is shown that more processing timenbetwe
receiving a source message and rendering a target increases the accuracy of the targ
message. Interpreters who use more processing time make fewer errors and omissior
(Cokely, 1992a). Interpreters provided services during the testing and aidedhevigview
of their interpretations of participant responses.
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Option 1 (with interpreter) Option 2 (with interpreter and local assistant)
participant O panicipamO
= Q researcher interpreter —
O researcher

0 4

: O,
b d Interpreter Cultural liaison/

camera 3 camera
research assistant

Figure 31 Comprehension test seating arrangements

Before the start of the assessment, each participant was given information about the
research and consented (See consent form in Appendix E). They were also asked to complete
a short demographic questionnaire (Appendix D). The researcher provided anetdathe
study and collected consent and demographic information through the local interpreter. In
some cases, consent and initial paperwork was completed directly by the local cultural liaison,
who was trained and collaborated with the researcher. iPartts were encouraged to ask
guestions before signing the consent and before the start of the assessment. The sessions were
video and audio recorded with a high definition video camera situated to capture the
participant s S i g n e dersrqgeestipns,nas evell as o retondether es e ar
i nterpreteroés transl ations of responses. Thi s
reviewed during data coding, scoring, and analysis.

After receiving instructions about the assessment and signing conseitipgats
were given some contextual information about the videos they would be viewing. They were
also given IS comprehension treatment as an L2 comprehension task. Contextual clues were
shown to aid in comprehension for L2 learners, as noted in thatlite review. IS is a
contact system that presents challenges to audience similar to those learning a foreign, second
language. In this case, the L2 is a not fdbnventional language, but rather a militgual
code mix with some emerging conventiogg,to adjust for the fact that participants were not
viewing the presentation in its original setting, some basic contextual information was given
to aid their schema building. People understand discourse when they can tap into mental
models or schemas altcsettings and events, which includes roles and relationships and goals
of the participants (van Dijk & Kintsch, 1983). As described in Chaptem8erstanding

composite utterances involves successful prompting of intended mental space constructions,
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thar elements, and building up discourse meaning in the mind of the perceiver (Fauconnier,
1985, 1987).

Audiences at international conferences where expository IS is used often have acces
to a conference handbook written in English. These materials inphgdentation titles, a
short description, or perhaps information about an overarching theme in a series of
presentations. Often, conference program books note the names and biographies of th
presenters, and include anywhere from a limited or more dew@dscription of the actual
presentations and their goal. Audience members can usually determine the formality of the
presentation and the goal of a speaker, as well as the main points and details, soon after
presentation begins. Pragmatic discourse puesipt meaning and th&bservers expected
to make inferences and coherent sense of the presentation setting, goals, and address
audience.

Participants in this study were given the information that was available on site where
the presentations tookagae. This was taken from the conference program book, which was
printed in English and included the title of the presentation; no other information was
available in the conference program book about the lecture other than it was under a particula
theme ofshort presentations. Participants were told that they would be viewing an IS
presentation lecture by a deaf person on a given theme, and prior to viewing each videc
segment they were told the title of the presentation, which suggested the generalhigpic. T
information was interpreted through the sign language interpreter. The title of each
presentation was also shownEnglish at the start of each of the five video clips used.

In 84.43 above, Tablel5 shows video clip test sequences, #1 and #2. Participants
were randomly assigned to one of the two test sequences. Half of the participants at each te
site were given Test #1, and the other half was given Test #2.

Test #1 and #2 were a series of fiweni-texts, each with different topic content
presented by different Deaf signers. They were identical in sequence, showing the exact sarmr
first three video lecture8 A, B (B1 & B2), and C. The last two video stimuli are different
0 (D and EO, respectively). The fast fQub clips were the original text$Snbut
the final <c¢clip is a | ocal NSL transl ated \

Video D and D& sought the amount of pr
via the retellingtask whi |l e Vi deo E and EO6 seek speci
was paused after short segments to allow a retell of the content for the researcher befor
working through the whole text.

After viewing each video clip, participants made an injtigigment rating about ease

of understanding. Then several structured questions about content were asked. Next,
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selection of high frequency IS signs taken from the text just watched were shown. Participants
gave the meaning of each sign if they knewfitiot, they were asked to guess the meaning.
Finally, short depicting segments from the text were shown, and participants were asked to
describe what they believed the short utterances meant or referred to in the text.

Videos A, C, and E were shown in thentirety before the series of comprehension
assessments were given. Video segments B1 and B2 were shown with a short pause between
the first presenter and her -poesenter to allow participants to make comprehension
judgments and answer a few contenésfions about the message in the clip. After watching
B2, participants made a comprehension judgment, answered a few more questions, and then
were shown lexical items and depiction clusters from both presenters in Video B.

For test sequence #1, partams viewed IS Video D (duration 5:00) in short
segments with pauses for participants to retell (in their own SL) the content and work through
the whole text. At the end of this retell task, the same usual assessments were given:
comprehensibility judgment answer three content questions, make nine lexical
identifications, and four depiction cluster meaning identifications. Finally, they viewed Video
E6 (duration 6:00), which was in their NSL, an
seven content qgdons, watched and identified five lexical signs from the original IS text,
and viewed two depicting clusters and identified their meaning.

For test sequence #2, participants view8dVideo E (duration 6:00) anchade
comprehensibility judgments, answergeven content questions, watched and identified five
lexical signs from the original IS text, and viewed two depicting clusters and identified their
meani ng. Finally, they viewed | ocal SL Video I
They were shownhe text in short segments with pauses to retell the content and work
through the whole text. At the end of the retell task, the usual assessments were given:
comprehensibility judgment, three content questions, nine lexical identifications, and four

depicton cluster meaning identifications.
4.4.6 Scoring and Rubrics

4.4.6.1 Lexical Identifications

In this section of the assessment, a score sheet was used to mark whether the
participant correctly i1dentified pgamiswersi gndés m
shown individual lexical signs from the presentation videos they had just viewed, responses
were recorded on high definition video and the interpreter rendered the response in English,

which was captured by the y ahedexicalbfeequemaydi o r ec
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analysis in Chapter 4 identified conventional meanings of these 45 highly occurring signs.
Participants were given one point for each response that matched any of the meaning
associated with the sign. If the response was a sesrequivalent, they were scored a point.
Some adjustment needed to be made to account for four lexical items that were not seen b
half of the participants in the IS stimulus text. Because all participants viewed either
transl ated Vi de eirNBljthay would nodhave hald the apportunitly to see
1-3 of these lexical forms. In test sequence #1 participants would not have seen the sign fo
SCOUT, and for those viewing test sequence #2, they would not have seen ACCEPT, NS
ASIA-PACIFIC, or BRINGIn the IS context. Therefore, depending on which test sequence
the person viewed, the score for lexical identifications was adjusted. Onkigivéorms
occurring in the viewed IS clips were included in the final calculations of this comprehension

measuement (8&2.3).

4.4.6.2 Content Questions Interview Rubric

A rubric (see Appendix J) was created to quantify responses to content questions anc
the researcher used it to give points for correct answers. The interpreters assisting in each te
site were onsulted during a review of their video recorded interpretations of participant
responses to content questions. This allowed for verification of responses before determining
a final score on questions. As long as participants responded with the eleméhés of

expected answers noted in the answer key in the rubric, they were given full or partial points.

For example, after | S presentation Video |
the presenterodos | eft sideg(tteo Whemadhseerr |
points) iI's the personds name, and one or

fingerspelled name of the person was difficult to decipher for those who do not use a one
handed fingerspelling system and it included thbraviated honorific letters, -B. It was

also difficult for those who do use a ehanded fingerspelling system because it was
articulated very quicklIly. | f the partici
coll eague, 0 t hen Iftheyeeplipdahatthe pensansvasgalsaardoctri and a
colleague or work partner, then the full two points were scored for that question. As
participants gave their responses, the researcher asked questions instusgoned way,
rephrased if needednd, with the help of the interpreter and research assistant, made a
determination about whether or not the question was answered satisfactorily. All participants
were given one chance to elaborate on their reply if their initial response was vague or

insufficient. A follow up question was asked to allow the researcher and interpreter to reframe
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the question in a way that would elicit a response to determine whether or not the target

information was understood.

4.4.6.3 Video D Retell Task scoring and angsis

The analysis of the retelling task for
participant was assigned) required the completion of a content analysis of this expository IS
presentation segment. The researcher is an interpreter who works from an& iata |
rendered a text content analysis, which resulted in a sequence of 58 propositional idea units
built up during the 6 minutes of the presentation clip. Also, a second experienced practitioner
of expository IS, who rendered the live interpretation alédi D, was asked to review and
check the resulting main idea units identified from Video D. The idea units were used to
measure text retell information. The resulting idea unit list was used as a scoring rubric to

score the amount of information retoldarrecall task (see Appendix L: Propositional Scoring

Vi d

Sheet Video D/ DO06) . The content of the English

checked by an experienced, skilled IS interpreter to verify that the English version captured
information in the IS lettires.

Described in 8.4.35, participants were shown one of two versions of the presentation

inVideoDd t he ori ginal 'S or a t ClamieteadhiomBL i nt o pat

version of Video D (named D6) was <created,

t he

test site reviewed the propositional scoring sheet and assessed it to be sure that the translated

version contained the same propositional information as tgmak Any discrepancies were
either corrected before administering the retell task, or if realized afterwards, adjustments in
scoring were made to reflect the correct expected number of propositional idea units. For
example, in one of the local NSL tradaisons, it was recognized that only 54 of the 58 idea
units were clearly rendered in Video D6. T
cohort group were measured against an expected 54 propositions rather than 58.

After the testing was coptete, the researcher collaborated with the local interpreter
|l i ai sons to review participantsdé test dat a
which had been captured on video. Interpreter liaisons were trained in the aims of the retell
and the use of the rubric during this collaborative process. This was to ensure the researcher
appropriately scored whether or not the participant had retold the idea unit in each line of the
rubric. Shortly thereafter, the local interpreters were askedintependently score
participantsé retelling of Video D or D6

assigned).
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4.5 Analyses

4.5.1 Quantitative and Qualitative Data Aalyses

Several types of data are collected in this study, and some tueldata is quantified
by use of inferential text analysis, such as the Video D content analysis and content question:
AContent analysis is a research technique
texts (or other meaningful matter) to the tomxt s o f their useo (
Assessing an IS text for idea units involved a degree of interpretive analysis, which is
unavoidably influenced by researcher subjectivity (Croker, 2009).

In Study One, corpubased methods using tluggitized media annotation software
ELAN aided in the description of IS lexicon and extraction of highly frequent lexical signs for
testing. The annotation procedures were described above in-84.3.4, as were details
about searching the annotated data. Lexicalyars results are reported in 85.2.

In Study Two, varied methods of comprehension testing lend the data to qualitative
and guantitative anal ysi s. Quantitative
comprehensibility judgments was calculatedl & comparison of numeric mean ratings is
reported in the results; however, responses to the lexical identifications, the content question
interview, and the text retell task resulted from transforming qualitative information into
quantifiable performarecscores. Rubrics were created for these quantitative itz (as
described above id4.§ and t heir application in scor
is elaboratedn 86.2 along with quantitative results. Participant respotsegvendepicting
sign segmentd composite utterances taken from the test videoare presented in 86.th
a qualitative discussion about composite elements that create meaning and the role o
depicting signs in IS.

The collection of varied types of data pides different perspectives on the researched
phenomenon. Test scores on lexical identifications and content questions, as well ac
guantitative information from retell performances, are discussed in comparison with
qualitative information collected from gdieting segment questioning. These results are

compared with performance scores as part of the discussion of the findings in Chapter 7.
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4.5.2 Analyses

Linguistic and sociolinguistic factors for the comprehension of expository IS
presentations are of interest, qentitative results from both studies are assessed by several
types ofanalysesbetweenfactors and/omeasures.A correlation analysisisingP e ar sonoé s
productmoment correlation coefficient allows one to determine the strength and direction
(positive or negative) of the linear relationship between variables, and offers a simple starting
point for assessing complex relationships between vasiath@askaMiller, 2008). A
Pearsonds r is upadtini ppaltkpy s80cocesrehataée |
performance on the content questions and retell task (I8pl€This tests the hypothesis that
knowledge ofhigh frequencylexical items in IS correlates with improved comprehension
performance. In order to see if the mean comprehension scores of different groups is
significantly different, onecan run several -tests between groups (such as scores of
participants who viewedpecific userof ASL) . This tells something about the data, but
when there are several factors to be considered, runnidgalgsis of Variance (ANOVA)
or regressions the better option tavoid a type 1 error (Ahlreck & Settle, 1995NOVA
was applied to determine ifthere are any maireffects that certainlinguistic factors and
sociolinguisticfactors haveon performance measuré®egressionmodelingand analysis also
allowed the researcher to see what factors more or less prkdictesponse, suchs
comprehension test measure.

Partidtpant 6 s performances on comprehension tes
with variables shown in TablE8. Linguistic features of 1§ideo dataused in comprehension
testing were considered fotheir correlation with higher mean performance on content
questionsin Table19 main effects between groups were primarily sougiven hypotheses
about linguistic chaceristics of the stimulus videeorrelating strongly or not with
participant performance scoredas t | vy , participantsd sociolingui
against their performances on comprehension measures in order to predict whether certain
factors favor better comprehension of expository IS lectures (Tal)leAROVAs and
regression analyses areade across several dependent and independent variables to test if
correlations emerge about factors in IS comprehend@mrelations, main effects and
interactions between sociolinguistic factors were analyzed through multivariate analyses
using tools inthe statistical program Minitab £7.The relationships between performance

measurements, linguistic characteristics of test videos, and sociodemographic information of

¥Minitab 17 is a statistical package available pr o\
desktop interface.
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participants are assessbdtween groups and the results of statistical t@ssepored in
86.3.

Tables 19, 20 and 21 show the design of experiments applied for each hypothesis.
addition to assessing whether knowledge of lexical items in IS correlates with improved
comprehension performancesubjective comprehension ratings are compared to actual
performance on questions and (or Video D) the results of the retelAtaskrelation is made
to determine ifoned s r at ipergeived tompteheasiomorrelates with actual

performance on coptehension measures.

Independent Variables Dependent Test used
Performance scores Variables

(Significa
Lexical IDs Score Content Questions |[Pear sonds
Lexical IDs Score (on Video D) Retell Task Pearsonos
Combined Score (Video D LexicHDs + Retell Task Pearsonods
Content Questions)
Subjective IS Comprehension Ratings Content Questions |Pear sonos
Subjective IS Comprehension Ratings Retell Task Pearsonods

Table 18 Performance variables

The linguistic make upf expository IS and its relationship to comprehension is
another area of inquiry in this study. Each of the video texts in the comprehension test
exhibits different amounts of linguistfeatures, reported imable 33,854.2. Analyss are
made about whether any observed features correlatedi t h parti ci pant s
ratings and performances on content questions (T&)leBecause intuitions suggest that
more effective expository IS incorporates a large amount of gestuna¢mg depiction, and
a reduced amount of lexical forms, it is importantest these hypotheses

A series of ttestswere used to determine if participants performed significantly
different on performance measures when the video stimuli featured mess @f a linguistic
variable (such as amount of gestuienglish mouthing,or amount of ASL). These
independent and dependent variables are shown in Table 20.

Independent variables ofideo stimulus% distribution of gesture, CA, English
mouthing,andsigns by origins were correlated with thea r t | acomprahensisriratings
of those videos. The same groupings for each independent variable was correlated witt

content question scores for those videos.
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Independent Variables | Dependent Variables

Amount of Gestursigns Subjective comprehension ratings
(Hi, Med, Low) Content Questions score

Amount of CAenactment | Subjective comprehension ratings

(Hi, Low) Content Questions score

English Mouthing -Ratings by English L2 participants
(Hi, Low) Ling -Ratings by NorEnglish participants

(Eng, nonEng) SocLing -Content question scores of English L2

-Content question scores of N&mglish

Sign Origins -Ratings by all
ASL -Ratings by ASIAuslannativeusers
Auslan .
WED -Content Question scores all
Gestuno -Content Question scores ABluslannativeusers

Table 19 Linguistic Factors: Independent and Dependent Variables

Finally, other than SL and country origin, sevesatiolinguisticfactors are explored
by assessing participants divided acrdsmographigyroups. Independent variables, such as
an audience member 6s tdgaof ASL, aeexnptedrin Bable 20 an d
Several ANOVASand regression analysegrerun for these variables, with a focus on main
effects between groups.
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Independent variables
Sociolinguistic
(sample groups)

Dependent variables
(Significance at pO.Q0Q

Travel Experience
(zero,less than 5,
less thanl5, extensiye

-Lexical IDs Score
- Content questions
-Lex IDs + Content questions combined sc

Knowledge of ASL
(native, nonnative)

-Lexical IDs Score
- Content questions
-Lex IDs + Content questions combined sc

Knowledge of English
(zero, some, LR

-Lexical IDs Score
-Content questions
-Lex IDs + Content questions combined sc

Experience with usef IS
(zero, somemes regular,
often, weekly

-Lexical IDs Score
- Content questions
-Lex IDs + Content questions combined sc

Education level

(Yr12, some Univ., degree)

-Lexical IDs Score

-Lexical IDs Score

- Content questions

-Lex IDs + Content questions combined sc

Native SL user/Deaf Parent

(1 or both neither)

-Lexical IDs Score
- Content questions
-Lex IDs + Content questior®mbined scoré

Table 20 Sociolinguistic Factors:Matrix for regressionsanalysis

4.6 Inter-rater reliability

4.6.1 Study One intefrater reliability

In Study One] madeall annotationsvith verification of arepresentative sampling of

the data by a second annotafdnere are inherent complexities with determining sign types in

a contact SL rather than a conventional language, mainly due to the lack of conventions ant
community of users. Therefore, to checkuitions about IS forms and their typas fully-

lexical, partly lexical, and nelexical signsd a second coder provided a reliability check on

a random sampling of 10% of the 1753 unique sign tokens. These sign type judgments wer:
later compared to how é¢ly had been separately coded and annotated by the researcher. The

second coder is a qualified professional Auslan interpreter, works sometimes with IS, and is

assessed bye second coder, and determined according to their fit as one of the three types
applied in this study. An intaater reliability analysis was made using the Kapg)atatistic

familiar with ASL. One hundred and seventy five (175) sign forms were independently

to determine consistency between coders. The resulawagreement of 94%uith k= 0.91
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and a 95% Confidence Interval (90.46, 97.62). Kappa values below 0.59 are considered
moderate, 0.60.79 are considered substantial, and &0 are considered outstanding

(Landis, & Koch, 1977Geertzen, 2012)This is interpreted to meanaththe sign types and

t heir di stribution in IS reported in Study On

agreement.

4.6.2 Study Two verifications and intefrater reliability

Scores on the comprehension test questions and also the propositieltialreask
wer e checked and veri fied before final conc
comprehension of the |IS video clips. The resec:
propositional retelling responses were discussed with the local interpmed assistant, at
times reviewing the video capture of the testing and live interpreted response. The aim was to
ascertain an accurate assessment of the inte
responses. A few discrepancies were discussed théthnterpreter and the video clip was
reviewed so that a determination could be made about whether the response matched or did
not match the correct, anticipated answer.

Several months after testing, interpreter assistants in the local test sites keeréoas
independently view and score a percentage (25%) of participant performances, which were
randomly selected. The interpreterds assistan
questions and propositional information retell separately. and thenssemre compared
across the coderés and the researcheroés itemi z
Minitab to determine three measurements of trager reliability (IRR). Although agreement
between coders is frequently reported in terms otemages, the approach has been
criticized as inadequate due to the inability to account for chance agreement; other
assessments are also suggested such as Cohenods
2012).

The average percent agreement betwasters was 92.7%, ranging between 83.0%

98. 3%. Corresponding average Cohends Kappa and
respectively. This can be interpreted to mean that since these two values are above 0.80, the
instrument is sufficiently reliabl so that conclusions can be made from the scored results of

the content questions and the retell task.
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4.7 Ethics

The Macquarie University Human Research Ethics Committee reviewed and approved
this research project in May, 2011, with annual reports stdunias required (Ref. #
5201100310).

In keeping with sound ethical practice in research, all participants did so voluntarily
and were aware that there was no reward or coercion involved in their decision to participate
Because of the twhour time comminent required of each of the 32 comprehension test
participants in the five test sites, the researcher gave a small token of appreciation: a souven
from Australia or, for the Australian participants, a gift of chocolates.

Prior to consenting to partmate, all participants were given information about the
study in a language that was accessible to them: in written English and/or interpreted into
their national sign language. For the IS presenter participants, some of the researcl
information was initily shown to them in a short video I8. Source IS participants and
comprehension test participants were all given the opportunity to ask questions and be
debriefed about the research aims prior to completing an informed consent form and a
demographic baground questionnaire [See Appendices B, C, D].

In addition, due to the identifying nature of video recording, which compromises
anonymity for participants, the consent form included a separate video recording consent
section. It allowed participants totdemine the use of material captured in video recordings
of them beyond the purpose of research analysis. This included their preference in permitting
their video to be shown to other study participants for testing; used for linguistic, deafness,
and intepreting publications; sampled at meetings and presentations to sign language
linguists, interpreters, and deafness conferences; or shown in classrooms to students fc
educational purposes only.

One of the IS source participants requested that their vddpture not be used as a
clip in the comprehension testing. Accordingly, that data was included only in the frequency
analysis of the 13 IS source samples. Although it was a desired IS clip by a diverse signer fo
the Study Two comprehension testing, &sanot one of the chosen texts.

4.8 Methodology Summary

This chapter provided an overview of the research questions, hypotheses, and
operationalization of key concepts in this project. The research design is also laid out, which

is characterized as a twaart, mixed methods approach to assess the lexicon of IS and varied
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comprehension measurements of expository I1S. The two studies include atitietécand
experimental data from two different participant grodpsl3 source text IS presenters from
varied wltural and linguistic backgrounds and 32 comprehension test participants from five
distinct continents and SL origins. The lexical analysis of IS source texts in the first study is
informed by corpus methods. The assessment of IS comprehension in theé semty is

made with several quantitative measures and interpretive qualitative analysis.

¥ Sinclair (1996n ot es t hat authentic data corpora is mater.
communications of people going about their nor mal |
collected in conditions that aeetificial (Granger et al., p.8).
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Chapter 5 Study One: Lexical Frequency Analysis of Expository
IS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter otlines the results from Study One, which is a steedlle lexical
frequency analysis of expository IS. In this first study of this project, a description of the IS
lexicon is given from the dataset and a comparison is made to lexical frequency studies or
conventional NSLs such as Auslan, ASL, and BSL. The analysis describes sign types anc
their distribution in IS and reports on high frequency signs, in preparation for comprehension
testing administered in Study Two. The lexicon of IS has not been adgodesetibed and
this first study quantitatively contributes to and complements earlier findings about IS

linguistic elements.

5.2 Results

5.2.1 High Frequency Signs in IS
A frequency count of the annotated IS data yielded 7,033 tokens comprising 1,751
different sign forms. The top 50 most frequent signs are shown in Zabldese account for

43.5% of all tokens in the annotated collection, with pointing signs figuring prominently.
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Rank ID gloss Total | %ofn ]%Cumul | Rank ID gloss Total | %ofn | % Cumul
1 PT:PRO3 193 2.7% 2.7% 26  CONNECT(ASL) 42 0.6% 32.0%
2 PT:PRO1 182 2.6% 5.3% 27  CAN(ASL) 41 0.6% 32.5%
3 PT:DET 163 2.3% 1.7% 28  PT:PRO3PL 39 0.6% 33.1%
4 PT:LOC 141 2.0% 9.7% 29  NOWI(GEST) 38 0.5% 33.6%
5  DEAFH(AUS) 126 18%  115%| 30  KNOW(ASL) 37 0.5% 34.2%
6 G(5-UP):WELL 110 1.6% 13.0% 31  GOVERNMENT(GEST) 35 0.5% 34.7%
7 WHAT{ASL) 99 14%  144%| 32 PT:POSS3 33 0.5% 35.1%
8 DEAF1{ASL) 98 1.4% 15.8% 33 ANALYZE(ASL) 32 0.5% 35.6%
9 SAME(AUS) 56 14%  17.2%| 34  FINISH(ASL) 32 0.5% 36.0%
10  HAVE(AUS) 94 1.3% 18.5% 35  NS:JAPAN 32 0.5% 36.5%
11 PERSON(GEST) 85 12%  197%| 36  THINK(ASL) 32 0.5% 37.0%
12 SIGN(AUS) 87 1.2% 21.0% 37  COUNTRY(WFD) 31 0.4% 37.4%
13 PT:PRO2PL 75 1.1% 22.0% 38  EXPLAIN(WFD) 31 0.4% 37.8%
14  G|6-UP):GOOD 62 0.5% 22.9% 39  GROUP-TOGETHER(ASL) 30 0.4% 38.3%
15  TEACH(ASL) 61 0.5% 23.8% 40  PROGRESS(ASL) 30 0.4% 38.7%
16  WORK(GEST) 59 0.8% 24.6% 41 YEAR(ASL) 29 0.4% 39.1%
17  DIFFERENT(ASL) 56 0.8% 25.4% 42  DISABLED{WFD) 28 0.4% 38.5%
18 G(5-UP):HUH 56 0.8% 26.2% 43 NINE{WFD) 27 0.4% 39.9%
19  ONE(ASL) 56 0.8% 27.0% 44  TWO(ASL) 27 0.4% 40.3%
20  IMPORTANT(ASL) 55 0.8% 27.8% 45  WRITE(ASL) 27 0.4% 40.7%
21  ASSOCIATION(GEST) 54 0.8% 28.6% 46  GIVE(ASL) 26 0.4% 41.0%
22 G(5-UP):SO 51 0.7% 29.3% 47  HOW(ASL) 26 0.4% 41.4%
23 INTERPRETER{WFD) 50 07%  30.0%| 48  WANT(AUS) 26 0.4% 41.8%
24 HELP(ASL) 49 0.7% 30.7% 43  WOMANB(WFD) 26 0.4% 42.1%
25  WORLD(GEST) 47 07%  314%| 50 HEARING(WFD) 25 0.4% 42.5%

Table 21 The 50 most frequent signs in expository IS (n=7033)

Eighty (80) % of all the pointing signs in the dataset occur within the top 50&igns
824 out of 1,017 total pointing signs. The top four most frequent sign types are pointing signs
which, when comimed with all of the sultypes of points in the data, total 1,017, comprising
14.5% of the signs in expository IS. Lexical frequency studies of Auslan, ASL, &%L
NZSL also report points are the highest frequency signs. (See comparative discussion below
in 85.3)

The topics covered in sampled texts will impact vocabulary, which is especially
notable in a smaller corpus. Presentation topics in the 13 different texts were central to civic
life and education of deaf people in varied countries. Often ahatienal deaf conferences,
presentations report on the efforts of local and national deaf organizations towards sign
language recognition and access issues that deaf people face around the world. It is not
surprising that the most frequent signs used ®yiesenters are DEAF, SIGN (language),
TEACH, WORK, IMPORTANT, ASSOCIATION, INTERPRETER, HELP, PROGRESS,
COUNTRY, and WORLD. There are also many signs that are easily understood as ASL
citation forms and Auslan citation forms. These NSL forms appearigxpository IS are
discussed below in 853 5.2.5.

After separating out lexical signs from partly lexical and -teoical signs, the

distribution of lexical signs from the rest (n=4383) comprise 62.3% of all tokens. The top 50
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most frequent lexical signdN=4383) are listed in Table22 These 50 high frequency signs
make upo one half(49.4%) of the lexical signs in the data.

Rank |ID gloss Total | %ofn | % Cumul Rank |ID gloss Total %ofn | % Cumul
1  [DEAFH(AUS) 126 2.5% 2.9% 26 COUNTRY(WFD) 31 0.7% 35.5%
2 |WHAT(ASL) 99 2.3% 5.1% 27 EXPLAIN(WFD) 31 0.7% 36.2%
3 |DEAF1{ASL) 98 2% | 74% 28 |GROUP-TOGETHER(ASL)| 30 0.7% 36.9%
4 |SAME(AUS) 96 2.2% 9.6% 29 PROGRESS{ASL) 30 0.7% 37.6%
5 |HAVE(AUS) 54 2.1% 11.7% 30 YEAR(ASL) 29 0.7% 38.2%
6 |PERSON(GEST) 85 1.5% 13.6% 31 DISABLED(WFD) 28 0.6% 38.5%
7  |SIGN[AUS) 87 2.0% 15.6% 32 NINE{(WFD) 27 0.6% 39.5%
8 [TEACH(ASL) 61 14% | 17.0% 33 [TWO[ASL) 27 0.6% 40.1%
9  |WORK{GEST) 59 1.3% 18.4% 34 WRITE{ASL) 27 0.6% 40.7%
10 |DIFFERENT(ASL) 56 13% | 19.6% 35  |GIVE(ASL) 26 0.6% 41.3%
11 [ONE(ASL) 56 1.3% 20.5% 36 HOW(ASL) 26 0.6% 41.5%
12 [IMPORTANT(ASL) 55 1.3% 22.2% 37 WANT(AUS) 26 0.6% 42.5%
13 |ASSOCIATION(GEST) 54 1.2% 23.4% 38 WOMANB(WFD) 26 0.6% 43.1%
14 [INTERPRETER{WFD) 50 1.1% 24.5% 39 HEARING(WFD) 25 0.6% 43.6%
15 |HELP{ASL) 49 11% | 25.7% 40  [ZERO{ASL) 25 0.6% 44.2%
16 [WORLD(GEST) 47 1.1% 26.7% 41 BUT(AUS) 24 0.5% 44.8%
17 |CONNECT{ASL) 42 1.0% 27.7% 42 INTERNATIONAL(WFD) 24 0.5% 45.3%
18 |CAN(ASL) 41 0.5% 28.6% 43 RESPONSIBLE(ASL) 24 0.5% 45.5%
19  [NOWI(GEST) 38 0.5% 29.5% 44 BRING(ASL) 23 0.5% 46.4%
20 |KNOW(ASL) 37 08% | 303% 45  [NONE(ASL) 23 0.5% 46.9%
21 |GOVERNMENT(GEST) 35 0.8% 31.1% 46 UNKNOWN 23 0.5% 47 4%
22 |ANALYZE(ASL) 32 0.7% | 31.9% 47  |CRPD(WFD) 2 0.5% 47.5%
23  [FINISH(ASL) 32 0.7% 32.6% 48 INDECIPHERABLE 22 0.5% 48.4%
24 |NS:JAPAN 32 0.7% 33.3% 49 PROBLEM({ASL) 22 0.5% 48.9%
25 | THINK(ASL) 32 0.7% 34.1% 50 CHILDREN{ASL) 21 0.5% 45.4%

Table 22 The 50 most frequent fullylexical signs in Expository (n=4383)

A spread sheet used duringnatation and ID glossing is described #h.310. The
resulting ID gloss database with corresponding video clips includes 150 of the most frequent
fully-lexical signs in the source IS data. These were extracted and compiled as a referenc
database of lexical signs in expository IS. Appendix G lists th&8glexical) signs, as well
as the most frequent gestures and depicting signs. The appendix, with links to video clips, is
viewable from the media files found in the digital stordg}¢D disc included with this
di ssertation, i n qguieencfyolldeexri ctalt | Sidg nisHiogh F

The 100 most frequent signs (all types) comprise 55.6% (3,910) of all of the sign
tokens (7,033) in the full 18le dataset, with a large variety of different sign forms
appearing. In addition, 1,162 signs occur only once in thpusorMore than half of these
hapax legomena are depicting signs (n=462) and gestures (n=230). The other half are varie
singly occurring forms from presenterso
fingerspelled words, or low incidence signs tai listed in th&estunaglossary or the WFD
video materials. With this large number of varied sign forms and the relatively small number
of highly occurring signs (shown in the list of the top 50 most frequent lexical forms), the data
empirically suppod i nt ui ti ons about the Al i mitedo

sign contact system. The conference context where IS presentation is used show:
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conventional forrrmeaning pairs with a small number of higldgcurring signs, and a large

amount ofdepicting signs and gestures contributing to meaning making in these discourses.

5.2.2 Distribution of Sign Types

The analysis of sign types in expository IS indicates lexical signs comprise 63.6% of
the lexicon, with prtly-lexical pointing signs and deging signs constituting the next largest
type at 14.5%and10.26 respectively (Table 33Gesture signs and the embodied enactment
of constructed action (CA) and constructed dialogue (CD) make up tHexiocal material in
expository 1S, althouglonly afew instances of CDbccurredin the IS full dataset. Gesture
signs make up 8.8% of the tokens. Constructed action (and dialogue, if it had been observed)
was annotated on a separate CA trerELAN and was therefore tallied separately from
gesture signslThere aré&672periods of CA in the dataset, which means that for every 12 signs
(on average), a period of CA occukdany gesture occurred withira period of CA 206 out
of 645). Lastly, there are lovincidence equal percentages of fingerspelling and reagmes,
each distributed in expository IS at 1.7%.

IS Lectures  Tokens

(n=7033)
Lexical Signs 63.6% 4474
Fingerspelling 1.7% 123
Name Signs 1.7% 122
Depicting Signs 10.2% 721
Pointing Signs 14.5% 1018
Gesture 9.0% 645
Constructed Action (CA)* 1:12 572

* CA was tallied on a separate ELAN tier; ratio of CA for every sign token

Table 23 Distribution of sign types in IS

5.2.3 Lexical Signs in IS and their origins

Findings indicatehat 63.6% of sign types in expository IS created by Deaf presenters
are lexical forms with some degree of conventional use in the international conference setting.
Many of these forms appear to be recognizable from ASL and Auslan. Because many lexical
forms in IS have been shown previously to belong to more than one SL or SL group
(Rosenstock, 2004), one cannot say for certain that the sign forms observed in this dataset are
only ASL or BANZSL signs. It is reasonable, however, to say that given these famohtheir
membership in the established lexicons of ASLAaslan (or both at times), users of these
NSLs are able to recognize them and are therefore aided in comprehending an IS discourse
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wherever they appear. Given these two NSL distributions in $hdakaset, the resulting
amounts of fullylexical signs by origin is therefore limited by only these viewpoints.
Findings about fullyiexical signs by contributing origins are indicated by the pie chart in

Figure32.

2.3%

7.9% * ASL
10.7% “ AUS
\ IS/WFD
20.7% 58.0%
Gestuno
“w 4 4\ i Other/
W’/ Unknown

Figure 32 Origins of lexical signs in expository IS

A majority of lexical signs, 58%, in IS are recognized citation forms in ASL, with the
second most prevalent forms, 20.7%, recognizable form&usian Many signs listed in
WED resources or known IS forms from conferences and activities of the WFD are also
frequent, comprising 10.7% of the forms in the dataset. Signs that are listedGedtumo
glossary comprise 7.9% of tokens. This report alégegtino listed forms is not exhaustive,
since some signs identified as ASL or Auslan are also listed iG#stunoglossary. The
remaining 2.3% sign forms are unknown, likely sourced from @&hser

To illustrate some of the varied and shared origins of eqgdS sign forms] offer the
example in Figure3 which is ID glossed in this research as STUDY(AUS). ltis a sign that
is listed as a conventional Auslan sign in the Signbank online dictionary. It occurs as a
borrowed lexicalized sign regularly ihd IS data and it is used in the collected data to mean

Afeducation, school, study(ies). o

Figure 33IS sign STUDY
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In Auslan this form can function as a noun, verb, or adjective. Documented meanings
are,iThe period oftmes pent | earning about a particular su
AA person who st doispesd timg learnigg aboutsatpartatidan subject,
often by reading b o oAusan 8ignbankd014i’t The forreim disoa b oo k o
found in LIBRAS, as well as in JSL, although the movement is outward from the face and not
in a circle or siddgo-side movement. It is also iconic and might be perceived by a non
signing person as a gesture to mean fAreading a

For obseners who have a similar forrmeaning pair in their NSLs, this IS sign might
be easily recognized and will aid understanding of the utterance in which it occurs. Lexical
items have semantic sense to the fAlistener o an
then the possible meanings are limited or extended to what convention tells us is permissible
about the meaning of the word, as well as the contexts in which it operates.
Other symbolic units in IS magimply have different conceptualized meanifoy
otheraudience members because they are conventiedaifferently in their ownSL, as in
the in Auslan sign, MONARCH, pictured in Figuséa
The sign is generally used to mean a person who is a member of royalty and in a
variety of contexts it canmen t he proper noun fAqueen, o Aprin
utterance contexts, it is understood to mean a state of being royalty (adjective or verb)
(AuslanSignbank, 2@4). It also happens to be a somewhat iconic sign, whose meaning might
be realized otside of an Auslaisituated communication. In fact, a nsigner may guess
correctly or incorrectly at its meaning, purely on its enactment of a type of gesture: the putting
on of a crown or a hat.
In 1S, this sign form is articulated with a variatisnmovement, where the dominant
hand starts at the head and moves upward, as if it is depicting the shape of a tall hat or crown.
(Some signers, such as the one pictured, articulate it with a slightly lowered location at the
temple side of the head, deperglon the sign that occurs just before or after.) The form is
conventionally used in IS from the 19%estunogl ossary to mean AGOVERI
(Figure34b). Auslan signers who see this sign in IS at an international conference may likely
recognize it from th Auslan context, and may be able to guess or perhaps recognize its
borrowed meaning in the IS usage setting. Knowing conventional use in both of these distinct
contexts would enable an audience member to comprehend the symbolic unit in the

appropriate séng.

0 Signbankuprl: http://www.auslan.org.au/dictionary/words/stugyhtml
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a) Auslan MONARCH b) From IS dataset: GOVERNMENTGEgstung
[Image a] retrieved fromhttp://www.auslan.org.au/dictionary/words/quekhtml)
Figure 34 Comparing Auslan GOVERNMENT to IS sign GOVERNMENT

5.2.4ASL signs in IS

One of the hypotheses in this project is that IS frequently employs signs common to
ASL. The data we have just presented confirms this.

It has been posited that there may be differences between IS used in an internatione
context in Asia and the IS used in international conferences historically occurring in European
and North American contexts (Mori, 2011). While this may prove to banrfigure inquiry,
there seems to be some influence from ASL even in the IS used in the Asia Pacific region.
Annual conferences have been taking place in that region for more than a decade. Frequent |
training is given to aid communication among deahsig from varied countries in that
region.

During data collection with participants in the Japanese cohort, | was made aware of
ASL teaching efforts in Japahl as well as a published glossary of IS signs. This resource,
published in Korea and distributedroughout Asia, titlednternational Sign (DeafPlus
2012) lists 851 signs used in IS. This resource was one of the glossaries referrefi3in 8
in the discussion of decisiemaking about unique ID glosses in this study. Upon closer
examination, iis notable that 375 (44%) of the forms in the SignBooks resource are the same
form-meaning pairs that occur iASL. Of these 375 lexical entries, 305 (36%) are
conventional lexical items used in ASL and 68 (8%) are recognizable phonological variants of
ASL, differing only by one or two parameters.

It is evident that the fareaching contact effect of ASL continues to influence forms in
IS through varied media, not only through Internet and social media, but also through quasi

promotion via modern publisddS sign glossaries.

“l Deaf Japan is an organization in Osaka that offers ongoing second SL training, ASL, to JSL users. |
personally do not takegse with deaf people learning additional SLs, but also believe in the
importance of ongoing recognition and promotion of their native, local L1 SLs.

16¢


http://www.auslan.org.au/dictionary/words/queen-1.html

Chapter 5 Study One: Lexical Analysis
5.2.5 Auslan(BANZSL) Signs in IS

ASL signs are not the only lexical forms seen in expository IS. Results from this
frequency study indicate thB{ANZSL signsare also observable in the lexicdRecall that
Auslanis a secondaryeferencdexifier language irthis analysis of IS presentations, with the
rationale noted in Chapter(8ssentially a surrogate for BSISeveral NSLs in countries other
than England are historically related to BSL, just as countries in Africa and Sasiti\&a
have historicalcontactrelated ties to ASL.International conferences pertaining to deaf
persons have taken place over several decades of activity described in Chapter 1. A large
number of internationaDeaf events have occurred in Western Euroge countries and
attendees may have had exposure to BSL due to close geography and opportunities for contact
across Western Europe and activities of the European Union of the Deaf. BSL is also reported
as a second language for many warklvelled Deaf pgae, as noted in the demographic
profiles of IS source data participants in TaBl€84.3.2). Many of the international deaf
leaders attending conferences where IS is used report knowing BSL and/or ASL as a first or
second language.

It is also possiblehtat BSL forms may be appearinga Auslanas a result of
numerous civic and humanitarian contact situations in Asia, given geographic proximity

between Australia and Southeast and Northeast Asian coufitries.

5.2.6 Conventional IS Signs, WFD signs an@estuno signs

Many of the established signs in expository IS are conventional due to activities of the
WEFD or are agreedpon signs that are conventional in international settings. Some are form
meaning pairs that continue to be used in international contact signing and are listed in the
1975Gestunadictionary (BDA, 1975). A handful of these signs have beamtained in IS
usage for more than three decades and some are also signs in NSLs, such as BSL, LSF, or
ASL. Sever al frequent AX(GEST)o0 signs and

study are shown in Tableldelow.

“Activities i-RacifichegionslVBebrétariat incddutdesAustralian delegates; disability
socialprogram links are strong between Australian and Southeast Asian countries, and Australian
interpreter educators provide trainings to Fiji, Solomon Islands, and Tuvalu.
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ID Gloss Form Meaning

WORK(GEST) Any kind of work -manud or non
manud labor. (Thissign is
articulated with different
orientation and/or handshape than
similar formsin ASL and oher

SLs)

1020
Yoo Lavowr
Travest

PRESIDENT(GEST) Thehead of apolitical or busness
organization. Typically in the
context of a naiond assodiation

of the Deaf

967
Charrmar
Préwident

ASSOCIATION(GEST) Organization(s of Deaf people, to
associate, thenaiond association
of thededf in agiven country or

counties.

WORLD(GEST) World, globd, internationd.

GOVERNMENT(GEST) Theruling body ofa nation or
region. Also the capita city of a
county in some contexts.

Table 24continued on next page
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ID Gloss Form Meaning
CONGRESS(GEST) The official meeting of the WFD
: that occurs every 4 years.

INTERPRETER(WFD) To interpret, an interpreter, to

trandate.

EXPLAIN(WFD) To convey information, explain

something(9.

DISABLED(WFD) Person(9with a disability,

disability

[Images] (1975) British Deaf AssociatiotdRL: www.bda.org.uk
Table 24 Signs in use from theGestunoglossary and WFD digital publications and contexts

5.2.7 The Established and Varied Lexicon

In the data, there are numerous examplesgrfsthat aresufficiently highly frequent
and stable in form and meaning that they can be said todiatien, establishedorms. At
the same time, some of them@ modifiedto express related meanings the methodology
84.3.7, | discussed the procesd ID glossing and lemmatization. It was established that
lemmatization is not easy with an unstable contact sign variety, due to the difficulty in
distinguishing whether a form is a substantive conventional sign in IS, or a modification of a
substantive sign,rowvhether it is a nonce creation that exploits-Bxical components of a
fully-lexical sign borrowed from aNSL. In this section | present a few examples of signs

that were IDglossed with the same name, although it is evident that some of these regular
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forms were also modified in some of the discourse contexts. Modifications of signs were not
methodically analyzed but further investigation of the forms would provide some empirical
evidence and patterns of how these signs are used in IS utterances.

Thel D gl oss AASSOCI ATI O RdstGriogbIsary, 5 appliedssin e d
each instance where this form occurs in the data (F&i)re

Figure 35 ASSOCIATION(GEST)

When this form is used, typically refers tonational or local deaf associations or
organizations, yeah a few instances ivas seemodified, by movement and location in space
in a way that employs the fornmo mean fO ASSOCIATE WITH AND COLLABORATE
TOGETHER. (Figure36.)

Figure 36 ASSOCIATION(GEST)- modified

Another example of a sign in IS that was modified by a signer comes from Video D,
where the presenter uses ACCEPT(ASL) and modifies it slightly. He articulates it very

slowly, with the twehanded 5 hanc i mowving in towards the chest and simultaneously
closing into two flatO handshap £- on the upper chest, but stopping just before the last
hold of the flatO hands on the chest. In most cakes;itation form occurs in the IS dataset
(more quickly articulatedtart to finish, and without facial NMS to alter meaning). In this one
case described above, the meaning the signer attempts to conMeyHs PROCESS OF

BEING ACCEPTED.
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Recall in chapter 4, the sign example RESPONSIBLE(ASL). This form appeared in
the IS datdn the IS data, this particular form was observed in the texts of different presenters
and occurs 24 times (shown fromathsetexamplein Figure 37) and is ID glossed as
RESPONSIBLE(ASL) in all casesA phonological variant of this formmccurredoncewith
the GignedEn gl i sh) ASL Fgie3s).Hestaridas doragatevith(written English
creates signs that incorporate the first letter of the English word that closely relates to the
meaning of the sign. These signed English forms are ler@vas variations in ASL, which
arise from contact effects with the spoken language (Lucas and M#R). The fact that it

appears in this dataset shows evidence of spoken language contact effectsotbeeraedle

in IS contact.

Figure 38 Maodified (R- handshape)lS sign RESPONSIBLE(ASL)

There is quite dot of variability in the signs for the same concepts used by lecturers
using IS.More than one sign is seen used by the same signer, in the case of WOMANB,
WOMAN.EAR, and the ASL sign for WOMAN. WOMANB articulates a BentB handshape
L over the rise of the breast, whereas WOMAN.EAR is expressed with the thumb and index
finger tugging athe earlobe. This example of sign variations to mean the same concept is just
one of many in expository IS. Tabib below shows this and one other example of form
variation in lexical signs in IS, the sign variants of WORLD. Not only do IS presenters use
more than one sign for the same concept at different times in their discourse, e.g.,
MONEY(ASL) and MONEY(GEST), often a signer will use two different signs
consecutively for the same concept. Typically, a sign from ASL and an established WFD

sign mightbe used consecutively, or at times an Auslan and an ASL sign.

17C



Chapter 5 Study One: Lexical Analysis

WOMAN.B (WFD) WORLD (WFD)
WOMAN.EAR(WFD) WORLD (ASL)
WOMAN (ASL) WORLD.B (WFD)

Table 25 Variation in IS sign forms

Findings in this lexical analysis show similar evidence of phonological variation in IS,
which was also illustrated in a smalinpublished study of online website IS presentation
videos (Lang, 2012). Mentioned in the literature review, Lang identified that the signs DEAF,
WHAT, and HAVE exhibit two to four phonological variations by IS presenters. The wide
variation of lexical foms observed in expository IS suggests complexities that need further
investigation. Slight variations in phonemes of similar signs may impact their meanings
across different SL users. As with spoken language dialects and accents, at some point th
articulation of a word will trigger perception by the listener that the word is a completely
di fferent one from the speakerdés intent,
Afaccent . o

Fully-lexical signs in expository IS may resemble too closdbxecalized sign in the
observeds native SL, hence pr esSeqircl® discdursecray t a
hinder comprehension for some audience members. High frequency signs in IS may shar
phonetically similar forms acrosSLs, but the impact oncomprehension needs closer
examination. Testing high frequency signs with diverse participants in Study Two probes this

guestion as a factor that potentially could impact comprehension of IS discourse.
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5.2.8 Polysemy, interesting lexical examples

The hgh frequency signform glossed asDIFFERENT(ASL) is used in two
semantically diffeent ways in IS as it is in AS[The meaning is often literally the adjective
[differen] or the noun[differencd, but on 15 out of the 64 instances, the signer uses
DIFFERENT ( ASL) t o Typically, ABLlbusdrs distinguish this sign forwhen
they mean[bufl as opposed tddifferenf by altering the nomanual feature of facial
expression andometimes including English mouthing4outhings and nomanual features
werehi ghly varied with this form across | S pres:t
mout hed Adifferento, an Asi an s-mauakfeaturese gul ar |l vy
and an African signer mout hed t @neAsirsgmec h wor d
usal the formin his IS presentatioas aondnanded si gn and Howewe,yS means
for most instances where the signer intethtbo meanfbut 6 t he data shows a
reliance on the Auslan or BSL form of BUT, whidtcurs 26 time in the datdhe
appearance of both of these sign foiinse from ASL and the other from BSL and Auslan
(BANZSL)i and their usage for similar purposes in IS from these two languages is evidence
of both widely used SLs on this international type of contacguage. The varian in
mouthings suggests the signer brings his or her native SL mouthing patterns into the contact
setting to communicate. Additional study of these phenonmemarranted to support this
general observation from the data.

The sign IDglossed WHAT(ASL) appeared frequently as the citation form of the ASL

sign meaningWHAT?] (Figure39). The two open 5 handshap‘“-"‘r.fi”-:; are held palm up, given a

a) WHAT(ASL) b) G(5-UP):WELL
Figure 39 ASL sign WHAT and IS sign G(5UP):WELL
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slight sideto-side shake, and accompanied by either furrowed eyebrows or sometimes with
raised eyebrows.

This form was consistently equated with a conventional meanirgpf] and was
used (as it is in Auslan)to mean |VHERE| on a few occasionsWith the example of
WHAT(ASL), it becomes unclear whether the form is truly lexicalized, or if contact between
BANZSL and ASL in IS is creating a semantically extended meaning in IS to this form that is
distinctly differert in the lexicon ofASL and Auslan The form may also be an interesting
example where a specified formeaning pair in a lexifier language is instantiated with some
gestural qualities in IS.

Other times thdorm appeared in anodified way by movement andr with non
manual signals that simultaneously promptedatextual meaninthat did not meanwWyHAT]
or [WHERE. Although the gesturalforms appear similar, their meanings could not be
predicted if taken out of the context. Occurrences of thesdexasal forms were glossed
according to t-bbR) :coWElelxdR)a s ASEYER,-& Pa)n: dH UH®(. 5
many cases.these gestures sed/eas prosodic functions or as transition markers between
discourse segments oiterances.

The analysis reveals that some signs are potentially iconically misleading. The best
example of this comes from an emerging recurring form in expositorg I$he sim
PROJECT(WFD) (Figurd0 below) This sign occurs 11 times in the full data, with several

presenters using it in their lecture. The articulation appears to mimic the movement of

grasping a handle and cranking it alongside an upheld f‘?-ﬂtribndominanthmd; much in

the way one might handle a movie projector. A majority of people did not correctly identify
the sign. The four participants who did recognize it reported some familiarity with I1S. The
sign is an interesting example of an arbitrary sign thaéxgalized in expository IS. Its
origins are speculated here.

Figure 401S sign PROJECT(WFD)
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The originalGestunoglossarycites the sign PROJECPROJECT with movement of
an index finger tracing a square on the upheld flat palm of thedoammant hand (Figure
41). The sign appears to have undergone a slight handshape change and is articulated in
expository IS with a more concise circular movement that fiha@pnstraints of economized
movementlronically, the sign form pictured next to this one in the 1&&stunoglossary is
the signlabeledPROJECTOR, which illustrates the dominant hand grasping a crank handle
and turning it. This is the current movermeari PROJECT(WFD) seen in Figu@9. It is
unknown whether this is an example of phonological reduction of the form PROJECT
originally pictured in theGestunaglossary (Figurell). Otherwise, it could be a random loan
translation or intrusion blend of the/o English words listed and the simplified movement
from PROJECTOR rather than théhdndshape tracing an outline on the upright hhasily,
it could be a new borrowing from an NSL ramnsidered in this studyEnglish forms inSLs
have been documentexahd this ironic juxtaposition and the combination of parts to each of
these signs leaves one to wonder if there is some English influence on the origins on this
newly observed IS sign PROJECT, illustrated by the same lexical roots of the two words

labeling these forms.

1378
Proiect Projector
Projot Projecteur

[Image](1975) British Deaf AssociatiotJRL: www.bda.org.uk
Figure 41 Side-by-side entries PROJECT and PROJECTOR

A second form that appears in the data relates to a relatively new concept in
international deaf discourses. It is the sign for the UN Convention on the Rights of Disabled
People (UNCRPD), ID glossed in the data as CRPD and shown below in #&dilee fam
resembles the ASL sign SIGNATURE but incorporates-sh&@ped movemensf an H
handshapeacross the flat upturned nalominant B or 5 handshape. It may be an

approximated action of signing or ratifying a document and it is unknown where the form
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originaed. However, it is a conventional lexical sign that appears in several presentations in
the dataset, and it is visible in online materials from the WFD promoting the human rights

document and raising awareness of its legislative powers for deaf peoplatiomsn

worldwide.

Figure 421S sign for the UNCRPD WFD)

Lastly, at times the dat@vealednteresting examples where a sign form resembled a
borrowed fullylexical sign from an NSL, but one of the parameters was alteatanatched
a phonological parameter of another SL, from the contact sefiiregsign in Figuret3 a)
was used by one of the native JSL signers, which looked like the Auslan sign AIM meaning
[OBJECTIVH but with the nordominant hand in the shape of tl&L sign meaning

[oBJECTIVH. Both the Auslan and JSL sign are also shown as a comparison to the IS form

used.

a) [AIM] IS depicting sign b) OBJECTIVE (JBL c) Auslan AIM
Objective[Image]. Available ahttp://www.spreadthesign.com

Aim[Image]. Retrieved fronhttp://www.auslan.org.au/dictionary/gloss/aimla.htmi
Figure 43a) IS sign [AIM ] b) JSL [OBJECTIVE ] and c) Auslan [AIM ]
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The form occurred once in the presentation, and was annotated as a movement
depicting sign (in a two handed figiiground relationship):

DomiID gloss: DSM(B):OBJEC-MOVES-FORWARD-AT

NonDomID gloss:DSG(O):ENTITY -OBJECTFMOVES-TO
It is difficult to know if the form is a loan blend, mixing two parameters from two different
SLs or i f the presenter intends to initialize
thus borrowing from EnglishHt may also benterference from the sublexical (O handshape)
component of the signers NSL. It is one example of a few interesting forms that posed a
challenge in annotating sign types in the mixed IS contact system. A-lgaitgl sign, it
exploits gesture and metaploreference in the way the movement and location parameters
are articulated, and the form may be a close enough approximation for the meaviha|
several otheSLs and thus a lexical sign that is easy to understand. If used regularly in the
dataset, and by other presenters, it would have been reasonable to consider it an established
lexicalized form;however, it is an ad hoc construction that appears to be motivated by gesture

and conventional linguistic components.

5.2.9 Rartly -lexical Signsin IS

Signs that are partliexical and rely taa high degree on the context of the utterance
are also observed in expository IS. These two types are pointing signs and depicting signs,

described earlier in Chapter 3.

5.2.9.1 Pointing Signs

The most fequent signs in IS are pointing signs, comprising 14.5% of all tokens in the
data, as shown in Tab®3. The top four frequent sign types are poit$:PRO3, PT:PRO1,
PT:DET,andPT:LOC respectively)and they make up 9.7% (824) of the 1,017 toK&able
21). Points on the dominant hand that overlap with auisglor a fragmer buoy on the non
dominant handavere counted and the result uncovered a variety of p(@ats total) directed
at listbuoys (PT:LBOUYFIRST, etc.) In addition, the data reveals 80 tokens of points that
were directed at fragment buoyShis supports the intuition that IS relies on points in
organizing discourse, and given their prevalence in IS and in NSLs,fiuheiton may be
similar in both.

As discussed in 83.3.3ointing signs have several functionsShs one ofthe most
important ofwhich is forreference trackingOthers includean adverbial locating functiom
determiner functionand a discourse cohesive functisrafpuoys) Figure44 belowshowsan
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excerpt from one presentation where the IS signer uses as many as nine pointing signs

varied subtype in the 1&cond sparunderlying their importance in the discourse.
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DomiDgloss

N PTABLOYR
WY PMRDASL)
) GSUMWELL
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2 e £ AR PRI | VA AL
4 EmIE ] | rroer B,
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Figure 44 Prevalence of pointing signsn IS

In the segment pictured, points are directetisatbuoys which tokenize objects of
discourse or topics not physically present. They are also aimed at fragment buoys, which ar
nondominant handshape holds at the end of a sign. Points areddchere as referential
indexes to the signer himself, but may not specify the pronoun I, as in this example the
PT:PRO1 appears to preface the sign JAPAN e st a fplriessheensd Al am Ja
making a comment about the programs that Japan offdraining Points also direct the
audience to physical entities in space that are real, such as the presentation slide behind tt
presenter

In the IS datapointing signs may be exploiting the gestural aspethese signsor
they may be recruitetbr some linguistic role that might qgonominalor contributing to
argument (subjects/objects) structuféere is continued discussion in the literature about
pointing signs and their functionyith recent evidencesuggestingsome SLs(e.g. Auslan
lack pronouns (Johnston, 2013). Without additional studshefpatterning opointing signs
in IS and other semiotic material that occurs with them (e.g. eye @gazeypecially in
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comparison to NSL$ it is difficult to make claims abouhemin IS, except tht the data
revealsa large variety of pointing signs andsiailar percentdistributionto what isreported
in NSL lexical frequency studieéSee discussion of type distribution comparisons to NSL
85.3 below.)

5.2.9.2 Depicting Signs

In the expository IS dataset there @4 distinct depicting signs, most of which occur
once, a few recurring 2, 3, or as many as 6 times. Two depicting signs standedatiady
established, recurring 14 times and 17 times respectively in the data.
The first sign, annotated as DSS(GC):SMARMOUNT (Fig 45) occurs14 times
and is a depiction that I s us eddn theadatanié an fa s
quantifies abstract, intangible things such as information and signing skill, as well asmbhys
entities such as students, distance, and money. The same depicting handshape is also used 10
othertimes inother depicting signs with movement (DSM) to show the shape of a long, thin
or flat object, such as a banner, title, or tie. This sign isgtigrspecified depending on the

context, and does occur in ASL and Auslan (and potentially other NSLs).

Figure 45 DSS(GS):SMALL-AMOUNT

The second most common depicting sigmas glossed and annotated as,
DSS(BENTB):ENTITIES-LISTED-ON-PAGE and the form is seen in Figu6. The sign
appearedn the WFDSuggested International Sighd/D, glossed as REGULATIONS&Ndis
alsolisted in the SignBook#nternational Sig glossaryunder the entry PRINCIPLAL is
suggested by these resources that the form is an IS lexicabsgit,is alsolexicalized in
Auslan to mearfRULE], or [LIST, PROGRAM, AGENDA, CATALOGUHR. The sign presents an
examplethat posed a challender ID glossingduring lexical analysisgive n possi bl e #fAtw
faceso (Johnston and Ferrara, 2012) of signs i
uncertainty regarding its conventionalizatioft was difficult to discern \Wwether the form
should be describeds a partlylexical depicting sig or a fullylexical sign with the tag

(WFD) or (AUS) The decision to label it a depicting sign was originally made based on the
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understanding oit as a complex construction that appeared to stmwpositional meanirgy
of its parts.| documented it as a partlgxical sign,which is realspace blend thatepics the

visual image of long thin rows of text located on and filling the length of a page.

Figure 46 DSS(BENTB):ENTITIES -LISTED -ON-PAGE

Fifteen (15) ot of the 17 occurrences of the fonm Figure 46 are used by one
presenter, and the other two occurrences are used once by two other IS presenters. The
were additional variations of this depicting construction, all of which used the same
backgroundinghon-dominant handshape, but there were varied dominant hand configurations
(e.g.,B-UP handshape, G handshape, and a pointing gesture aime#paint items on the
B-UP paln). In all cases, the sigexploitediconicity and meaning wasdependent on the
utterance context in which it was used. Sever@ndedmeaningsvere[PROGRAM, [LAW],
[REGULATIONS], [REPORT, [POLICY] [DOCUMENTATION] and one IS presentasedit for two
of these meanings in the same lecture. In gengralas used to show a type ofriiten
documentation, or a planned sequence of actions. However, given the number of occurrence
of the form(by one signerand several phonologic variations on the construction, it may be
an example of a form that is in the process of becoming lexechlizthin a community of 1S
presenters. In hindsightconsiderperhapghatthe presenter who used the depicting sign 15
times was lexicalizing it instantaneously, but whether or not the mogawiing link is
conventionalized to mean something more ttienpredictable value of its componentas
(at the time of annotatinginclear.

Recall the discussion iB83.3.1 about lexicegrammar and the image from Johnston
and Ferrara (2012) in which Auslan signs were mapped onto scales of lexeansl
content. With this framework in mind, formational aspects of the sign,
DSS(BENTB):ENTITIESLISTED-ON-PAGE bear iconic resemblance to figure and ground
referents that the subatomic components (the handshapes, orientation and movemel

parameters) ardepicting. It was unclear whether or not the farmeaning relationship was
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stable enough to be called a fulgxical, symbolic unit inexpositorylS lectures (as it is in
Auslan). However, it is clear that IS signers exploit the components of sigrisote what
they mean through depicting signs in IS discourse.

The productive nature of depicting structures, along with metaphor, is a potentially
rich area of inquiry in crosknguistic contact signing. Simple metaphor in SLs maps the
linguistic form to a source domain, exploiting visual iconicity such that tigiibtic form
(i.e., handshape, movement, etc.) resembles the referent or a part of the referent in a
metonymic relationship (Brennan, 1990; Wilcox, 2000; Taub, 2001). Often these metaphors
are simple, orientational, and ontological, enabling an obserestitnate the meaning based
on the iconic relationship between the articulator and the visual or embodied experience of the
referent.

Additional evidence of the recruitment of formational elements of NSLs in IS is the
fact that a majority of depictinggis occur only once in the datasehe large number of
novel constructions compensate for reduced established lexical signs, yet some qualification
must be made abouwtepicting signdocumentation and analysiBepending on howan
annotator glosses depiatj signs, the resulting count mfiquetypescould be misrepresented
(Johnston, 2012g. 183) Depicting signs can be annotated wittore general descriptive
information, such atheir handshape and othenore specific descriptiveharacteristics that
enable sultype categorizatiomnd meaning informatio(See Johnston, 2014 and Table 1 in
this dissertation)The DS tokenstotaled721, but the data requires further analysis to report
confidently the exact number ahique tokens. It is possible to haslghtly different glosses
for identical depicting forms, such as DSS(BENT5):GREDIRPEOPLESTUDENTSand
DSS(BENT5):GROUFOFRANIMALS -SHEER o r Airegul arized and simpl.
20123 p. 184) to DSS(BENTS):GROU®FENTITIES. In general, depicting ghs were
characterized in this study by five broad types and thgher glossedvith additional, more
specific glossingor meaning Only some of the depicting signs were regulariredrder to
offer the resultsin Table B regardingthe most frequent depicting signend in Table 26
below lists the distribution of general depicting types from the IS source dataset

Outlined inTable26 below, the majority ofdepicting signs in IS represemiovement
(or displacement) of entities (DSMand otherdepict size and shag®SS), or areentity
locating (DSL), and somare handling entities (DSH). In most casdsandling entity
depicting signs (DSH) coccurred with constructed actidmecausenactment often involves
the handling and maniation of entities. DSH signs were not easiigtidguished from
gesture signsand if they had been glossed as gestures the number would increase the

percentage of gestures in IS by .5 ¥astly there were depicting signs that backgrourated
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entity representedby the dominant hand (as seen by the high percentage of DSG sign types
observed the nedominant hangd Most of the DS signs occurred on both hands, often in

coordination, but also in a figuground relationship.

Depicting signs | Dominant Hand Non-Dominant Hand
(DS) n=721 (top 3 handshapes) | (top 3 handshapes)
DSM 337 (B,5,1) 196 (5,1, B)

DSS 182 (B, 1, GC) 122 (B, 1, Bent5)
DSL 69 (B, 5, Bent5) 36 (B, Bents, 1)
DSH 48 (FlatO, S, BC) 20 (BC, B, FlatO)
DSG 3 (B, 5, BentB) 180 (B, 5, BC)

Table 26 Depicting Signs by subtype

A variety of handshapes and movements were recruited by IS presenters for creating
these complex sign constructions, presumably to maximize iconicity, movemertathat
similar meaning across SLs, and use of space bleftds seen in NSLs (as discussed in
83.2.5). Each subtype (DSM, DSL, DSS, DSG, DSH) exhibited a number of different
handshapes and orientations, with different giealof movement anddalitional norrmanual
information. The resulting effect was a large m@mof different depicting sign forms that
were dependent on their utterance cont® meaning, rather than promptirgpecific
meaning (as a fulNexical sign would do).The summaryTable 26that shows the most
frequenthandshapes observed within eaelpidting sign subtype provides a picture about the
variety of productive forms in expository ISwenty four (24) different handshapes were
observed in the DS dataith a majority of tokens onef ahe top five most frequent forms.
Four of the five are noted to be one of the widely acknowledged list of seven basic
handshapes (B\, S, C, O, 1, 5) (Battison, 1978).
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Percent % Percent %
Handshape [Image |distribution |Qumulative |Handshape |Image |distribution |Qumulative
B “"It” 4 ﬁij
‘ 29.2% 29.2% 1.0% 96.1%
] .
5 \z FATBC |5
J 18.2% 47.4% 0.8% 96.9%
L
1 ) BENT2 %\
i 11.8% 59.2% 0.68% 97.6%
3.7
BENTS T4 IRSHT ﬁ
N\ 10.5% 69.7% 4 0.60% 98.2%
BC(or Q % MID ‘\Z
9.3% 79.0% 0.51% 98.7%
BENTB ﬂ H ,.
3.7% 82.7% | 0.30% 99.0%
ALATO E\\ 2 i
3.0% 85.7% 1 0.30% 99.3%
GC ‘g‘,} o @(
2.8% 88.5% I 0.26% 99.5%
et
s ‘F]-‘ L d
2.8% 91.3% | 0.17% 99.7%
o | g\ B S
1.3% 92.6% 0.17% 99.9%
GORLAT % Y ‘\9’(’7
1.3% 93.9% ; 0.01% 100%
BABYO Q\ IRSHK %’\
1.2% 95.1% 0.01% 100%

Table 27 Distribution of handshapes in IS depicting signs

Anotherexample of a depicting sign from this stutthat exploits iconic and gestural
features of formational parts of signs is shown in Figdife Sign forms that involve a
handshape movement from a lower position to an upper position convey a meaning of an
Airmeaseo of. Resenstack (ROD4h chentions this as one example of effective
metaphoric reference that was observed inherISHdta t he semanti c domai n c
entitiesodo is eff ectdithealticplatingshpndseadd aodsas tongtahr e f or m
the lexical argument is understood, tieservew i | | know what Athingo i s |
as the manner of the increase. The signefigure 47 refers to the increased interest and
number of attendees at HIV training, after previous oneg wet conducted in the loc&L.
The image created is one ofdeclining thenincreasing slope, as if a line on a chart,
guantifying a numerical increas€he second half of theign also resembles the ASL sign
DEVELOP, however the presenter -lggicalized the sign byinitially constructing a

downward sloping movement that pivoted at the lowest point andstbeed upward.

182



Chapter 5 Study One: Lexical Analysis

] gy | &S

Figure 47 Depicting the concept o DECREASE]/[INCREASE] in IS

Given thatl0.2%6 of the signs in expository IS are depicting types, the use of depiction
to convey complex meaningsas additionabpproachor assessingomprehension in Study
Two (Chapter 6). Of the total number of depicting sigffl), the top 5 compris@. 76 of all
tokens Table 2§.

Rank |DEPICTING SGNS(n=721) | Total
DSSBENTB):BENTITIESIN-A- LINE-LISTED-ON-PAGE 17
DSGCHLAT): SMALL-AMOUNT 14
DSMI(1):ENTITY-GOES FAR-IN-DEEP 11
DSM(5):ENTITIES GATHER TOGETHER 8
DS(BENTS): AREA-THERE 6

| total| 56

Table 28 The 5 most frequent depicting signs in IS

One of the selected depiog signclustersin the IS comprehensiotest is shown
below in Figure48. The coepresenter in ieo B (segment B2) describdsw collaboration
from Deaf associations from other countries has influenced improved access for deaf peopl
in Englishspeaking East African countries, yet those in Frespdgmaking West African
countries experience great disparity in access to educatbuivic life.
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Figure 48 Depicting segment DSB5

Free Translation: Collaborations from Deaf associations in other countries contribute to the

local (Englishs pea ki ng

Afri

can

countrieso)

knowl edge

The presenter uses a depicting sign, DSNDGWN):ENTITIESFLY-IN, at the end
of this utterance to indicate the varied collaborators who have flown in to the area to aid in

their development. She establishes discourse referents in the signing space viaeto#en bl

|Foreign associations| and |local association|. The discourse referents of overseas deaf

associations and their geographic distance are set up in the signing space with fully lexical
signs, ASSOCIATION(GEST) WORLD(GEST) FAR(ASL) FAR(ASLA pointing sgn
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PT:LOC DEAF1(ASL) ASSOCIATION(GEST) establishes the token |Fordignglish
speaking communityassociations| and a lexical sign articulated in a lowered, different space
establishes the second token [lo¢&inglishspeaking community)association| In the
utterance, the IS signer even articulates the sign ASSOCIATION (GEST) in each token
location once they are established. The utteraagoodexample of a&omplex construction
thatincludes varied sign types (lexical signs, points, and depistgigs) and one instance of
constructed action and uses signing space to map out references and build up the discour
main point. Not only does this sequence provide an answer for one of the content question
(see 8.4.3.3 and Appendix: IContent QuestiorRubric), but also depicting segments like
these are shown and participants are asked about the meaning they understood from tt
depicting signs in the utterance context. Results of this qualitative part of comprehension

assessment are reported and discliss&6.4.

5.210Non-lexical signs: Gesture and Constructed Action

The amount of gesture incorporated into the studied IS presentations ranged betweel
5% to as high as 20% by some IS signers. Gesturegdfhsémprised 9% of signs in the 13
IS source fies and the most frequent 7 compB€8o of all gestue signs in the dataset (Table
29). There were 399 different gase forms, most occurring on@nd 34 occurring twice
The threemost commomgesture® G(5-UP): WELL/SO/HUHG are typicallyseen in NSLs
as cohesive, discoursearking devices and they appear to be functioning similarly.in IS
Presenters used gestures to create meaningful symbols in IS utterances, such as a ha
waving gesture, G:HEX OU, or in the expression of enactment and emotional responses via

norrmanual markers and torso movements, e.g.;ZHBFIGUREIT-OUT (Figure49).

Figure 49 Gesture: G(52H):FIGURE -IT -OUT

Gestures that serve to negate utterances such aSHBKE):NO-NO werefrequent
and align with other studies6 reports of
1990). Oneof the more common forms that most IS signers incorporated into their lectures

wasthe gesture glossed as GRBHAKE):WOW (shown in Figurel in 83.2.2) It operates as
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a modifying form and in many cases meawgRY] or intensifies some aspect of what is

being discussed.

Rank |Most frequent GESTURES (n=645) | Total
1[G(5-UP:WELL 125
2[G(5-UP):HUH 72
3[G(5-UP: 0 61
4| G(5-SHAKE):WOW 23
5[G(1-SHAKE):NO-NO 20
6| G(5-WAVE:NO-NO 10
7[GP:AL-OK 9

total 320

Table 29 The 7 most frequent gestures in IS

In this analysis, gesture also includes the mimetic enacting betdnown as
constructed actiofCA) and constructed dialoguéCD). Enactments were annotated thre
CA tier as instances of ndimguistic behavior, facial expressions, and bodily movements that
are mimed emotions and actions. total, there were 572 periods of CA enactmdittese
enactments were coded separately on the CA tier and overl@ppesitime-aligned)with
gestures, depicting signs, and/or fulical signson the dominant and nedtominant ID
gloss tiers Because of these concurrences and separate treatment of the two, the amount of
CA is discussed as a separate finding ignubt repoted in terms of percentages of the total
7033 sign tokens. The frequency of CA enactment ranged on average from 1 enactment every
33 signs, to as high as 1 enactment every 7 signs, depending on the presenter.

McNeill (2005) describeseastural viewpoints oi obser ver 06 and- Aicharact
speech gestures, with gestur e9s8)af tTehne aficntaitneg i ad
constructed action and dialogue in IS enacts
activity. CA occurs not only simultaneously with gesture signs, but also with other types of
signs. A clausal analysis was not made here; howéearara showed that in Auslan, CA
overlaps in clauses with sole depicting signs and in most cases CA serves as the argument in
the clause (Ferrara, 2012). This varied frequencies of CA occurrence is suggested to be a
narrative device (Ferrara & Johnst®014) as opposed to obligatory (QuiRozos, 2007).

The prevalent occurrence of periods of CA in the IS data suggests that this form of
semantically coordinated gestural material aids depicting signs and lexical signs to convey
meaningful utterances,msilar to the way it is in NSLs, e.g. Auslan.

In the IS datg the way that CA caeccurred withmanual signs (ID gloss tiers) varied.

The co-occurrencesanged from a single sign token in a period of CA to as maryl agn
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Chapter 5 Study One: Lexical Analysis

tokens in a period of CA. Leal signs were at timealigned 1:1with CA andthus offered
additional gestural material twlly lexical signs During many examples of CA in the IS
dataset, the coccurringsigns and the CA elements (Roranual signals, body posturing, eye
gaze) consticted complex utterances that resembled whbatlis (2004) describess
partitioned blends. With partitioned blends, the signeesa twohanded DS to depict
discourse materidrom the observer point of vievgnd at the same time cresge second
blend from the point of view of the charactefor example the IS presenter in Figh@
creates partitioned blend by depicting DSM(1):ENTIGOESFAR-IN-DEEP to mean
[women located in rural community], while also enacting with body posture, laea non
manual features a character point of view of ducking usderethingand moving into a

remote area.

Figure 50 Constructed action with depicting sign in multiple blend

DS signs ceoccurred with CA 152 times, gesturesamurred with CA 206 times,
andfully-lexical signswere fully-aligned to CA182 times. A follow up clausal analysis of
this IS data would enable one to draw more conclusions about how CA and ¢esttve
kinds of gestural material in IS utterancas distributed angarticipate with depicting signs
and fully lexical signs Nonetheless, some intuitions can be proposed from some of the
findings.

It seems the CA coccurrence with fullylexical signs in IS serves as a
complementary way afonveying composite utterance meaning. Fldkical signs are forms
that are typically strongly associated with meanings, without need for much cahtext
information. Yet in IS, the presentesapplementully-lexical signs with gestural material,
perhaps due tohe contact setting and a potentiat someaudience member® not be
regularusers of the lexical sign in 1Sn Figure 3, the example LOOK(ASL) is given;
although a fullylexicalized in IS, it ceoccurswith CA in the example (but not always) is
possible that the lexical signs in IS that are aligned with CA behavior are being semantically
supported by thenactment.
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Figure 51 LOOK(ASL) co-occurring with CA

5.3 Comparing B to NSL frequency studies

The analysis revealsuggestivefindings about high frequency sign types in IS as
compared to NSLs. Results from quantitative analysis of the 7,033 tokens indicate similarities
as well as differences in the type of signs distedun the lexicon ofx@ository IS compared
to NSLs.Quantitative results of expository IS sign types were compared to what is reported in
Auslan, ASL, and BSL to ascertain any unique type characteristics of IS expository

discourses. These comparative data are shown in 3able

IS Auslan ASL® BSL®
Sign Types Lectures Corpus? (n=4111) (N=24,864)
(n=7033) (n=54,506)
Fully-lexical signs (incl. nbrs)  63.6% 64.8% 73.1% 62.0%
Fully -lexical fingerspelling 1.74% 5.0% 6.4% 2.5%
Fully -lexical name signs 1.74% 0.25% 2.3% 1.1%
Partly -lexical pointing signs 14.5% 12.0% 13.8% 22.9%
Partly -lexical depicting signs 10.2% 11.0% 4.2% 2.3%
Non-lexical gesture 9.0% 6.5% 0.2% 8.7%

®data from Johnston, 2@4; "data from Morford and MacFarlane (2003);
°data fromCormier et al. (201); depicting signs are called signs’iand®

Table 30 Comparing IS sign type distribution to NSL sign type distribution

The sample size of the IS source data and the other NSL datasets differ. It is
recognizd that one must take care when generalizing from small datasets. Also, the effect of
text genre in the collections in these reported studies, as well as diftgossing and
transcription practiceswill impactthe comparability of datasesture occuralmost as much

in BSL as in the IS data, with Auslan showing more gesture than ASL. In the ASL study,
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gestures are not mentioned, but resul ts f
2003 p. 220). Johnston (2@B) and Cormier et al. (2@} both consider the ASL reports of
fragments as nelinguistic signtypes; hence they are compared with their Amguistic

types (gesturesiCodingdifferences between researchease noted by Cormier et al. (2@}

and Johnston (2@B); some researchers may or may not annotate several types of gestures the
same way. Many gestures include discourse cohesion markers(8dg¢RFWELL or those

that fill utterance space (e.g., UM) as well@& and CD (Cormier et al., 201p. 5). While
pointing sign distributions vary across these reported results, in all datasets they are the mos
prevalent types. Later in the next sectimth a focus on the subsets fWrmal Auslan and

ASL some comparison can be madeeping in mind mentioned limitats.

The amount of fullylexical signs are similar, if not slightly lower in IS than in other
NSL distribution results. Lexicalized signs comprise a lower percentage of the total in IS, at
63.6% when compared to ASL (73.1%), but are similar when comparaddian (64.8%)
and BSL (62%). Pointing signs in each NSL and IS are distributed relatively similarly, with
BSL showing significantly more pointing sigds roughly 10% more than ASL, Auslan, and
IS. The largest differences in distribution occur with firspelling, depiction, and, to some
extent, gesture. 18&xhibits much less fingerspelling than the NSLs, but overall much more
depiction and gesture than ASL, BS[Ihese differences are more pronounced when
comparing data from similar text genre and regiéte 85.3.1 below)Fingerspelling occurs
less frequently in IS lectures, presumably given that not all SL users are familiar with the one
handed system in IS. Presenters aim to make their IS utterances understandable to a wic
variety of SL using audieecmembers, so reducing fingerspelled forms reduces chances for
misunderstanding. These results are similar to what is shown in studies on IS interpreted tex
(LockerMcKee & Napier, 2002), and only 55 instances (2%) of fingerspelling were observed
(Rosensick, 2004).

Ausl ands use of depiction is relativel:
comes close to th&0.26 observed in the IS data. The Auslan Corpus comprises a few
different text genres, with a heavy representation of narrative ¢esttdling stories from
vi sual p i Foog where ardoyodo; k Miay e r |, 1969). There ar
presentations in the corpus (Johnston, 2DP1dhis could explain the slightly higher
percentage of depicting signs in the Auslan dolipus than in IS lectures. The BSL study also
reports a relatively high amount of gestare8.7% of sign type® which is almost as much
observed in the 9.0% gesture in expository IS. It is likely these differences in gesture are

explained by the diffemt text genres in the datasets. The genre of a text is shown to have
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some effect on the distribution of sign types (Cormier et al.12@L.comparative analysis of
datasets that comprise similar genre texts is made in the next section.

Mentioned in themethodology 84.3 a lack of lecturaype expository texts in the
Auslan Corpus prompted the consideration for a likewise comparison of the same genre texts.
Hence, two Eminute Auslan lecture segments (publicly available) were also annotated for
sign types, constructed action, and spoken language mouthisgey the same glossing and
annotation method as the IS source data3éte two Auslan expository lecture samples are

included in a comparison of IS to NSLs in terms of their composition of sign types

5.3.1 Comparison to Similar Text Genres and Auslan Expository text

There are reportedly text genre differences that impact frequency distributions in the
larger Auslan corpus, when comparing the full corpus to what Johnston identifies as a subset
of formal Auslan data (Johnston, Z&). Formal Auslan texts have more fullgxical signs
(69.4% versus 64.75%) and more Amguistic gesture signs (8.8% versus 6.5%) than shown
in the full corpus, but much less depiction (1.6% in contrast to 1T&#)le 31 illustrates
some of the differences in distribution of fulgxical signs, parthexical pointing and
depicting signs, and neexical gesture signs across similar text genres of different datasets.
The data in the first two columns are reported froms tlurrent study and the latter two
columns indicate data from the Auslan a&f8lL lexical frequency studiesn a smaller subset
of ASL for mal t @ bextical sign$i commige eB@Dvergud 1811% wf the
lexicon. The amount of depiction is Igsn the latter as wed 2.3% as opposed to 0.1%.
Comparative information about BSL formal or expository texts was not available given that

spontaneous conversational data was the text genre in that lexical frequency study.

Sign Type IS Lectures Auslan Lectures Auslan Corpus ASL Formal
(n=7033) (n=1137) Formal (n=22,100%  (n=1363Y
Fully -lexical 63.6% 71.3% 69.4% 80.2%
Fingerspelling 1.7% 8.3% 4.7% 4.8%
Name signs 1.7% 0.1% 0.5% 0.7%
Depicting 10.26 3.9% 1.6% 0.9%
Pointing 14.5% 15.0% 15.0% 13.4%
Gesture 9.0% 2.8% 8.8% 0.1%

4from Johnston, 2[Ra
®from Morford and MacFarlane (2003).
Table 31 Comparing sign types in IS and varied NSL Genres
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These frequency resulgovide some insight into unique characteristics of expository
IS that enrich the description of IS and supplement what has been observed in other studie:
Intuitions about increased depiction and gesture in IS are verified.

Including two samples of Auslaexpository presentations in the analysis allows for
making genrespecific comparisons between international contact signing and a NSL.
Although limited by sample size (n=1137), they augment the comparison to Auslan formal
texts (interviews). Since Auslais a conventional language and not a contact mix of
languages, lexical signs annotated in the data were not tagged with origin information (e.qg..
THINK(ASL), WORLD(GEST), etc.). Only the sign types werealzel, and a free
translationwas made by the resecher and two graduate students, and checked by a
professional Auslaftnglish interpreter. The two videdstaled20 minutes of expository
Auslan, but the annotated segments total 14 minutes, resulting in 1,137 sign tokens availabl
for comparative angls i s . Text ASBCO was rendered to
interpreters and deaf people who use Auslan. The topic was about language access and t
politics of | anguage in the Australian LC
prepared preséation on DVD that serves as a public information resource about voting in the
state of Victoria. The two Auslan presentatierts were introduced in 84.3Pable 10

In genrespecific comparisons, results show that expository IS has a smaller
established lexicon than formal Auslan, formal ASL, and expository Augfafact, the
figures in Table31 indicate 5.8% to as much as 16.836refully-lexical forms than those in
expository IS. In addition, it appears that an NSL expository lecture uses much more
fingerspelling than IS, for reasons discussed previously. Once again, pointing signs are
consistently similar across these datasets.l&\hiere are limitations to generalizing from
small collections, there ar®mnetheless suggestiddferences in type distribution.

According to the data, there are at 1eB8% less established, lexical material in IS
than in the same genre NSL texEen if only approximate, these numbers support prior
claims that there is a smaller number of lexicalized forms in IS than in N8h#e not
unexpected, what this implies for expository IS discourse is that limited conventional, fully
lexical signs used ifnS presentations potentially impact the information gleaned. The
semantic economy and specificity provided by conventional lexical forms would therefore be
|l acking and the presenterodés messages -woul
making elemets in the discourse through depiction and gesture.

Turning to other potential meankmgaking elements in IS, one can see differences in
the distribution of parthlexical and norexical components in expository IS when compared
to comparable text genr@s NSLs except for pointing signst is notable that the frequency
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distribution of pointing sign types is remarkably similar to their distribution in N$iLs
particular, prototypical indexing types are the most frequent sign types in IS as they are in
Auslan, ASL, and NZSL (Johnston, 20)2&owever,it cannot be assumed that points
function with any universalityn NSLs @nd therefore inS) aspronominallinguistic types or
deictic gestural type§lohnston, 2013byithout further studyof their formand functionin a
variety of NSLg(and in IS).

The largest difference is that expository IS exhibits a higher amount of both depiction
and gesture than Auslan (formal and lecture) and ASL formal texts. The distribution of
depicting signs in IS i40.2%6; this ismore than double what was measurethaexpository
Auslanlectures(3.9%) nearly six times more than the Auslan corpus formal texts, and ten
times more frequent than the ASL formal data. Depicting sf{dascribed in 8.3.3) are
productive signswith categorical and gradient properties and in NSLs combine meaningful
units (handshapes, movementgations, etc.) to create new forms (Brennan, 1992; Johnston
& Schembri , 2007). In ISthe need to create nonce and new forms to supplement limited
eshblished signs is more pronounced, given that lack of conventionalldnibal forms
available for discourse. Moreover, borrowed lexical signs from NSLs into IS might undergo
modification, to exploit satomic parts of signs and prompt meaning for tBecontext.

This productive capacity of NSLs is assumed to be a contributing benefit for communicating
across NSLs in a contact sign such as expository IS.

The differences in gesture distributions are not easily compared. The ASL study does
not elaboraten coding of gesture, and the Auslan data was based on formal interviews, not
monologic lectureJohnston noteshat in the interview texts, there appeared to be many
gestures due to the interactive nature of the data, such as cues {takinign Neitherthe
ASL nor the Auslarstudy reports on the amount of the gesture that is constructed action
(20123, p.14). Yet, a recent study on depicting signs in Auslan grammar showed that CA is
exploited in narrative text clauses (37.2%) rather than inteeactive conversations (6.1%)
(Ferrara, 2012).

CA is another type of gestural material in IS and NSLs, which is of interest. The CA
analyzed in expository IS wasnotatecbn a separate tier, and periods of CA overlap with
gestures and the other sigpég observed. As reported§h.2.2, there weré45gesture signs
and 572 CA instancesOnly 153 of these coccurred. Extrapolating these numbers, one
arrives at 1027 total nonlexical gestures (CA and gesture combined) occurred in the
expository IS datarhis suggests that gestural material is much higher than in any of the other

datasets in the similar genre comparisons.
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5.4 Selections for Comprehension Testing

The IS contact examples in this study are a specific dypexpository lecture taan
international human rights themed confereidceand therefore the most recurrent lexical
signs reflect this theme. A subset of this Study One data, which comprises six video clip
presentation segments, is used in Study Two and referred to as the Kemspme Test
Dataset. (The videos are listed in 83,4 able 15). Lexical frequency information about the
Study One full dataset and Study Two Comprehension Test datgagtaigosedbelow in
Table32.

The most frequent sign forms in both sets of dagaie identified, as well as the
meaning for 45 signs selected from the top 100. These 45 signs were used in the
comprehension testing in Study Two, as they were key signs occurring in the IS dataset
Information about sign meanings is reported in the figslihere, as it helped to determine
whether participants in Study Two understood these 45 signs, keeping in mind their given
textual context. Rank frequency information is also noted about these signs in the full 1S
dataset (13 files) and in the subset poshension testadase(6 files).
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Frequency in [Frequency in

Full Dataset |Test Dataset | Rankin

(per 1000) | (per 1000) Full  |Rankin Test

Son# |ID Gloss Meanin N=7030 N=2045 dataset *|dataset 2
1| DEAFL(A) Deaf 13.9 20.5 3 1
2|HAVHAUS have, possess, own 13.4 19.6 5 2
3|WHAT(AS) what 14.1 15.6 2 3
Deaf association, organization,
4 ASSOQATION(GEST) collaborate 7.7 13.2 12 4
5| SAMEAUS also, same as 13.7 13.2 4 5
6| PERSON(AUS person, (also pluralized "people") 12.1 12.2 6 6
7|DIFERENT(AY) different, varied 8.7 11.2 10 8
8| WORLD(AUS world, global 6.7 8.8 15 9
9| GOOD(AUS Good, alright, high quality 8.8 8.3 14 9
10| BODY(AUS health (care, physical care) 24 7.8 36 10
11| ANALYZHAS) research, analysis 4.6 6.4 32 12
12| KNOW (A) know,aware, knowledge 5.3 6.4 19 12
13| SCOUT(A) boy scouts, scouting organization 2.3 6.4 37 12
The UNCRPD- Legal document giving

14| CRPD(WFD) rightsto ppl. with disabilities/ Deaf 31 59 31 13
15|NOW(AS) now, today, immediate time 54 5.9 18 13
16| STUDY(AUS education, school, study 3.0 5.9 31 13
17| DISABLED(WFD) person with disabilities, disability 4.0 5.4 25 14
18|HALP(A) help, assistance 7.0 4.9 14 15
19| WORK(GEST) work 8.4 5.4 9 16
20| DSYGO): SMALL-AMOUNT | a small amount of something, alittle 21 5.4 52 14
21| THINK(A) think, realize, idea 4.6 4.9 21 15
22| ANISH(AS) finish, completed 4.6 4.4 21 16
23{IMPORTANT(AS) important 7.8 4.4 11 16
24| PROGRESSAY) progress, move forward/on, advance 4.3 4.4 23 16
25 YEAR(ASL) year 4.1 39 24 16
26| CONNECT(AS) connection, relate, connect 6.0 39 16 17
27| GOVERNMENT(GEST) government 5.0 39 20 17
28| SGN(GEST) sign language 12.4 3.9 7 17
29| COUNTRY(WFD) country, region 4.4 34 22 18
30[WANT(AUS want 37 34 27 18
31{CAN(AY) able, can 5.8 2.9 17 19
32| CHILDREN(A) children (plural) 3.0 29 32 19
33| APPROVEWFD) approve, ratify, legalize 0.9 24 47 20
34|BOY(AS) male person; man or boy 20 24 14 20
35/ INTERPRETER\ WD) interpret, interpreter, translate 7.1 20 13 20
36| PROBLEM(AS) problem, difficult 31 24 41 20
37|HEARNG(WFD) hearing, able to hear 3.6 2.0 28 21
38| CONGRESYGEST) congress, conference 0.9 15 47 22
39| SEE2H(AS) see, look, view 3.0 15 32 22
40| BRING(A) bring, carry, deliver 33 1.0 30 23
41/ INTERNATIONAL(WFD)  [international, WFD 34 1.0 29 23
42NSASAPACHC asia-pacific region 3.0 1.0 37 23
43| ACCEPT(AY) accept 1.7 05 41 24
44| LANGUAGE3(WFD) grammar, language, text information 3.0 0.5 32 24
45| PROJECT (WD) project 13 0.5 44 24

Table 32 Lexical identifications. p. 45 high frequency IS signs

5.4.1 High Frequency Sign® Lexical IDs

Table 32 shows 45 high frequency IS signs selected for inclusion in the
comprehension &. This part of the comprehension test measured lexical semantic
identification; and tptaedintd & perentade score.rISeoLp @ra S € S WE

repored in the results below, in 863 It is suggested that once high frequency terms are
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leamed, and thenlower frequency words should be learn&d less frequent or unknown
words could possibly be guessed from context (Mehrpour and Rahimi, 2010).

The 45 lexical forms used in this measurement occur in the larger datasetthe
subset of test videos, although with slightly different frequency due to the effect of topic
content on lexical frequency, especially a smaller corplighly frequent signs from the
analysis of the larger, 13 sample data, were checked to sey i&lgo occurred regularly in
the IS test video passages. The fidlyical signs used in this measurement come directly

from frequent signs in the full database, and also appear inGmiBute IS videos viewed.

5.4.2 Distribution of Lexical, Partly-Lexical, & Non-Lexical Signs in IS Test Videos

Lexical sign type information about the Comprehension Test Dataset was also
determined and is shown below in TaB® Presenters incorporate more or less of some sign
types in their expository IS, with varyirgmounts of lexical, artly-lexical, and no#exical
signs. The two presenters in Video B employ the most gesture and constructed action with th
least amount of lexicalized signs. A large amount of English word mouthings is also observed
in these IS preséations, except for the signers in Video B1 and D. Both are from countries
whosesurroundingspoken language is not English.

Test Ratio| English OTHER
Video Lexical |Depiction| PT |[Gesture|of CA|Mouthing|[ISWFD| GEST | ASL AUS | UNKNOWN
A 61% 13% 16% 1% | 111 42% 5% 11% | 56% 18% 11%

BL 64% 8% 10% 15% | 1.7 28% 6% 3% 61% 16% 15%
B2 45% 14% 18% 20% | 17 16% 10% | 12% | 45% 26% 6%

c 61% 12% 12% 1% | 1:10 52% 12% 9% 60% 17% 1%

D 66% 15% 10% 4% 1:8 24% 9% 11% | 59% 21% 3%

E 65% 15% 9% 9% | 111 56% % 1% 65% 14% 5%
AVG 60% 13% 13% | 11% | 1.9 36% 8% 8% | 58% | 19% %

Table 33 Distribution of sign types in test videos AE

In terms of origins of the lexical signs expressed in expository IS, videotektalA
are representatively similar to the full lexical frequency dataset in Study One. The amount of
lexical signs in this subset is similarly balanced between a predomiobA&L and Auslan
forms, and shows evidence of conventional IS signs seen in the 1975 Gestuno glossary an
WEFD and IS sign lists. A small number of other or unknown sign formsvageup some of
the lexical signs, which were not identified but suspetted be f or ms fr om
NSL. The 13 source IS presenters agreed to have their presentations filmed for this study, bt
they were not contacted about their presentation after data collection was competed; therefore

unknown sign forms were not vieed with presenters directly.
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Elements of the test stimulus texts are presented here for later analysis in the results
discussion. Linguistic features of these texts are of interest, in particular whether these
distributions correlate with participanttra ngs about the textsd compre
be relevant to the research questions to consider how participants perform on other

comprehension measures-gvis some of these linguistic characteristics of the test videos.

5.5 Summary

This chater reportedhe results from a lexical analysis of the collected expositry |
dataset.The dstribution of sign typesvas categorized by lexical, parthgxical, and non
lexical (gestural) token and type qualities. IS presentations incorporate a similar amount of
pointing signs; however, there are fewer lexical, specified forms and fewer fingerspelled
borrowings in IS thanni NSLs. The amount of fuliexical signs in IS is, on average, 10%
less than what is noted in similar genre data of NSLs. Thelarigal material in expository
IS includes forms recognized from ASL (58%), Auslan (20%), and conventional signs in
regularuse through activities of the WFD (10.7%) as well as signs in use that originally were
listed in the Gestuno glossary (7.9%). The reduction in lexical signs is balanced by an
i ncrease in |IS signerso6 use of depfifaly-i ng si gn
lexical, conventional forms, it is suspected that an increase in these depicting and gesture sign
types serves to supplement semiotic material that composes IS utterances, and helps to convey
information in this contact sign system. Comprehensists are elaborated upon in the next
chapter, in order to assess whether varied deaf NSL users understand expository IS
discourses. Several video presentations and segments from the source IS dataset and a
selection of fullylexical and depicting, semiot elements are put to use in assessing

comprehension.
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6.1 Introduction

This chapter reports the results from Study Two, an assessment of comprehension o
expository IS by 32 linguistically diverse deaf participants in five different continents. An
assessment protocol that uses several measurements was created for thisrmetadyubset
of the source IS data analyzed in the first study (Chapter 5). Out of the 13 IS lectures
analyzed in Study One, five short presentation discourses (six presenters) were selected
stimulus testing material. In Chapter 4, the research qusstiere outlined along with
hypotheses and methods for both Study One and Study Two. Chapter 4 also elaborated on tt
creation of the comprehension test elements and the procedures for administering them.

Study Two focuses on the communicative effectigsnef IS lexicon and discourse,
and a comparison is made to comprehension of the same expository content in a nativel’
occurring SL. The research augments prior work (Rosenstock, 2004) by contributing new

findings about IS comprehension, particularly IS created by deaf presenters.

6.2 Quantitative Results

Results from each part of the comprehension assessment administered irsaéigest
are reported below in the form of grand means. In subsequent sections, outcomes from eac
quantified element of testing are first reported generally and across the five country cohort
groups. Additional comparative results of interest are also skseduwith each section. The
data across all participants is then summarized at the end of each section before presentir
results for the next element of the test.

Table 34 indicates overall performance statistics on comprehension measures;
however, these esul t s provide only a partial Stoc
expository IS presentations. The range of performance scores is wide on each measure, :
evidenced by the large standard deviations in all measures (except for the retell tas#). Var
sociolinguistic factors of participants and linguistic elements in each stimulus text are

considered, with a discussion about their correlation with higher or lower results.
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Performance Variable (N = 32) Mean (%) StDev Minimum Median
Comprehension Ratings (IS only) 3.52 0.54 2.17 3.54
Lexical IDs 73.9 17.3 39.0 75.0
Content Questions 61.5 14.1 39.0 63.0
Fingerspelling 43.4 23.2 0.0 43.0
Numbers 49.6 26.7 10.0 50.0
Retell Task (IS only) 52.9 0.21 23.0 45.0

* Ratings based on scale fronbXather than percentage score.

Table 34 Summary of quantitative results

6.2.1 Subjective Comprehension Ratings

Immediately after viewing each short IS presentation text, particigadtged its
comprehensibility using a nererbal, pictorial rating scale. The numerical scale indicated
values between-%, with 1 being difficult to understand and 5 being easy to understand. The

scale was introduced in 84342 (Figure29).

6.2.1.1 Compring Comprehension Ratings across all IS stimulus texts

The average rating for each IS text across each country cohort ranged between 3.24 to
3.77 out of 5, as indicated in Figus2. At first glance, one immediately notices the difference
between commhension ratings from IS VideosBA and t he NSL Videos D6
differences are statistically significant and are discussed later }586.0f the five IS
presentation texts, Video B (both parts B1 and B2) and Video E were rated slightly more
understandable on average by all participants. Both presentation topics are broadly familiar.
Video B was about deaf education in developing countries and Video E was about the deaf

international Boy Scouts movement.
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5.00

4.50
4.00 -
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Rating 3.00
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* N AV AN
| A | BL | 82 | € | D | E | O | E |
“Ratings By Video 3.44 | 359 377 | 355 324 364 461 481

Figure 52 Comprehension Ratings of IS and NSL Videos AE'

The ttest results below in Tabl&s show that the differences between ratings across Videos
A-E are not significanttresholdp O . 05) . Whil e these mean
statistically significant from one another as averaged across all participants, a closer

examination of ratings made by demographically grouped cohorts is made next.

Video A Bl B2 C D E
373 .091 422 .302 .605
184

Table 35 Tests of significance across ratings

6.2.1.2 IS Comprehension by Country Cohort

While all participants rated presentations in their NSL to be more understandable than
those in expository IS, there were some slight differences in how different country cohort
groups rated certain IS presentation texts. This section looks at resudépdsiing on how
cohort participants rated each IS video stimulus. Linguistic features in each IS presentatior
text are discussed later in these results as well.

Average ratings about the comprehensibility of each IS presentation video clip across
all groups are shown in summary Tal86. Results indicate that audience understanding

(their subject rating of it) is indeed varied. These differences are more pronounced for some
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cohort groups for some IS presentation videos than others. The largest vagatssgroups

is seen in Video A and E, with Video C being similarly understood across all participants
except the Japanese cohort. Video A, C, and E feature presenters from European or U.S.
origins, and their IS constructions may have been influencedxigal borrowings or some

other feature that made it difficult for signers from Brazil and Japan to understand. This aligns
with findings in the Rosenstock 2004 study that-Bomopean SL users performed lower on
comprehension testing; however, Videos B2, and D are rated more consistently across the

five country participant groups, with B1 showing the smallest standard deviation (0.36).

Group AVG

Ratings Rate A RateBl RateB2 RateC RateD RateE |A-EAVG
PN 2.33 3.00 3.25 2.25 3.00 2.17 2.68
BZ 3.25 3.50 3.33 3.50 2.67 2.50 3.32
(074 331 3.85 4.19 4.08 3.38 3.83 3.81
AUS 4.00 3.58 3.67 3.82 3.77 4.50 3.74
us 4.33 3.92 4.25 3.92 2.50 4.33 4.05
Grand Mean 3.45 3.57 3.74 351 3.06 3.47 3.52
Sd Deviation 0.77 0.36 0.47 0.74 0.52 1.07 0.54

Table 36 Average comprehensibility ratings by country cohort and by video/presenter

The J@anese cohort understood the IS video clips on average much lower than the
other groups, except video B (B1 and B2) and Video D. Vided Both presenter$
di scussed the widely appealing topic of fADeaf
JSL sgner presenting in expository IS, so participants from Japan perhaps connected better
with him and recognized other features of his
about activities of the Japanese Federation of the Deaf; therefore, penzsps a more
familiar topic The Brazilan cohort exhibited similar ratings across the first four videos but
rated Videos D and E much lower. It is migar, whether the content or signing style of the
last two presenters was difficult to glean for themif test fatigue influenced their subject
ratings of understanding. The Australian, Czech, and U.S. participants rated expository IS
texts consistently higher across all stimulus videos shown, with average subjective ratings not
falling below 3.3, withone exception. The U.S. participants rated the JSL signer in Video D
as much less understandable than all of the other presentations, as did the Brazilian
participants. Both the Brazilian group and the Japanese group experienced the Irish SL signer
in Video E as difficult to understand.

On average, Videos B1 and B2 were rated more understandable than the others. The

relatively higher rating of Video B bybserves may be attributed to the topic of the
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presentation. The debated topic of deaf education is arguably a commonly understood domai
for deaf people from all corners of the globe. Much of this debate centers on tHeeldng
controversies between oralist retls in deaf education ai®l-based, bilingual approaches.
Inequitable deaf education that does not include the most readily accessible, naturally
occurring, visual language of the local deaf community for teaching is astanding topic

of discussion awng deaf people.

Audience members experience IS presentations as more understandable when there
familiarity with topic and themes of a pr
by the audi ence m e exfeeence(i.e.h selfreporteng hy subjectvé s
comprehension ratinof expository IS as more or less comprehensible may be different
from actual performanceon comprehension measurements. Additional discussion about
performance measures is undertaken after further remelteeported and during analysis of

variables made in §8.2

6.2.1.3 Comprehension ratings by distribution of sign origins in IS test videos

The lexical frequency study in Chapter 5 reported the distribution of signs by varied
origins in IS presentation# query was also made to determine the frequency of lexical signs
in the IS testing Videos 4, and these distributions are first noted in T&3én §85.4.2. The
lexifier SL origins analyzed irhits study are shown in FiguBsS. Signs that are recogniae
ASL forms feature prominently in expository IS presentations, comprising betwe@s045
of all lexical signs. In addition, signs froAuslanare also regularly occurring, comprising

14-26% of lexical signs in IS presentations.
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Figure 53 Distribution of signs by origin in IS test videos AE

participantso

One would predict that prominently occurring NSL signs would

subjective

comprehensi on

influence

rat.

the most Auslan and AStorms respectively; however, the U.S. and Australian participants

did not rate them higher compared to other videos in the.adaye ASL signers rated

Video E comparatively higher, yet video segment B2 employs the least amount of ASL signs,

and U.S. pdicipants (as well as other cohorts) experienced it to be quite highly

comprehensible. The B2 presenter employs the most gesture of all five videos, and this may

have contributed to the subjective experience of better understanding. The only significant

difference across ratings comes from ASL first language users, who rated Video A

significantly higher than those who know some ASL or do not know ASL at all; however, the

Video A presenter employs only an average amount of ASL signs, but discusses a current

topic in the United States (health care).

Conversely, the Japanese presenter in Video D employs a high number of ASL signs

and Auslan signs, yet Australian participants stated they understood it better than only two

others, and U.S. participants ratedstitext much lower by comparison. Brazilian cohort

members also rated their understanding of Video D as low compared to the other videos.

Auslan L1 signers rated Video E significantly higher than the other cohorts did, with

their understanding of Video second best. The IS presenters in Videos A and E are White,

European, and utilized a relatively large amount of both ASL and Auslan, with Video E
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Chapter 6 Study Two: Comprehension

featuring a presenter whose first SL is Irish Sign Language (IrishSL). Tpeesenter in
Video B2 is a Whitenative ASL user who incorporates fewer ASL signs and the most Auslan
signs in her section of the presentatidet, the Australian cohort does not rate this video
segment as highly as Video E. The Video E
for the Australian cohoffor several reasonslis NSL originsd IrishSLd might share some
lexical signs with Auslangiven historical contact between Ireland and Australian deaf
communities in some Catholic schools (Fitzgerald, 1999, cited in Johnston &mBih
2007) , and also givenl| BSLasdosnftueseegdadag
Great Britain and BSL signers.

It appears, therefore, that sharing NSL sign origins with those that are borrowed into
IS presentations appears to be a snaalidr in experienced comprehension; however, it is not
consistently the only factor, nor is it always predictable. Familiarity with presentation topic
and recognizable forms from oneds NSL wer

ratings by partipants.

6.2.1.4 IS comprehension ratings and type distribution

Besidesobserverfamiliarity with presentation topic, other potential comprehension
factors such as the amount and distribution of lexical signs, depiction, and gestunehts|
are of interes Table ¥ below shows the distribution of these types for each IS video in the

test array, which are taken frothe analysis shown in Tal#8in 85.4.2)

Test Ratio
Video Lexical [Depiction| PT |Gesture |of CA
A 61% 13% 16% 11% 1:11

B1 64% 8% 10% 15% 1:7

B2 45% 14% 18% 20% 1:7

C 61% 12% 12% 11% 1:10
66% 15% 10% 4% 1:8

E 65% 15% 9% 9% 1:11
AVG 60% 13% 13% 11% 19

Table 37 Distribution of sign types in IS test videos

Reviewing the distribution of sign types in each video, one notices that both signers in
Video B use the most amount of gesture and constructed action in their expository IS,
compared to the other IS texts. Thepresenter in Video B, that is segment \4d&2, also

was rated highest (or one of the highest) consistently across all cohort groups. Both presente
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utilize different amounts of conventional fullgxical signs, with the B2 segment
incorporating the least amount them. The A and B2 presentereimgtloy the most number

of pointing signs, and a noticeably smaller amount of fidkical forms. The increased
frequency of pointing signs means that indicating referents and directing attention to
discourse elements are more prevalent in this segmehe giresentatiorRecall in 83.3it

was notedhat points aid in focusing attention on real entities and real space blended entities,
prompting varied mental spaces and act as space holders in SL discBoists serve to

Agl ueo t he dindthaveus netably inaegsed poieting inalS lectures where less
specified fullylexical signs are observed (e.g., Video A and B2 compared with Videos E and
B1). Participants reported lesser understanding of Viddwo#ever One explanation may be

that ths wasthe first IS text in the assessment and participants required adjustment to the
Aforeigno nature of the presentation.

Depicting signs appear to be relatively uniform in all test videos, except in the B1
segment. The B1 signer does use more gesture and CA and a higher than average amount of
fully-lexical signs. Gesture and prevalence of @re other sign types featuring
predominantly in B1 and B2, but nas much so fothe other videasBoth signers in Video B
use the highest amount of gesture and constructed action. As noted aboveyrésenter in
segment B2 was rated as the most understood consistently acrossaatl goups. In
addition, the large amount of pointing signs contributes to the gestural material in the
presentation. Pointing signs are characterized in the framework of this study as comprising
both linguistic and gestural parts, so the visible indexirayided by these signs may have
increased judgments of understanding. Points, and the implementation of gesture and CA in
this video likely provided content specificity (by demonstrating and indicating), since the

ability to tell content was lacking due the very low (45%) amount of fuliexical signs.

6.2.1.5 The impact of English mouthing on IS comprehensibility

A result from Study One revealed the presence of English mouthings in expository IS.
Figure 54 shows the prevalence of English mouthinggach of the five IS videos shown to

participants.
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English Mouthings in Test Videos A-E
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Figure 54 English word mouthings in Expository IS Videos AE

Video D, which captures a Japanese IS presenter, is on average considered the lea
comprehensible across fourtbe five cohort groups, with the Japanese participants being the
exception. Not only does this signer use the smallest amount of gesture signs, but also he us:
IS composed of 65% lexical signs, and less than half the amount of English word mouthings
assigners in Videos A, C, and E. There are likely signing and mouthing characteristics that
the Japanese IS presenter uses which are recognizable or more easily understood t
participants in the Japan cohort. This could be investigated further in followudyp. $lis
mouthings are English words, but at timdxe articulation appeared to exhibit Japanese
phonological features theseEnglish mouthings.Additional examination of pronunciation
features of varied SL signers would verify the extent of such amoces for signers whose
national spoken language is not Englidiori (2011) notes that there agealitiesof IS used
by Asian signers which are different from those used by IS rendered by Western signers. Thit
was not specifically queried in this studygwever, mouthings appear to have some effect on
IS comprehension.

The Japanese IS presenter in Video D uses a similarly large amount of depiction anc
constructed action as the North American presenter in B2, and a relatively small amount of
English mouhings. He incorporates a higher percentage of lexicalized signs (ASL and Auslan
borrowings) than the other I8 video clip. The fact that ASL native signers rated the
presentation in Video D as less understandable suggests that the lack of i&oglisimgs in
this presentation hindered their comprehension. In a contact situation where the signing
system is not fully conventional for all audience members, the combination of mixed

elements, including mouth patterns, appears to aid in understandireggaBSparticipants who
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are familiar with English admitted to relying on the English mouth patterns of the IS signer in
some presentations to understand some signs.

English mouthings occur frequently in Videos A (42%), C (52%), and E (56%), and,
not surpisingly, participants from the Englistpeaking countries of Australia and the United
States rated these IS videos relatively high (range-8%3). It was noted earlier that
Australian and U.S. participants, who share the saomoundingspoken languagerated
Video E as the most understandabaleo E captures an IS presenter frineland and the
distribution of lexical signs by origin indicates more ASL (63%) than all the videos in the test
sequence. He also uses a moderate amount of Auslan (14%draedof the largest amount
of depicting signs (15%) among the test videos. The ASL signs used by this presenter
included a high number of shared Auslan cognates in the 15 most frequent signs.

As described in 82.2, deaf communities are situated wittsarrounding spoken
language communities, which create contact effectSlan Spoken language mouthings are
common, as evidenced among other contact phenomena in sign languages; these are shown to
be artifacts of simultaneous language code mixing with sptdeguages (Lucas & Valli,

1992; QuintePozos, 2002; Brentari, 2001; Crasborn et al.,, 2008 results described
above, in combination with recognizable lexicon and depicting signs, propose that spoken
language mouth patterns also have influence on camepsion when sign languages are in
contact.

If the power of mouth patterns in contact signing is still doubted, it should also be
noted that the presenter in Video section Bl is from a Frepebking African country and
the researcher noticed qualitativ€yet not methodically annotated) that many of her mouth
patterns produced simultaneously with signs were French words or pronunciations.
Considering the large amount of ASL signs in her presentation segment, it is an interesting
finding that U.S. partipants understood this presenter seelowest, after Video D. It
therefore appears that reliance on reading lip patterns in a contact situation plays some
important semiotic role for participants watching expository IS presentations.

6.2.1.6 Summary ofcomprehensibility ratings

Subjective ratings about the comprehension of varied IS presentation texts indicate
that expository IS texts are experienced as more understandable by participants who have
background knowledge of the presentation topic, and whehS signer incorporates a large
percentage of gestural elements. Audience members who share thgusaredingspoken
language andculture of the IS presenter also experience those IS presentations as more

understandable. This was observed in the drightings given by the Japanese participants
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watching the IS presenter from Japan (Video D), and by the Australian and American
participants watching the IS presenter frdreland(Video E), who also uses a large number

of ASL signs in his lecture. It isuspected this is related to shared linguistic and gestural
conventions, which includes recognition of familsnrroundingspoken language mouthings
appearing in the IS lecture material. Interesting differences are observed between cohor
group judgmentsbout the five selected expository IS presentation stimuli. Findings reported
in the following few sections address whether subjective claims of understanding hold true for

participants in their actual performance on additional comprehension measures.

6.2.2 Structured Interview: Answering Content Questions

In the next part of the comprehension test, participants were asked content question:
about the video clip they just viewed. Questions sought information in a range from global to
detailed (see Conteiluesti ons Rubri c, i n Appendi x J)
indicate mixed degrees of comprehension about content conveyed in the IS source videos ¢
well as in the translated versions viewed in this section of testing. Only the questionsfasked
all IS videotexts are discussed here; comparison of performances on questions asked ¢
Vi deos D/ Db éheéSrand NEL vErdiors is discussed later in 865.2

6.2.2.1 Comprehension of content questions by level of discourse information detalil

Table 38 indicates the average score by each country totaup for content
questions fronall IS videos. On average, participants scored 62% correct on questions posed
about information presented by the IS sign@&sswill be seenThe Czech Republic and U.S.
cohorts scored above the average at 72% and 71%, respectively. The Australians
performed closer to the average at 60%, and the Brazilian and Japanese participants over:
scored lower on the content questions, with scores78&6 and 52% respectively. This is
consistent with the comprehensibility judgment ratings that each cohort group gave about the
IS videos overall. Participants from the Czech Republic and the U.S. as well as half of the
Australian group answered a higher geitage of content questions correctly than did the
participants from Brazil and Japan; however, the range of performances on this measure, an

the standard deviations from the means, indicates wide variability.
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Avg Scores Total and OVERALL
Individual Range JPN [BZ (074 USA AUS AVG (%)
AvglIS(VideosA,B,CD&E)| 52 57 72 71 60 62
Range of Individual Scores | 39-66 | 39-68 62-89 45-80 4391 | 3991
Sd Deviation 113 8.7 9.8 12.2 17.7 14.1

Table 38 Average scores (in percentages) on content questions by cohort

Variation from the mean ranges from 8.7.7 percentage points and although the

sample size is small, the results show several trends. The largest spread is seen in the

Australian cohort at & percentage points, with the lowest score 43% and the highest 91%.

The participant scoring the highest on content questions also scored the highest on all other

comprehension measures, an outlier among all participants (high scorers andrérg &

discussed later in 86B). The smallest range is seen in the Brazilian cohort at 20 points and

scores falling between 48%. The 39%8% range occurring with the Japanese participants

represents the lowest, although separated by 26 percentage pointg. &A suater plot of

participantsdé r

across the cohort is seen.
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Figure 55 Participant content question performance by cohort group

c ont e n ts5whereisdividual perfermance e s 1 s

Participants fronthe U.S. and the Czech Republic showed better success in answering

content questions than did the other groups, with only one U.S. participant scoring below the

average. The wide variability of correct response rates in each group suggests that additional

vari abl es

ot her

t han

country

o f derstanding of

contri

IS. Refer to 86.delow for the analysis and discussion of some of these other comprehension
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variables. As mentioned, a comparative discussion takes place aboattehstics of
participants who performed the best across comprehension measurements and those who h
the hardest time understanding IS and performed in the lowest quatrtile.

While overall understanding of content questions gives general impressions about
comprehension of expository IS presentation content, a closer look at the kind of information
understood uncovers trends about the level of detail conveyed vialle.3Badisplays the

content question results by level of discourse detail.

Average Understanding by level ‘ ‘ OVERALL]
of Detail and by Cohort PN Bz (074 USA AUS AVG

Discourse Pragmatics and Goal 79% 78% 81% 74% 8094 78%

Main Points 47% 49% 74% 68% 46% 57%

Details 29% 37% 51% 64% 519% 46%

Table 39 Average understanding of content questions by level of detail and by cohort

Reviewing the responses to content questions by question type, it is evident that
participants were generally able to understand broader pragmatic infomrnativeyed by the
IS text, with average scores ranging betweef81% across all groups. The average score
was 78% for correctly answered global content questions. These scores are significantly
hi gher than participantsé 06s amariens pon nd e satr
average scores of 57 and 46% respectively for main points and detailed content questions
Scores greatly decrease as the questions attempt to solicit more detailed information from th
IS texts viewed. In addition, the gdpetween different levels of detail is much less
pronounced for the U.S. and Czech participants. Other cohort members saw a much large
drop in comprehension of main point and detailed questions. The Australians showed bette
slightly better understandingf aletails over main points (51% and 46% respectively).
However, many of the detailed questions came from Video E, an IS presenter whose languag
origin is IrishSL. IrishSL is a language that developed in a country with historical, political,
and economici¢s to Great Britain, and the two countries are in close geographic proximity to
one another. The relationship between BSL and Auslan has already been previously
mentioned. Therefore some sign cognates may be shared or more readily recognized betwe
Auslan audience members and an ISL origin presenter of an IS lecture. It appears that IS mail
points and content details are more readily understood by U.S. and Czech participants
compared to the other groups; however, the very low performance across alpgaxic
shows clearly that details and main points in the IS presentations are not always realized b

audience members.
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The global comprehension average of 78% meets a 75% threshold in the
consideration of ARef fectiveo ogyoThgse questiams i on | ai
were aided to some extent by the provision of some contextual clues that were given in the
comprehension test instructions. Before viewing each stimulus IS discourse, all participants
were given a general context and presentation ifitlEnglish as well as in their loc&8L
through the interpreter. Based on answers to questions suthMs at t ype of presen
t his?o0o, AWho do you think the audience is?0, f
it? What is his/ her ai m?o0, participants often
register and audience size and pgraton. At times, some nuances about the mgkef the
audience and degree of formality of the presentation were missed, because study participants
were not actually at the conference and were merely observing a video recording of the
conference contextNonetheless, pragmatic information from the video was readily
understood and aided by the presenterodés eye g
visual cues such as a lectern and large screen with captioning partly visible in several video
clips.

Participants were not as successful correctly identifying main discourse points, scoring
on average 57% correct, with average scores ranging betwegtf#@cross the five cohort
groups. Main point questions sought key ideas conveyed in the IS presersiatio as
comparisons being made, problems the signer describes, and causal relationships. Examples
of questions thatargeted main points conveyed wefiewWwh at di d t he presenter
person do together ?0, A Wha tatamerseme bflthe edpcatiers ent er s
problems in her country?o, and fAWhat does the
i mprove their communities?o.

Finally, several questions sought detailed information from the IS presentations; these
included the participat s abi l ity to have understood and r
specific numbers or dates. All participants were told before each video that they would be
asked to remember a few details such as numbers and dates. It is true that working memory
has an | mpact on a persondés ability to store an
would be some variability to performance on these types of questions and that the percentage
scores would be somewhat lower. The much lower performance andb&sled questions
overall, however, shows that the i nformation v

representation of the lecture content sufficiently enough for it to be retrieved.

6.2.2.2 Performance on content questions by video and bghort
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As reported aboveparticipants believed IS presentations to be more understandable
when they show evidence of a combination of several qualities: familiar lexical forms and
mouth patterns, increasede ofdepicting signs and gestural elemeatd knownsharel NSL
backgroundwith theobservey.

In Table40 below, results from performances across cohort groups on each IS video
stimulus are reported, with mean performances on each video segment (in percedpages).
closer inspection of eadpr oupds comprehension score frc
that the Japanese cohort actually understood the presenter in Video B1 just as well as th
Czech cohort did. Both groups performed the best over other groups on these conten
questions. Thissi evidence that some factors do impact IS comprehension other than country

and SL origin.

Video

Segment | P BZ <z AU us MEAN
A 60.0 58.3 66.3 51.7 60.0 59.3

Bl 91.7 83.3 92.2 87.5 81.3 87.2
B2 43.3 41.7 76.3 48.3 70.0 55.9

C 58.3 52.8 72.6 66.7 75.0 65.1
D 16.7 58.3 31.3 58.3 50.0 42.9
E 19.0 36.5 61.9 50.8 76.2 48.9

Table 40 Average content question performance by video and cohort (percentage score)

As discussed in 82.1.3 & 86.2.1.5signersfrom Engliskspeakingsurrounding
communities rely on English mouthings ligading) to aid comprehension of contact signing
in IS lecture materialgiven notably higher ratings of subjective comprehension of IS texts
with more English mouthings and masgns borrowed from their NSL3 he effect of this
lip-reading reliance was seen in performance on content questions asBuidll.the
Australian and U.S. participants performed lower on questions about texts that incorporatec
fewer English mouthings, dagpthe high amount of ASL and Auslan forms in the text.

In Video segments B1 and B2, (which were both rated most understandable by many
participants), gesture and constructed action in both were highly prevwdemy performed
quite well on Video B1 questions. Although participants experienced the presentation
segment B2 as the most understandable, their performance on content questions was notalk
lower than would be expected. The reduced amount of lexical aighswuch higher amount
of depicting signs in B2 may have some relationship to the dropped lower average
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performance on content questions from this segment across groups. This is an interesting
finding that suggests participants believe certain highly Visharacteristics of an IS lecture

make it easy to understand, yet measures of content understanding can contradict this
subjective experience. A similar effect occurred for the Japanese participants. They scored
quite low on content questions for Video Which featured the IS presenter who shares the
same NSL. Japanese cohort members rated this video as the most understandable in the
ratings, but the performance on these questions is contrary to this rating. Notably, the
questions from Video D and E areoportionately more detailed compared to the other three
videosd questions. Rel atively | ower scores
comprehending more detailed information from IS lectures. Moreover, both IS signers
employ many ASL and #slan borrowed signs, which may have aided the Australian and
American participants, and in combination with the lowest amounts of gesture (4 and 9%),
there may not have been enough recognizable, sufficiently specified, and conventional
information for theBrazilian, Czech, and Japanese participants on those content questions.

The influence of English is evident in contact signing and comprehension, where the
Australian and U.S. participants perform better on video questions with higher amounts of
Englishmouth patterns. After separating participants into two gréupbose with native or
L2 English skill and those with norée a comparison was made in average performance on

content questions.
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Figure 56 Performances by videofor participants from English and Non-English
speaking countries
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In Figure56, a comparison of question performances between participants who know
English, and those who do not, provides evidence that knowing some English (mouth
patterning) and ASL or BSL variant provides an advantage in comprehension of certain IS
presentations. Participants from Aénglishspeaking countries performed the same or better
for video texts A and B, where the topic (deaf education) is known and there is less English
mouting, and where either more depiction or more gestural signs is evident. IS signers
employ a large amount of English mouthing in C and E, and the presenters in C, D, and E

incorporate the most ASL recognizable signs.

6.2.2.3 Summary of Structured ContenQuestions

Results from participants6é answers to
demonstrate an average performance of 62% across all participants, with Czech and U.S
participants scoring above the average, Australians scoring at the awrddgrazilian and
Japanese participants scoring below the avefBgere arealsosignificant differences in the
type of information understood from expository IS presentatibimglings indicate that the
62% average comprehension is heavily weighted irergtobal information rather than in the
|l ecturerdos points and detail s.

While global comprehension of discourse goal and pragmatics (formality, setting,
audience) are somewhat successful (78%), evidence shows that audience members glean
reduced amoundf main point information (57%) and a substantially limited realization of
discourse details (48%). In addition, when participants rate their comprehension of different
IS presentations, their actual performance on this measure of comprehension dbesysot a
align with their subjective ratings. Many participants rated their understanding of Video
segment B2 (with increased amount of #ioguistic, gestural sign types) higher than other
presentation videos, yet average performance on content questiensonia 54.9%.
Participants performed better on questions from presentations where they have familiarity
with the topic. This suggests participants believe certain highly visual characteristics of an IS
lecture make it easy to understand, but measuresntéérounderstanding can contradict this
subjective experience. Audience members who attend a presentation may expect to
understand nearly 100% of content and even if not all of the information is fully understood,
at the very least nobody expects to glean only 62% of the lecture material. Findings are
significant hee because when attendees watch an IS lecture theytmay they are
comprehending more than they actually are, because understanding global information ant

some main points may create the illusion of fuller comprehension.
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Varied linguistic and sociolingstic factors beyond country cohort group appear to
impact understanding of IS lecture content. Knowledge of-falycal signs in IS is another
measure of comprehension discussed in the next setéble 32 in the previous chapter
(85.4 shows 45 higlirequency IS signs selected for inclusion in the comprehension test. This
part of the comprehension test measured | exic
responses wer®taledinto a percentage score. In addition, from content questions afid ret
task, participants were tasked with identifying fingpelled words and numbers from IS
presentations. This section reports on overall scores for lexical, fingerspelling, and number

identifications.

6.2.3 Lexical Identification Task

After answering cotent questions for each video, participants were asked to identify
lexical signs and give what they believed to be a semantic equivalent in their own language.
Forty-five (45) high frequency IS signs that appear in the video clips were shown, including
the recurrent conventional gesture of At humbs
recognizable to people who do not knoBlg and at the same time is listed as a conventional
Auslan sign. Also included is the most recurrent depicting sign, DSS(GC):SMALL
AMOUNT. Both of these signs are quite regular in the expository IS data, and were therefore
included in the lexical identification task.

In addition, 12 fingerspelled words or acronyms were extracted from the IS video
samples for participants to identifgjx after immediate rgiewing and six after several
minutes in delayed recall. Seventeen (17) number identifications were also included in this
lexical identification task; these were dispersed among the content questions (delayed recall)
or in the VidedD text retell task (immediate recall).

Results for lexicon, number, and fingerspelling comprehensioforp@nces are
shown in Figuré&7. Average scores on the identification of numbers and fingerspelled words
includes immediate recall and delayed recalexical identification scores across all

participants geraged 74%; numbers average@®&@nd fingerspelling 43%.
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100%

% Correctly 70%

Identified
60%

=

| NumbersAVG 0%

50%

l Fingerspelling AVG 43% ]

30%

20% |

10%
| P ez .
¥ Lexicon | 60% 77% | 78% | 86%
W Fingerspelling | 23% 38% | 39% | 66%
™ Numbers | 21% 70% | 51% | 65%

Figure 57 Lexicon, Fingerspelling, and Numbers: Average comprehension across
cohorts

6.2.3.1 Lexicalldentifications by Cohort and Item

In terms of understanding individual lexical signs, both the Brazilian and Japanese
participants® mean scor e%andad Soudsgeaively. TlrelUSw t
mean score was the highest at 86%, with flisin and Czech participants slightly less,
averaging 78% and 77% respectively.

Average lexical comprehension for each country cohort is shown, and the range of
scores within and across each cohort indicates varied success. Japanese participants exhibi
39-84% (Range = 45) understanding of IS lexical signs, Beawparticipants ranged from
50-86% (Range = 36), the Czech Republic group range was06%, (Range = 50),
Australian lexical ID scores fell between-600% (Range = 39), and the U.S. cohadres
were between 795%, (Range = 18).

Twentytwo out of the 45 high frequency lexical items in expository IS are
recognizable citation ASL forms. This would explain the narrower range of scores by U.S.
participants, and deviations that are mostly argian for all groups. Since ASL users would
understand almost half of the signs, a stable base of correct responses was the foundation tc
smaller number of lexical identifications to ieccessfully madeTwo participants (one from
Australia and onerém Czech Republic) identified all 45 signs correctly. They were among
the top six participants who demonstrated the greatest understanding of expository IS lecture

(see further discussion below in 84.).

21¢



Chapter 6 Study Two: Comprehension

Variation in comprehension of the remaining ita IS signs warrants further
discussion, considering other factagoss language grougome of the comprehension test
participants are familiar with ASL or BSL (or Auslan) to some degree. L2 knowledge of
contributing foreign forms in expository ISkély influenced improved comprehension on
content question scores. This and other linguistic and sociolinguistic variables are taken up in
the analysis of variables in section 6.5.

Many of the signs in this assessment are also listed as conventionatébitexs in

one or more publicly available IS resource di
of the 45 IS signs from 85.dre shown below in Tablell. The sign number in the first
column is associated wit h ntyhotall igns iméhis lisc o mpar at

Highlighted scores indicate where the frequently occurring IS sign isaatd@red citation

form-meaningpair n t he country cohortoés NSL.
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Score by |Japan |Brazil Czech
Sign # |IDGloss Meaning(s) Lex Item |AVG AVG AVG US AVG |AUS AVG
43| ACCEPT(ASL) accept 42%| * 0% 33% *75% 33% 100%
11| ANALYZE(ASL) research, analysis 87% 67% 67% 100% 100% 100%
33| APPROVE(WFD) approve, ratify, legalize 57% 17% 50% 88%| * 100% 67%
Deaf association, organization,

4] ASSOCIATION(GEST) % collaborate 59% 50% 83% 63% 67% 50%
10|BODY(AUS) health (care, physical care) 58% 67% 0% 38% 83% 83%
34|BOY(ASL) male person -man or boy 87% 58% 67% 100% 100% 75%
40| BRING(ASL) bring, carry, deliver 62% 33% 0% 75% 100% 100%
31| CAN(ASL) able, can 84% 67% 83% 38% 100% 83%
32| CHILDREN(ASL) children, kids, young people 83%| 100% 100% 100% 67% 83%
38| CONGRESS(GEST) congress, converence 38% 50% 33% 100% 33% 50%
26| CONNECT(ASL) connection, relate, connect 97% 100%| % 100% 75% 100% 83%
29| COUNTRY(WFD) country, region 62% 33% 17% 63% 50% 50%

Legal document giving rights
14| CRPD(WFD) to ppl with Disabilities/Deaf 48% 17% 33% 50% 50% 25%
1| DEAF1(ASL) Deaf 100%| 100% 100%( * 100% 100% 100%
7| DIFFERENT(ASL) different, varied 84%| * 83% 83% 88% 100%| * 67%
person with disabilities,
17| DISABLED(WFD) disability 80%| 100% 50% 100% 83% 67%
a small amount, little, not
20| DSS(GC):SMALL-AMOUNT (enough 97%| 100% 100% 100% 83% 100%
22| FINISH(ASL) finish, completed 73% 83% 33% 50% 100% 100%

9|GOOD(AUS) good, all right, high quality 82% 83% 83% 75% 100% 83%
27| GOVERNMENT(GEST) government 82% 50% 50% 50% 100% 83%

2|HAVE(AUS) have, possess, own 73%| * 67% 17% 88% 83% 100%
37|HEARING(WFD) able to hear, not deaf 77% 33% 83%| * 100% 83% 83%
18|HELP(ASL) help, assistance 81% 67% 100% 100% 100% 100%
23|IMPORTANT(ASL) important 67% 50% 67% 50% 100% 67%
41| INTERNATIONAL(WFD) international (adjective) 83% 33% 83% 100% 100% 100%
35|INTERPRETER(WFD) interpreter, translator 80% 83% 100% 100% 50% 67%
12| KNOW (ASL) know, aware, knowledge 97% 83% 100%| * 75% 100% 100%
44]LANGUAGE3(WFD) grammar or text information 58% 17% 33% 88% 83% 83%
15|NOW(ASL) x now, today, immediate time 73%| * 50% 33% 100% 100% 83%
42]NS:ASIAPACIFIC Asia- Pacific (region) 53%| 100% 33% 0% 67% 67%

6|PERSON(GEST) person(s) 83% 67% 100% 100% 100% 100%
36/|PROBLEM(ASL) problem 71% 33% 67% 100% 100% 100%

progress, move forward/on,
24| PROGRESS(ASL) * advance 91% 67%| * 100% 75% 100% 100%
45| PROJECT (WFD) project, initiative 18% 0% 33% 38% 0% 17%
5|SAME(AUS) also, same as 73% 50% 100% 63% 83% 67%
boy scouts, scouting
13|SCOUT(AsL) organization 100% 67%| % 100% | * 100% 100%|  100%
39|SEE-2H(ASL) see, look, view 94% 100% 100% 88% 100% 83%
28|SIGN(GEST) sign language 97%| * 83% 100% 100% 100% 100%
16|STUDY(AUS) education, school, study 87% 100% 100% 88% 83% 100%
21| THINK(ASL) think, realize, idea 70% 17% 83% 88% 100% 100%
30]WANT(AUS) want 72% 33% 17% 38% 67% 83%

3|WHAT(ASL) what 80% 83% 67% 50% 100% 50%
19| WORK(GEST) work 93% 83% 83% 100% 100% 83%

8|WORLD(GEST) % world, global, international 79%| * 33% 100% 88% 100% 100%
25| YEAR(ASL) year 80% 50% 100% 88% 100% 83%

‘E =variation on parameter and/or homophone to another sign with related meaning
Highlight =c o h oNSL sga isashared citation forameaning pair

Table 41 Lexical identification scores: Grand mean by lexical item and cohort

Each of the signs had been seen in the IS usage context, having been used regularly t
several presenters. There were a number of factors behind whether or not the meaning

some signs were correctly identified, besides simply knowing its usage in tige&t a sign
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was correctly i1 dentified because: a) it has a
features of the sign make the referent and thus the meaning transparentohseheer

Otherwise, a sign was simply not known or it was inectty identified because: a) the sign

has an exact shared form in the participantos
parameter of the IS sign is slightly different
the meanings are different. In thadter case, the IS sign is sometimes mistaken for the NSL

sign.

Because there are a large number of IS forms that are the same in ASL and Auslan,
participants from these sign language origins easily identified them; however, there were
times that thesewere doubtfully realized. As participants knew they were watching
presentations in IS, they were aware of the oOf
from their own NSL were shown in the context of the IS segment, a few times the response
was tentative. For example, an Australian participant did not immediately recognize the
Ausl an sign HAVE when first shown. He was doub
haveo or Afito grabo and eventually <chlpse the
looking for iconic cues with unrecognized forms by ascribing them gestural features and even
questioning forms that, in their own NSL, would be easily recognizable. The context of the
symbolic unit confounded what otherwise would be a relatively stfaigkard understanding
of the symbol .Anothercexamgesof tlisnvarose MiEeh an Auslan native signer
viewed the IS sign CONNECT, which is the same sign in Auslan. The participant struggled to
identify the sign, sd agiigms tihatwowd de nleefdone
Participants observing IS presentations seem to integrate the forms differently from how they
process discourse in their NSL, mainly from the contextual knowledge that they are attending
to a mixed language sgsn. Additional research on processing differences between NSL
reception and IS or other contact language reception is needed to verify this intuition.

I n several cases, an |I'S sign resembled a si
semantic structe associated with the form in IS form was wrongly identified for the
semantic structure of the form known in oneos
occurred with the IS sign BOY (which is a borrowed ASL sign). For the Japanese cohort
members, BOY r&embles the JSL sigedpry]. Also the IS sign WORLD(GEST) resembles
the JSL sign meaning fAHeverything.o The 1S siagr
JSL sign Astudyo or &6éschool .0 This type of mi s
country ohorts. The IS sign for INTERPRETER(WFD) was mistaken by a U.S. participant
for the ASL sign COOK, and the Auslan sign HAVE was thought to be the LIBRAS sign
meaning fAaccept. o I n JSL the sign UNDERSTAND i
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sign WANT (Fgure 58). Four of the Japanese participants miscued on this sign, three of
whom gave the JSL meaning for it. The fo

instincts and knowing she was watching a foreign type of signing.

< o |

IS Sign WANT(AUS) JSL sign UNDERSTAND
Figure 581S sign WANT/ JSL sign UNDERSTAND

An example that illustrates misunderstanding from a parameter difference between IS
sign and a similar NSL sign is the IS fulxical sign, COUNTRY(WFD). ltis
conventionally used in IS and is listed in WFD International Sign resources (Figure 58). Its

form is a BENT5 handshaf%{"w articulated in ondo-three different spaces in front of the
signer to indicate one country or plural countries. This sign prompted t me ani ng i
for more than half of the Czech participali
Acountr i es SlosigT forecGR@UP auseh the same dominant handshapet isut
articulated onto the back of the upheld flat palm of tbe-dominant hand (similar to the
Auslan sign CAKE).

These examples underline holwe productive natre of SL lexicongpermitsthe same
symbolic formto be asubstantive lexicaitem for one SL user (a conventional sigith
established meaning their NSL), while for othersit remainscomplexand more schematic,
promptinga much wider range of meanings, but nonetheless potentially similarly motivated
For the example shown in Figur8,3he signmay be an established form among IS users but

it also is adepiction that coulggrompt other meanings to IS audience members.
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Figure 59 COUNTRY (WFD)

Although the sign COUNTRY(WFD) is conventionally usiedmean €OUNTRY] or
[GEO-POLITICAL GROUA among deapeoplewho know and use IS, the form is also one that
might be used as a depiction in any number of N$hs. productive placement or movement

o f the signods L aaliowvs fora qumerous BeasheTifted referents. The
depicting sign DS(Bent5) is more som&tic, and might indicate a size or amount of some
object(s), or a location of such object®&)l t hough the semantics of fAgro
sense to the semantics of MAcount rdyasbghttyg gr oup i
different sematic concept than a group defined by national bordeueh depicting forms
allow for rich meaning construction acro&ls that use these productive forms, yet
convention and context impact their effectiveness because the more specific meaning is
intendedhowever, only a vague meaning is construed.
Another interesting example is the ASL sign CAN, which occurs often in expository
I S at al |l tablein e ecra miowanly dogs th@é sign look like the Auslan sign
CONFIRM* [OFFICIAL APPROVAL], it resembles another ASL sign, YES. There are nuanced
differences between the two forms, but they share partial conceptual semantic structure such
as fApositiveo and daffirming, o but the form C/
language, ASL. Sevdraarticipants from the Czech Republic, Brazil, Australia, and Japan
viewed the sign CAN and gave the meaning as YES or CONFIRM. For native users of ASL,
the signs CAN and YES employ the same handshape but are differentiated in two ways. CAN

is a twehandel Shandshapﬁ sign (citation version) and moves strongly downward one
time, where YES is typicallyoleanded AS0 articulation with sin
(resembling a head moddii mg)o. | Tmaeg ei anaryi o rfolmgpad r

not, for a nonnative, the phonological miscue can lead to misunderstanding of a sign or word.

B url: http:/www.auslan.org.au/dictionary/words/confihohtml
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This miscue in a contact situation is easy to make, much like when an American hears ar
Australian English user pronounce a word with a diffeseninding vowel or commsmant and
miscues the entire word.

Results in Chapter 5 described two examples of IS signs that occurred several times ir
the dataset and had the potential to be iconically misleading forms to which some participants
incorrectly ascribed iconic propertiebhe sign PROJECT(WFD) (Figu#0 in 85.2.8) is a
fully-lexical sign in IS that was used by all presenters in the datasgpdars to mimic the
movement of grasping a handle and cranking it alongside an upheld fldbnonanthand;
much in the way o& might handle a movie project@ majority of people did not correctly
identify the sign, with an average of only 18% of participants correctly doing so. The few who
did recognize it reported some familiarity with IS. The sign is an interesting exaimaie o
arbitrary sign that is lexicalized in expository IS.

In other lexical examples, the forms looked less specified to participants and the
meaning is guessed at, using iconic interpretation. Returningh@éoekample IS sign
COUNTRY-PL, a Czechparticipant commented that it looked like a depicting sign that
handles some entity, where someone might be turning different knobs, like water taps, but sh
knew it didndét mean this. This is another
in thismixed language contact system. Other depidiiiaa sublexical features hinted that it
might represent a series of groups, such as deaf associations. The usage and meaning of tt
sign is quite conventional i n drhefiddd@umdtartiae
ti mes fAregions, 0 when articulated with re
members who are not familiar with some of the conventional lexical signs in IS would
struggle to understand specific meaning, with iconierprietation not necessarily providing

sufficient or correct information.

6.2.3.2 Fingerspelling Comprehension by Item and Cohort

Understanding of fingerspelling and numbers in IS was also mixed, with much less
success by all participants. Poor comprehensibthese elements is not surprising and is
already alluded to in a study of interpreted IS (LoddeKee & Napier, 2002); however,
Rosenstock found that fingerspelled items were understood at a rate of 73% accuracy in he
test items that targeted fingpesled words (2004). Findings here indicate otherwise:
fingerspelled items were recognized with much less success, ranging fro66%3 The
average scores for all cohortogps are summarized in Tab{#. Results indicate that
immediate response to finggelled targets was, on average, 56% correct, and delayed recall
of fingerspelled words averag@d%.
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Immediate Retell Fingerspellings |Grand AVG |AUS us cz BZ JPN
F51 I-N-C-L-U-5-1-V-E 39% 17% 83% 13% 83% 0%
F52 5-E-C-0-N-D-A-R-Y 33% 17% 83% 13% 50 e
F53 W-F-D 9% 100% 100% 63% 23% 50%
F54 J-1-C-A 78% 50% 100% 75% 100% 67%
F55 T-0-K-Y-0 37 33% 0% 100% 33% 17%
F56 I-F-D 69% 33% 100% 63% 100% 0%
AVERAGES 56% 42% 78% 54% 75% 31%
Delayed Recall Fingerspellings
F57 D-R F-E-L-L-I-M-G-E-R 0%e 0% 0% 0% e 0%
F58 BEARS/BEAVERS 13% 0% 67% 0% e 0%
F59 CUBS 38% 67% 100% 25% e 0¥
F510 SCOUTS 38% 67% 67% 25% 33% 0¥
F511 (ROWERS 200 33% 33% 0% 33% 0%
F512 (VEMTURERS 32% 33% b7% 25% 33% 0%
AVERAGES 24% 33% 56% 13% 17% 0%

Table 42 Results of fingerspelled word identifications

Fingerspelled word identifications were asked in two formiatsimmedide and

delayed recall. The immediate identifications were made either after being shown the

fingerspelled word during the lexical identification section of the comprehension test, or as

they appeared in the main idea retell task for Video D. Delayedfidations were asked in a

del ayed

recall

dur i

ng

t he

the name of the colleague mentioned by the IS presenter in Video A, and a list of English

based names of Boy Scout age groups given ied/l.

Due to a difference in the load on working memory in discourse processing for these

di ffere

nt

comprehensi on

t as ks,

t he

resul

i d e | ,aoycalldingerspelling. Recall comprehension of these fiveefiggelled words was

ts

unsuccessful for all but one U.S. participant, although one of the Australian participants

correctly identified four out of the five. Several participants from Japan, Australia, and the

Czech Republic commented on the challenge to rezedfingerspelled words that were

borrowed from English and using a spelling system that is different from their NSL

fingerspelling system.

U.S. and Brazilian participants had more success understanding the fingerspelled

words in the test content, sinbeth of their NSLs use a similar, chanded fingerspelling

system prevailing in expository IS. Also, all of the fingerspelled words werenoeds from

English; therefore, participants with little to no knowledge of written English were at a

disadvantagevith comprehending fingerspelling. In IS, the letter T is the form seen in DGS

and resembkethe letter G in ASL (Figur6Q). This caused a misunderstanding for the U.S.

participants and several others who are familiar with the U.Shanded fingerspetig
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system. These participants were unable to recognize the fingerspelled wWorH-YI-O;
sever al of them gueGK-¥d0 ra -Onw@YrOs élhaf the Gzech d 7
participants and a few from ot heruceessflonr t s
using closure to recognize the fingerspelled city name, Tokyo. Several identified the word,
being accustomed to the IS fingerspelling system form feaperience Interestingly only
one Japanese cohort member recognized the fingerspelledfarotdeir capital city. In
addition to the fact of JSLOGs vas-hahded IS i f f
system, this is likely due to the fact that JSL has a conventional sign for TOKYO, which was

also used in the IS video text viewed.

a) b)

Figure 60a) IS letter T (from DGS) and b) ASL letter G

Participants had more success in recognizing shorter fingerspelled words, whether
they knew what they meant or not, such as the acronyms f6rDNVand JI-C-A. Most
everyone identified the acronym for World Federation of the Deaf; however, only a few of the
Japanese cohort participants knew the full words represented by the acronym for Japal
International Cooperative Agency (JICA). The sign for WFD for some tiras been the
lexical sgn INTERNATIONAL(WFD)(Figure 61), but the influence of English contact
seems to have introduced the fingerspelled variant by using the English initialized acronym

for the organization. The sign in Figéis included in the 4%exical identifications.

Figure 61 Sign meaning WFD or INTERNATIONAL

Ot her trends in the fingerspelling res

the name of a person introduced in Video A. A colleaguehbyname of Dr. Fellinger is
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mentioned by the IS presenter, but the fingerspelled nhame was articulated very quickly such
that even the native ASL signers, who might have been able to catch the name, were unable to
do so. There was no other available contakknowledge (e.g., being at the conference, or
having access to written suppl ement al materi al
of fingerspelling in IS presentations, as well as length of the fingerspelled word are, therefore,
factors in compehension by audience members, especially when context is not sufficient to
support understanding.

Lastly, twasal so evi dent in the results that p a
questions about fingerspelled information (delayed recall from contestigoing)wereless
accurate, most likely due to working memory and skerh memory limitationsWords or
acronyms maynot have been fully processed in cognition, especially if the wead
unfamiliar. Participants who viewed NSL versions of Video D Bnd ( D6 and EO6) , i n
cases performed much better on fingerspelled identifications. These comparisons between IS
and NSL performare s ar e di scussed further i B8 A6. 2.5,

comprehension to NSL comprehension. o

6.2.3.3 Number Comprehesion in IS

As with fingerspelled items, number identifications were elicited from two formats:
immediate recall as they appeared in the main idea retell task for Video D and also in a
delayed recall during the interview questions. Number recognition walsrsy low (range
35-66%). The trend here is shown by results in TdBleSinglehanded, iconic numbers such
as four (4) and twenttwo (TWO-TWO) thousand were more easily recognized than other

complex numeric forms that appear in IS discourses.
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Immediate Retell Nbrs Grand AVG (AUS us cz BZ JPN
NBR1 |[Mar-11 25% 33% 67% 0% 0% 33%
NBR2 |1947 (year founded) 44% 33% 33% 100% 33% 0%
NBR3 |4 (goals) 81% 100% 100% 100% 0% 100%
NBR4 (22,000 (Deaf members) 88% 100% 100% 100% 100% 33%
NBRS (7,000 (attendees) 44% 33% 33% 75% 67% 0%
NBR6 [1991 (date of WFD) 56% 33% 33% 100% 67% 33%
AVERAGES 51% 56% 61% 58% 44% 33%
Delayed Recall Nbrs Q & A

NBR8 |[(ARTICLE) #25 28% 33% 50% 38% 0% 17%
NBR9 [132 (associations) 63% 67% 67% 100% 50% 33%
NBR 10 |1907 (year founded) 60% 100% 67% 100% 33% 0%
NBR11 |41 million (population) 30% 0% 100% 50% 0% 0%
NBR12 |(age)6-8 40% 0% 67% 100% 0% 33%
NBR13 |[(age)8-11 35% 33% 67% 75% 0% 0%
NBR14 |(age) 11-15 50% 33% 100% 50% 67% 0%
NBR15 |[(age) 16-18 37% 67% 33% 50% 33% 0%
NBR 16 |(age) 18+ 68% 67% 100% 75% 33% 67%
NBR17 |22,000 73% 100% 67% 100% 100% 0%
NBR18 |7,000 25% 33% 33% 25% 33% 0%
AVERAGES 46% 49% 62% 69% 34% 18%

Table 43 Results of number identifications

Number signs are varied across differ8hs and this impacts comprehension of IS
numeric forms. This is because as a developing SL becomes more conventional, the numeri
representationystem changes from being iconic to more complex and abstract (e.g., the
development of Nicaraguan SL; Katseff, 2004 cited in Rosenstock, 2004). In addition, the
more iconic approach to holding up fingers to symbolize numeric information in IS requires at
times some quick mathematical calculation. For example, the sign tigrically involves
holding up five fingers on one hand and three on thedwoninant hand. Numbers more than
10 involve flashing all 10 fingers then following quickly with the next savBngers, e.g.,

TEN + FIVE, or TEN + EIGHT. The number signs that presenters use in IS show some
variety as well, with incidental NSL infl
with the number 3 (thumb, index, and middle finger) as opghds the 3 (index, middle, and

ring fingers). The former looks like 8 in Auslan/BSL. In some As#s the numerical
handshapes are different from what are seen in the American numeric handshape system al
in IS conventions. In fact, the JSL number 7hs same form as Auslan/BSL 8 and ASL 3.
The JSL number 8 is the same form as Auslan/BSL 9. This added to some of the

misunderstandings with numerical identifications (FigiZe and b).
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-~

a) Three (3) handshape in ASL; b) Eight (8) in JSL,
Eight (8) in Auslan/BSICZSL; Seven (7) in JSL Nine (9) inBSL/Auslan

Figure 62 Examples of numeric signs not always transparent acros3l_s

Results of number recognition in IS discourse are slightly lower for recalledbers
than for immediate retell (from Video D). Again, this is likely due to cognitive processing
effects and working memory. Correctly recalling the five Boy Scout age groups given in
Video E was problematic for many participants, even when thesesdetaik articulated
sl owl y. Those who viewed the NSL versions, Vi
able to recall the number details given in their own NSL. Again, comparisons between IS and

NSL performances adiscussed further later in 8652

6.2.3.4 Summary of Lexical Identification Task

Results from the lexical identification section of the IS comprehension assessment
indicate that lexical understanding by different IS audieriserves is borderline successful,
with average comprehensiom ¢his measure at 70.8%. The lowest score was 35%, and the
median 72%. Comprehension of IS lexicon is mainly due tobserved s f ami | i ari ty w
the IS conventional lexical form. Otherwise, the sign may be a cognate froobhdbesed s
own NSL, or a trasparent, iconic formUnfortunately, iconicity does not always aid
comprehension of a lexical sign, and there are some forms that are opaque to people who are
not accustomed to using this IS contact system.

Differences acrossSLs number and fingerspélly systems impact what is
understandable in expository IS |ectures. Find
fingerspelled loan words (often Engliblased) are not well understood by diverbserves.

For immediate recall, fingerspelled werdre correctly identified 56% of the time, and even
less so after a short delay 24%. Only participants who share a similar -@aded
fingerspelling system performed relatively successfully on these identifications. Numbers are
similarly difficult to identify, with an average performance score of 51% (immediate) and
48% (delayed recall) across all participants. Shorter fingerspelled words and only icenic one
handed counting numbers are more easily understood by a variety of potential audience

observes d an IS lecture.

22¢



Chapter 6 Study Two: Comprehension

6.2.4 Retell Task Performances on Video D

The next comprehension test element involved a retell task of Video D, which
evaluated comprehension by asking participants to restate discourse information from an IS
presentation. This measuresasses the understanding of discourse idea units from an IS
presentation text and compares retelling performances from NSL versions of the same
presentation information. This was done by showing a series of consecutie,see¢ond
segments of an IS pregation (Video D) to half of the participants in each country cohort.
The other half of the participants watched@Lv er si on (Vi deo DO&8) .

A content analysis of IS Video D resulted in the identification of 58 idea units for the
scoring rubric. WhenthlSL transl ated version (D6) dic
propositions in the source text, the rubric was adjusted. It was also expected that a participar
would not obtain a perfect score retelling all of the propositional idea information frem t
source video, due to test fatigue and potential working memory differences in participants. Of
interest in this assessment was the difference in the average amount of content retold betwee
those who viewed the IS lecture and those who retold fromathe sontent in their NSL.

Table 44 reports results of this comparison, and outlines participant performances by
country cohort group. Across all participants, the average number of discourse idea units
retold from the IS presentation text is 29 out of werage 55 idea units (53%). The number
of units retold from the NSL versions is 42 (78%). With an average of 14 more idea units

retold for those viewing the NSL text, the mean difference is 24%.

Country Cohort Avg. ldea Avg. Idea Units  Difference Diff. %
(Total Idea Units) Units IS (%) NSL (%)

Japan (51) 30 (59%) 39 (76%) 9 18%
Brazil (55) 24 (44%) 33 (60%) 9 16%
Czech Republic (56) 27 (48%) 45 (80%) 18 32%
Australia (57) 32 (56%) 45 (79%) 13 23%
United States (57) 34 (60%) 52 (91%) 18 31%
Average (55) 29 (53%) 42 (78%) 14 24%

Table 44 Comparing amount of retell information from IS and NSL

Some cohorts retold as much as 32% more information from their NSL text than from
the IS text, while the smallesdifferences are seen in the Brazilian and Japanese cohorts at
16% and 18% respectively. The Brazilian cohort performed lower than other groups on both
IS and NSL retells. It is unclear whether the smaller gap means the group on average
understood more ISoatent or that they did not understand the NSL version as well as other

groups. It is possible that the quality of an NSL interpretation varied between country cohorts,
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since the interpreter was not consistent across all NSL versions. In fact, the seilvgoty

of the Video D06 NSL (LIBRAS) version was the
versions. This suggests that they did not understand the NSL version as well as the other

groups did** At the very least, the cohort results indicate only thetd is some improvement

in understanding as demonstrated by more idea units retold, which is consistent with results

seen in the other four cohorts.

Also, recall that the NSL version of Video D for the Japan cohort was the only one
that was not a tranglan and that the IS was rendered by a JSL native signer (as noted in the
methodology). It is likely one reason that Japanese participants retold more than the average
number of idea units (59%) from IS and the gap between NSL and IS retell scoreses. small
All other groups viewed a translated version created by a professional interpreter.

Besides the unique translation available for and used for this group, the reader is
reminded that Japanese participants rated the IS text presenter in Video D higherage
than other cohort participants. In other comprehension measures, the Japanese participants
were at a disadvantage and had the lowest average results (lexical identifications, numbers,
fingerspelling, and content questions). In the retell taskpitesxperiencing the IS
presentation as slightly more understandable, this moderate difference in content retell
performance between IS and NSL for the participants suggests that it was an advantage for
Japanese participants to view IS presented by and8le signer. The advantage, however,
merely levels the IS comprehension playing field, and still only an overall average of 53% of
i nformation was retold from IS versus 78% from

Upon closer analysis of participants individually, there wereersgvstrikingly
different performances within each cohort. The results were polarized in that they participants
showed much better comprehension or they did not understand IS much at all. In each cohort
group there were participants who had travelled tewaother countries and met other deaf
people; some participants reported they use IS regularly, and some not much or not at all.
These patrticipants were spread across the two treatment groups (IS versus NSL retell) and
were randomly placed in a way thaaynhave skewed these retell results. In the Japanese and
Australian cohort, the two participants most experienced with IS were randomly assigned the
IS retelld thus raising the average performance for their cohort on the IS retell. The two
least experiered were both assigned the NSL retell. It is possible that these sociolinguistic
factors on these performances balanced out the differences between the two treatment groups

and make the gap appear smaller than in actuality. Given these results, it isrEason

“4 During the time allotted to the research, the Brazilian interpreter was also quite ill with a severe
cold, so this may have had some impact on the translations
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concludeconservativelythat 24% less content is gleaned from expository IS texts than from
NSL texts As one can see from average scores for each group in Taltleisigap is often

the difference between successful comprehension of the dis@ngselatively unsuccessful
comprehension, when considering a benchmark of 75%.

The retell task required participants to restate idea information from the viewed
segment of the presentation after each pause. A closer analysis of the average resgsnse sco
on each idea unit in the rubric lends insight about types of information that was retold. In
Appendix L, a comparison betwedéme IS text retell and NSL text retell scores is listed for

each idea unit. Figuré3 features an excerpt of the first five sagnts with average retell

Scores.
Mideo 1, e Units AvglS |AvgNsS
segment
la |Beforewe start, want to share something 31 44
1b  |There was an earthquake in Japan 88 100
1c |It happened March 2011 25 75
1d  [It caused alarge tsunami 75 94
le |The damage wasterrible 50 94
1f  |Anuclear accident and power outage occurred. 56 94
2a  |The world Deaf communities (you) sent messages 81 94
2b  |Asked if we were ok 69 63
2¢  |Money and donations were sent 94 88
2d  |Wewant to thank you for your generosity. 94 94
2e | Thissupportsthe work of the JD 19 50
3a |The FDisworking hard to help Deaf people affected 63 75
3b  |We are making repairs 31 38
3c |Please continue to send donations. 38 88
4a  |The JFDstarted in 1947 25 88
4b  |9nce then we work towards 4 aims 75 100
5a |Oneisinterpreter training 56 75
5b | The second is obtaining legal/ human rights for deaf people 38 75
5¢c | Thirdly attainment of Driverslicenses for Deaf persons 81 81
5d  |Fourth, establishing more deaf (community service) organizations 38 69

Figure 63 Selected results of IS and NSL idea unit retell (average) scores (% accuracy)

For participants who retold from the same text in their NSL, more of the discourse
ideas were included in their retell than for their colleagues who viewed the IS original
ver sion. It al so appears that mor e dget ai
differences in segments 1c, 3c, 4a, 5b, and 5d. Several segments of these retells are discuss
next, along with discrepancies in participant responses.

In the first discourse segment, the presenter opens the lecture with a side narrative the

is not elated to his presentation. In Chapter 3, mental space theory was mentioned as one ¢
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the frames assumed in this study, and an example from Video D was given where discourse is
built up via the prompting of different mental spaces (Figyrg83.24). The onstruction is

shown in Figures4 again. The first segment in the idea unit rubric establishes a new mental
space, diverting slightly from what is construed in the initial base space M. Initially, the aim

of the presentation is to discuss the JFD and lootktive work (as given by the title of the

Video D), which prompts the audience to construe semantic information (idealized models)
about lectures, types of audiences, and prior knowledge about the JFD, deaf associations, and

the idea of collaborating witothers.

Before we start we want to share
something with you.

In March 2011 there was an Base Space M

earthquake in Japan.

A: presenters (2) A
B: audience B
Pre-lecture story space E
/
A
B
A’: storytelling
presenters (2)
B: audience

Ax X: Japan during
earthquake

A,. Presenters (2)
during earthquake

Figure 64 Mental space construction of Video D Segments 1k

Segments 1d provide more specific information (signs and semantic material) to
complete the past event space G. The depicting signs and consactodadn the IS version
prompt the understanding of the earthquake and tsunami. Because the differences between IS
and NSL retell are small, this suggests that the signs aided understanding of segment 1b and
1d. TheJapan earthquake was widé&yown fromprior informationthathad been reported in
the media for many month3he differences inS and NSLperformances shownin the
mention of thenuclear reactoaccident (1f), which was indicated by a complex construction
using depicting signsThe othermore detailed, discourse elements (1c, 1e, and 1f) were not
fully realized or at least not conceptually integrated enough to be retold; however, they were
retold more often by participants viewing their NSL version. The-atigned sequence of
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annotations(File Video D; time 2:51 3:14) for these segments is shown below (shaded
bottom line denotes the na@lominant hand simultaneous articulation):
la PT:LOC BEFORE(ASL) LECTURE(ASL) START(WFD) PT:PRO3 WANT(AUS)
INFORM(ASL) WHAT(ASL)
1c PT:PRO2R. KNOW(ASL) THREEMONTH(WFD) G:ONEONE
1b NS: JAPAN G(5SHAKE):WOW

DSM(5-DOWN):FLAT-ENTITIES-SHAKE-LIKE -EARTHQUAKE
DSM(5-DOWN):FLAT-ENTITIES-SHAKE-LIKE-EARTHQUAKE

1d SAME(AUS) DSM(BENTS5):CURVEDBENTITY-SWEEPSAWAY -LIKE-TSUNAMI
DSG(B-DOWN):FLAT-ENTITY-EARTH-GROUND

1f SAME(AUS) ELECTRIC(ASL) DSS(BENTS5):ENTITYOVERHEAD-LIKE -LAMP
DSS(S):CYLINDRICAL-SHAPEDENTITY-NUCLEAR-REACTOR
DSG (S):CYLINDRICAL-SHAPED-ENTITY-NUCLEAR-REACTOR

DSS(B):FLAT-TALL -BOXLIKE-ENTITY EXPLODE(ASL)
DSS(B):FLAT-TALL -BOXLIKE-ENTITY

DSM(5-WIGGLE):ENTITIESMOVED-SPREADOUTWARD
FBUOY:REACTOR

le DSM(5WIGGLE):ENTITIESSPREADOUT-RADIATE G(5SHAKE):WOW
DSM(5-WIGGLE):ENTITIES SPREADOUT-RADIATE

As one canee from the results in FiguB3, the use of depicting signs to prompt the
concept of the earthquake and tsunami (1b and 1d) may have been relatively effective fo
those viewing the IS presentatioret the established WFD sigi$iREEEMONTH may not
have been understood by participants not accustomed to thenfeamng pair. Most
participants who understood part of the date only retold the number 11 or 2011. Additional
fully lexical signs construct the message, and some are more ituanc others e.g.,
EXPLODE(ASL) as opposed to ELECTRICARSL). One gesture provides a visual number
ONE and ONE (to denote 11), and another,-SKBAKE):WOW is a highly occurring gesture
in IS that acts as a modifier. Uttered alongside the depicting sejoseht, the construction
was translated to mearmHE DAMAGE WAS TERRIBLH. This is a less explicit piece of
discourse, yet most participants who viewed the NSL version did retell this idea unit.

In segments 4&d, the presenter signs an utterance thiitssdiscourse focus back to
the base space M (the original departure tpofrthe presentatigrrecall Figure5 in 83.2.4
see Figure65 below). He utters NS:JAPAN DEAFH(AUS) ASSOCIATION(GEST)
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DSM(S)PLACEENTITY-ON-TOP-OFOTHER-LIKE-FOUNDATION YEAR(ASL)
ONE(ASL) NINE(WFD) FOUR(ASL) SEVEN (WFD). This utterance prompts a new mental
space (continuing from the base space M with the main lecture aim and topic) with the space
builder that meansTHE JFD WAS ESTABLISHED IN 1947 It also instantiates a newurrent
discourse space: the past event of the JFD founding in 1947. Next, he prompts the meaning
[SINCE THAT TIME WE HAVE ADVOCATED FOR with the depicting sign and three fullgxical

signs: DSM(5-WIGGLE):OBJECTSMOVING-FORWARD-PAST-TO-NOW  HIT(ASL)
WHAT(ASL) IMPORTANT(ASL). He then introduces several aims of the Japanese
Federation of the Deaf (JFD) with the use of alisdy (4) held up in theam-dominant hand.

(See Figures5.) The signer points to each buoy (finger) to establish token blendsftwih

aims. These discourse (antental spageelements are: 1) |interpreter training programs|; 2)
limproved human rights legislation|; 3) |driving licenses for deaf people|; and 4) |more
|organizations by and/or for deaf people|.

Several symbolic unit¢signs and constructions) that are semantically profiled and
recognized provide specific detailed elements to the discourse and complete the new mental
space. When participants do not completely understand symbols such dexialy signs
from an NSL, hey are left with gaps in understanding all of the points or details in the
presentation.

Base Space M
Current lecture space

|"A: Preseaters (2)
B: Audicnce

Past gyent space D ‘ '/ \
\

[(3947).

[ Pre-lecture story space E
The JFD was established \\ /
In1947. Since that time we
A': storytelling presenters (2)

have advocated for 4 wims..
B: Audience

\\\—/'/,.

Figure 65 Video D Past event space

Many participants who retold from IS did not understand the numeric founding year
of the JFD; only those who retold from the NSL version demonstrated better understanding of
this detail. Although the rubric does not distinctly measure the idea of thegtastishment
of the organization, responses by participants indicate they did understand (75% bilnaylist
(4) (Figure66) and the elements of the nementalspacewhich arebroadly,four aims. The

next series of signs provide more detail about what four aims are, and reqeithe
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participant to recognizeeveral borrowed ASL, Auslan, and established WFD lexical items,
as well as several depicting signs

Figure 66 List buoy (4) aims of the organization

Results from the IS retell and NSL retell (excerpt in FigbBeand full results in
Appendix L) show that some of the discourse elements were realized for both treatment
groups (81% for both), such as the third aim towards granting driver licenses fmedpk.

The IS signer articulates an iconic sign STEERR(AUS) and the ASL sign LICENSE,
immediately followed by a depicting sign, DSS(GC):SHAPEAT-RECTANGULAR-
ENTITY. If participants did not know the ASL sign, the depicting sign provided a
description of the object (license) referred to by the fully lexical form. The iconic Auslan
sign, which enacts the behavior of driving, is also similar in ASL and &thgrand might be
commonly recognized as a gesture to-smmers. The form provides contexttt@ depiction

of the flat rectangular entity describing the shape of the license.

The other three aims are understood with mixed success from the IS lecture and more
successfully so from NSL versions. Semant
familiar formmeaning pairs and enable profiled things and actions to be integrated into their
cognitive representation and fill mental spaces that are constructed in lecture discourses
Shifts of discourse focus were sometimes missed, leading participantsunderstand main
points when this occurred. In the example above, where the presenter shifts away from the
past event space of the prior earthquake
did not make the shift and for the duration of teeell thought that the presenter was still
discussing the repair efforts after the earthquake, rather than the ongoing developmen
towards the four aims and additional text information about leadership training.

The full summary results (Appendix L) shaiat several other gaps in information
bet ween IS and oneds NSL occurred for par

D/ D6 demonstrate that | S comprehension pi
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semiotic symbols, and withoutilicient conventional forms (as there are in establishies)
participants have varied success cognitively integrating what the IS signer means.

6.2.5 Comparing measures of IS comprehension to NSL comprehension

It was expected that participants wouldmgwehend a NSL presentation better than
one in IS, and this is shown from the retel!]l
measures of |I'S comprehension, scores for 1S ve
extractable, hence some additional resudbntribute to the comparison. Differences in
comprehensibility ratings of the expository IStextékA and t he NSL texts (DO
with actual performance measures on the retell task and on the content questions. These are

discussed briefly next.

6.2.5.1 Subjective Comprehensibility Ratings of IS versus NSL texts

The first measure of comginension in this study (see 8A.p indicated, not
surprisingly, that | ectures shown in participa
thanISlecturesst a hi ghly significant degree (p 00.01).

The transl ated NSL versions of I S present a
understandable by all participants, more so than the expository IS presentation \iHeos A

and specifically more so thahe IS Video®D and E (Figuré?).

5.00 5.00

S-m ‘.63 4.75

4.50 417
4.00 38 3.74
3.50

3.00 .
e “ ABCDE (IS)

2.50 ® D' &E'(NSL)

2.00
1.50
1.00
0.50

0.00 °
PN BZ z AUS us

Figure 67 Average comprehension ratings for all IS and NSL texts
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Although the results depicted above show differences, for some cohorts these
differences are larger than for others. The larghfférence is seen from ratings by the
Japanese participants, who judged the IS texts on average almost half as understandable
texts in their NSL. The smallest difference is observed in the ratings by the Brazilian
participants, who rated the IS texts average of 3.32 and the NSL version an average of
4.17. There were a small number of participants in each coh8it g6d ratings by one or
two outliers may have impacted the average. Most participants in all cohort groups generally
rated the NSL videwersion between 4.0 and 5.0. One of the Brazilian participants rated
understanding of the transl|l ated Video DO
overall average of the cohort. Findings i
are peceived as more understandable than those viewed in IS.

The above comparison includes all of the IS videos and their ratings with the two
translated NSL video ratings. By looking at only ratings for IS Videos D & E and comparing
them with ratingsof NSLMMeos DO & EOG across cohort groc
noted. Figure68 indicates that Japanese participants judged the IS presentation by the JSL
native signer (Video D) as not as understandable as the actual JSL version; however, the
experiencd Video D to be more understandable than IS Video E. This rating is higher than
the Brazilian and U.S. participants and close to the average rating given by the Czech cohor
The Australians rated Video E as nearly as understandable as the NSL verstbnmafibe
a result of the NSL of the signer in VideddE an Irish SL native presenting in I1S. Both Irish
SL and Auslan are variants of the same language, BSL.

Rating TextsDand D'and E & E’

5.00 = - )
J - 2
4.50 3

Comprahensibility 4.00
Rating 3.50
3.00
2.50
2.00
1.50
1.00
0.50

0,00 -

| PN BZ [+ | Aus us
=D 3.00 2.67 3.38 3.77 2.50
"D 460 4.00 450 | 5.00 5.00
E 217 2.50 383 | as0 4.33
% 4.67 4.33 5.00 5.00 5.00

Figure 68 Average ratings of IS texts D & E and NSL texts D' & E' acoss cohort groups
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This is contrasted with the ratings by three o
video pairs. The Czech, Australian and U.S. participants all rated Video E as more
understandable than Video D. The Brizilcohort rated them almost the same, much less
understandable than the versions in their NSL.
6.2.5.2 Comparing Scores for IS and NSL Detailed Content Questions

Content questions were asked about each video shown to participants, and
performances on this gaof the assessment of IS waeported in 86.2. Performance on
guestions about t hed diffeNént deesmrs of Dhe Baine eontéht E/ E 6
indicated further evidence of much less equivalence for audience members who attend IS
presentations #n their counterparts who see the same content in their known SL.

In 86.2.2.1, significant differences were reported about the comprehension of global
information (78%), main points (57%), and details (46%) in IS presentations. Also, this stark
differene is shown in comprehension of main points and details from the IS Videos, D and E,
as opposed to that of the 1 ocal sign |l anguage

these comparative results. Additionally, there was no significant difference preoemsion

of global discourse between the two groups (IS and NSL lectures). The fact that differences
are shown in main point and details further verifies findings about the quality and level of
information that IS audience members glean. By juxtaposiagcomprehension differences
between the two experimental treatment groups on detailed questions, one sees that some
groups understand two or three times less discourse information from IS than from their NSL

d much of what appears to be main points artdilde

Grand

JPN BZ (074 us AUS Mean
ISVideoD& E 18% 44% 47% 55% 5494 43%
NS Videos D' & E 64% 68% 86% 8690 7894 76%

Table 45 Average detailed and main point question scores for IS versus NSL videos

6.2.5.4 Summary of IS and NSL comparative comprehension

From the measures and results reported it is evident that there are not surprising
differences between comprehension of expository IS lectures and thosbseraed s NS L .
Not only are IS presentations rated less understandable by participants than NSL

presentations, but performance measures on a retell task show an average 24% loss of content
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from IS lectures than by NSL lectures. In addition, the informational content that appears to
not be fully understood by varied IS audience members are discotags ded main points.

6.3 Quantitative Data Analysis

6.3.1 Characteristics of participants who comprehend IS presentations

There is an abundance of quantitative data resulting from these comprehension
measures, as reported above. From these data, it is evident that participant understanding of
presentations is influenced by more than their country and SL origins, andatbeseme
trends that align with earlier findings in the Rosenstock study. Several characteristics are
noted by looking at the demographics of participants who were more successful at
comprehending IS presentations, as well as analyzing the demograpparsi@pants who
demonstrated the least comprehension.

In Chapter 3, a benchmark of effective comprehension was posed at 75% or better.
There were six participants who met or surpassed this point of reference on the two mair
measures of comprehensiénthe lexical identifications task and content question interview.
The top third (n=10) performed with a combined score of 75% or higher on the two measures.
Several of them also scored comparatively higher than others on recognition of fingerspellec
termsand numbers, and rated IS stimulus videos relatively high compared to the grand mean
Comparing t hese Acomprehender so wi t h t h
sociolinguistic factors for comprehending expository IS.

The next three tables providensmnary information about both groups of participants.
These are the top 10 who were able to understand IS lectures relatively successfully and th
lowestscoring 10 participants for whom IS is not a contact language of universal access. The
remaining middlethird (n=12) of participants scored variably around the average scores.
None of them demonstrated effective comprehension on the combined comprehension scor

although they had mixed success with lexical identifications and questions.

Combined
Score Mean IS
Lexical IDs Finger-spelling | AVG Numbers (Content Qs LexIDs +Qs RatingsB
Highest Scoring 10 92 60 68 75 84 4.2
Lowest Scoring 10 57 31 29 47 52 3

B ratings basedroscale of 15 (not percentage score)

Table 46 Average percentage scores for the top third

participants

and bottom third of all test
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The differences between the t vinoTabiegr6oup s 6
above are all stetically significant, (p<.05). First, | will discuss characteristics of
participants who demonstrated successful comprehension of IS lectures (Tablené
notices several similarities among the-smgoring participants. All but one have some degree
of bilingual knowledge of English, although there is a mix of monolingual NSL users among
some with knowledge of oth&Ls Nine out of 10 have a univengidiploma, and six out of
10 were raised by at least one deaf parent. Most of them report using 4®fsetléd) at least
six or many more times per year (or month) and most have extensive travel experience where
they have met and interacted with otheafdpeople. Four of these top third IS performing
participants are native ASL users, while most of the others report sEcange knowledge
of ASL. In terms of primary and secondary education, there are no real trends. Some
participants attended schodts the deaf where they used SL in the classroom and/or outside
of the classroom with peers. Two attended mainstream educational programs rather than
residential schools for the deaf.

Travel
Deaf Experience (# English
Frst S | Parent(s) | Edlucation | Age 1st learned S.|  School Info Useof IS countries) |AS_Knowledge| Knowledge |#of S.sKnown
AUSAN Y G 0 M SOMETIMES 36 some 2 3
(VAN N G 3 D OFTEN 17 Zero 12 1
(VAR Y G 0 B REGULAR 15 some 12 2
AL N G 2 D SOMETIMES 1 native 12 1
AL Y F 0 M RARE native 12 1
AL Mixed F 0 B RARE 1 native 2 1
(VAN N E 45 D WHERKLY 8 some zero 3
AL Y G 0 D RARE 6 native 12 5
(VAN Y G 0 B OFTEN 12 2610 12 1
AUSAN N G 4 B OFTEN 2 very little 2 3

Education Codes E=High School diploma; F=some universi®s >15yrs/graduated
School CodesM= Mainstreamed; D=Sign in and outside classroom; B= Sign only outside
classroom

Table 47 Sociolinguistic characteristics of participants who comprehend IS

Although most of the study participants expeced a large reduction in
comprehension of main points and details from IS discourses, the top scoring six (out of the
10 listed in Tablet7) gleaned more main points and details than other participants did. The
top six performing participant scores on global (87%), main point (83%), and detailed
information (68%) fell much closer to one another. Although these six participants were
successfuat gleaning information from expository 1S, as with all other cohort group members

main point and detailed information understood from IS Videos D and E (72%) was much
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lower than from their NSL VideoB 6and E 95%). This group of six were uniquely in a
position to gain information from IS compared to the rest of the participants in the study.
Comparing the above demographics with the sociolinguistic characteristics of the
lower third of participants (Tabld8), one notices that many of the participgmsforming in
the lower third report less knowledge of both English and ASL. Another major differences is
seen in the amount of travel experience and reported use of IS is less frequent. In terms c
education, all in this lower third are high school gradsiahalf of whom have attended some
tertiary education but have not yet completed a university diploma. Most of these participants
learned their NSL at a young age, although on average it was slightly later than the top thirc
performing cohort. Most of #se participants attended schools for the deaf where they used

their NSL in class and/or outside class with peers.

Travel
Deaf Experience (# English

Frst S | Parent(s) | Education | Age 1st learned S|  School Info Useof IS countries)  [AS_Knowledge| Knowledge |#of S.sKnown
AUSAN Y E 0 B SOMETMES 0 2610 2 1
LIBRAS N F 3 B RARE 0 Zero Zero 1

AR N E 20 B /R0 1 very little some 2

Ash N E 2 D =2 0) 0 some very little 2
LIBRAS N F 4 B RARE 0 Zero Zero 1

AR N E 14 D =2 0] 2 some very little 3

AS Mixed F 2 B SOMETIMES 2 native 2 1
AUSAN N E 3 M pi=20) 9 veryTittle 2 4
LIBRAS N F 2 B RARE 0 some Zero 2
LIBRAS N F 15 B SOMETIMES 0 2610 2610 1

Education Codes E=High School diploma; F=some universi@s >15yrs/graduated
School Codes: M= Mainstreamed; D=Sign in and outsidelassroom; B= Sign only
outside classroom

Table 48 Sociolinguistic characteristics of participants who did not comprehend IS

6.3.2 Analysis of Variables

In an effort to determine whether factors significantly correlate with comprehension of
IS, several variables were considered. Participants were grouped by demographic informatior
according to scores on measured aspects of comprehension. A series sfsanaye made
for several independent and dependent factors. Results indicate sociolinguistic patterns the
correlatewith improved IS comprehensi@nd are discussed in this section.

The following comprehemsn measures were of intere®:ar t i ¢ ubpecivet s 6
comprehension ratings of IS videos, their lexical identification scores, IS content question
scores, and propositional retell scores. These were the established measurements of how wi
a person understands IS expository text. Certain variabdes expected to correlate with

higher scoresResults of a series of Pearson r correlation tests are shown in4Beixéow.
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Across the comprehension measurememsanalysis indicates that understanding common

lexical signs in IS does relate stronglythwibetter performance on answering content

questions and a retelling taskhe grand mean of subjective ratings of comprehension was

also correlatedpositively with t h e

grand

questions For thevideo D retell task this was also the cdseparticipants rated their

understanding of Video Wvhich correlated with their actual performance on the retell. task

Upon cl oser

with ther performance on questions (for videos A, B1)D 6

anal ysis

however,

Independent Variables
Performance scores

Dependent Variables
(Significan

Correlation (R)

Ratings

Lexical IDs Score Content Questions R=0.6999;

p =0.000001
Lexical IDs Score (on Video D) | RetellTask R=0.6544;

p =0.0059
Combined Score (Video D Lexicq Retell Task R=0.6144;
IDs + Content Questions) p=0.0113
Subjective IS Comprehension | Content Questions R=0.7441,
Ratings p=0.0000T
Subjective IS Comprehension Retell Task R=0.6999;

p =0.000001

Subjective Comprehension for
each Video (AE)

Content questions for
each video

A: R=0.259; p=0.145
B1: R=0.086; p=0.632
B2: R=0.624; p=0.000
C: R=0.615; p=0.000

D: R=0.571; p=0.021"
E: R=0.600; p=0.014"
D6: R=0.
EO R=0.

351;

587;

A Positivelycorrelated; Significant at the .05 level

Table 49 Correlation results between performance measure

The amount of sign types, as well as the amount of signs from different ovigires,

alsbanal yzed

agai nst

participantsé

rat.i

ngs

performance on content questiond/ain effects were investigateahd esults from these

analyses showed no significaebrrelation between linguistic variables o¥ideos and
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Chapter 6 Study Two: Comprehension

constructed action, English mouthing, and varied sign origins) andipgtecnt s6 per f
on questionsA summary table oforrelation and regressidimdings is shown imTable50.
Participants in general perfoed significantly higher on questionfom videos that
contained more gesture signs (Videos B1 and B2) than #its@a moderate amount or much
less gesture (A, C, and D & EMHowever, he topic of Video B (both presenters) was
previously noted to be very familiar to many deaf people; therefore, it is not known whether
the increased amount of gesture alone, or thelitaity of the topic (orboth)influenced the
higher scores on content questionsideos with more or less CA enactment did not have

significant relationship t@articipantcomprehension scordasubjective rating nor caent

guestions.

Analysis Source Df |AdjSS | AdjMS | F-Value | P- Comment
Content question score value

VS.:

Amount of Gesture signs Factor 2 6737 3368.5 10.67 | 0.00" More Gesture-
(Hi, Med, Low) Error 77 24311 315.7 improved score

Amount of CA enactment Factor 1 292.9 2929 0.57 | 0.452 No relationship

(Hi, Low) Error 95| 48868.6 5144

English Mouthing Regression 2 4537.0 2268.5 453 0.13 | More mouthing +
(Hi, Low) Ling Factor Ling 1 2133 2133 043 | 0516 English L2 ->
(Eng, nonEng) SocLing FactorSocLing 1 4482.5 4482.5 8.95 | 0.003" improved score

Error | 105 52605.0

Sign Origins Regression 7 6085.6 869.37 3.27 | 0.006" Sign Origins->
ASL VideoSignOrigin 3 1725.6 575.20 2.16 | 0.103 improved score
Auslan* Signer L1 4 4610.5 1152.62 4.33 | 0.004" | only for ASLLI.
WFD Error 53 14093.8 265.92
Gestuno*

N The mean differences are significant at36&6 confidence level.
* ASL native users performed significantlywer on videos with more Auslan and mdeestuno
signs.

Table 50 Summary of main effects oflinguistic factors for IS comprehension

Other linguistic variables, such as English mouthings A8d sign origins Auslan,
and Gestunosigns), were correlated with higher scores on content questions only for
participants who know English as an L2 (for English mouthingsyloo are native ASL
users.There was no significant difference in content question performances on videos with
more or less Auslan, WFD, @estunacsigns for most groups. The exception however, is that
the ASL natives performed significantly lower on videoswaitore Auslan and mogestuno
signs. It is apparent (and not surprising) that the prevalence of English and ASL in
international communications benefits understanding of IS for those who know these two
languages.

Table51 reports on several sociolingtitsscharacteristics and the relationship of these

to IS comprehensiomeasuresAll results are main effectd.ravel experience is a factor in
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