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IX signs in Turkish Sign Language relative clauses:
A (re)analysis of variation
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Derya Nuhbalaoglu!, Okan Kubus?

Goethe University Frankfurt!, Hochschule Magdeburg-Stendal? Hochschule

Magdeburg e Stendal

How to explain this variation?

* Pointing (I1X) signs have a multitude of functions in sign languages
(e.g. pronominal, determiner, adverbial), which can be identified
looking at the formal as well as distributional properties of these
signs (Pfau 2011; Fenlon et al. 2013; Cormier 2014 inter alia).

* Potential RC markers in TID (Kubus 2016)
-> |n the process of grammaticalization
* Discourse governed (Kubus & Nuhbalaoglu 2018)
-> Track & disambiguate head nouns in the context

* One of the most interesting properties of the IX signs is their
optionality and varying distribution within as well as across
clauses.

* For Turkish Sign Language (TID), a varying frequency of IX signs
were observed in (non)final positions within (potential) Relative
Clause Constructions (RCC) (Kubus 2016).
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- Demonstrative / HOUSE ARRIVE IX THINK
determiner**

- Pronoun

- Adverbial (e.g.

locative)

IX N: (Re)Introduction &

Maintenance
N IX: (Re)Introduction &

Maintenance

- Pronoun
- Subject
or object

Grammatical
function:

‘The girl who arrived home was thinking.’

Discourse
context

SOFT SPONGE HARD FRONT BACK SOFT ABOVE

‘(You know) The soft sponge is hard in the front and soft at the back side, buy it/this one.

Open Questions

* |X signs identified as RC final in Kubus (2016) are re-analyzed as initiating a new
clause.

 Head nouns accompanied by IX sighs -> topics of the next contexts

 RCinternal (initial or medial) IX signs accompanying head nouns, equally indicate
the discourse status of those nouns ((Re)Intro and maintenance).

A general function of IX signs: to introduce and track discourse referents either
across clauses (locally) or within a larger discourse (globally).

 Can we observe similar distribution of IX signs in the elicited data?

* |n RCs which have clause medial IX signs or no IX signs at all, how can we make sure
that those are not periphrastic constructions?

* Can the path of acquisition give us a cue for development of RCs in TID? (e.g. young
children tend to use periphrastic constructions in Turkish (Sarilar & Kiintay 2011))

* Are there any differences between native and non-native signers in terms of
production of RCs/periphrastic constructions?
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