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Feature opposition in selected feature types

BACKGROUND

Previous studies have evaluated lexical variation —
especially in micro-community sign languages and
homesign systems — by tracking both the “iconic
prototype”’/“sign base"® as well as variation in
phonological form.®>2!

For example, Figure 1 shows three lexical variants for
avocado from Kenyan Sign Language (KSL), with two
conceptual sign bases. In Fig.1a, avocado is represent-
ed by its size and shape when held in the hands. In
Fig.1b and 1c, a different sign base depicts the remov-
al of the avocado skin with the dominant hand, while
the non-dominant hand represents the avocado itself.
In 1b and 1c, the specific shapes on each hand differ,
while the location and movement are the same.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

What are the effects on form (phonology)
when multiple lexical signs share the same
conceptual sign base / iconic prototype?
* What is conventionalised?
+ What is the evidence for different lects?
o national lect, dialects, idiolects
+ How does the phonology of signs differ?

TARGET DATA
Signs in Kenyan Sign Language
with these four meanings:
town, city,
hill, mountain

METHODS

PARTICIPANTS (36 signers)

Gender. 31 new participants recruited, balanced for
gender: 16 female, 15 male. 5 signers from previous
data: 3 female; 2 male.

Figure 1. Lexical variants for ‘avocado’ in KSL that use different iconic prototypes:
(a) size & shape of avocado as held in hands, (b,c) how avocado skin removed

Age. Only adults recruited. Age was not controlled; the

Prior studies have evaluated variations between lexical largest group is 25-35yrs (Fig. 2).

items elicited from pictures; e.g., butterfly, guava, hospital.
Thus, the analysis is typically focused on form varitions
around one lexical meaning at a time.

However, what happens when the same sign
base/iconic prototype is used to represent more than
one lexical meaning? The current study evaluates a
cluster of four concepts in KSL that use the same
visual referent:

number of signers

Figure 3. Map of locations of signer hometowns
(gray borders are counties)
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Figure 8. Contrasting features in 100 pairs that differ by 1 feature (minimal pair, ®) or 2 features ();

Figure 7. Degrees of phonological difference by features between pairs in the cluster (signs in compounds not included) (36 signers x 6 pairs, excluding pairs ith compounds or missing signs; sorted by # minimal pairs)




