*#  jkani/-kani counterfactual
?  -inihi/-noho climax
**  -imakoni/-mako  unusual, unexpected

Slot K Post-mood suffixes

from slot F

-re/-ra negator

from slot G

-ni/-no immediate past non-eyewitness
-bone/-bona  intentional

-ne/-na irrealis

-mone/-mona  reported

References

Buller, E., Buller, B. and Everett, D. 1993. ‘Stress placement, syllable structure and
minimality in Banawa’, International Journal of American Linguistics 59.280-93.
Campbell, B. 1986. ‘Repetition in Jamamadi discourse’, pp 171-85 of Sentence ini-
tial devices, edited by J. E. Grimes. Dallas: Summer Institute of Linguistics and
University of Texas at Arlington.
Campbell, R. 1988. ‘Avaliacio dentro das citagdes na lingua Jamamadi’, Série
Lingiiistica [Summer Institute of Linguistics, Brazil] 9(2).9-30.
Dixon, R. M. W. 1972. The Dyirbal language of North Queensland. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
1988. A grammar of Boumaa Fijian. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
1995. ‘Fusional development of gender marking in Jarawara possessed nouns’,
International Journal of American Linguistics 61.263-94.
1999. *Arawd’, pp 293-306 of The Amazonian Languages, edited by R. M. W. Dixon
and A.Y. Aikhenvald. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
2000. ‘A-constructions and O-constructions in Jarawara’, International Journal of
American Linguistics 66.22-56.
Dixon, R. M. W. and Vogel, A. R. 1996. ‘Reduplication in Jarawara’, Languages of the
World 10.24-31.
Ms. A grammar of Jarawara, from southern Amazonia.

6 Towards a notion of ‘word’ in sign languages

Ulrike Zeshan

1 Words and signs: on psychological and cultural validity

The question whether all languages have words may look like a nonsense
question to many people, the universal existence of words being regarded as a
truism in itself. Even though it is widely acknowledged that finding a strictly
satisfying definition of ‘word’ is as difficult as defining similarly universal terms
such as ‘sentence’ or ‘language’, the existence of words in all languages is not
usually questioned.

As with all putative language universals, probing the validity of the claim
depends crucially on looking at languages that are as ‘different’ as possible.
If many otherwise very ‘different’ languages share a certain feature, it is more
likely that this feature is a true universal than if only ‘similar’ languages are con-
sidered. The motivation for looking at the concept of ‘word’ in sign languages
lies exactly here: for what could be more ‘different” than a sign language? As
Anderson (1982: 91) puts it: ‘Comparison of spoken and signed languages can
be especially valuable because the parallels are so surprising at first, and seem
so automatic and natural after we have worked with them. The challenge of
finding these parallels produces important insights into the nature of human
language in general. So we can often learn more by studying a sign language
than by studying one more spoken language.’ This is of course not to ignore
that modality-related differences between signed and spoken language can be
just as revealing as the parallels between the two. Sign languages are of great
typological importance by virtue of their visual—gestural modality, which makes
them stand out as a distinct language type in opposition to the entirety of spoken
languages. Certainly, using the hands and body to produce a linguistic signal and
the eyes to perceive it should have consequences that mark sign languages as dif-
ferent from languages that use the vocal tract for producing speech signals and
the ears for perceiving them. Some possible modality-related differences at the
phonological level have been discussed by Gee (1993) and Anderson (1993).!

! Sign language research uses the terms ‘phonology’, ‘phoneme’ and so on, although their literal
meaning obviously does not apply. The terms are used to refer to sublexical units in signs at an
equivalent level of linguistic organisation as phonemes in spoken languages.
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This issue will be explored in more detail in §4 of this chapter. At this point,
it is sufficient to say that the more universal a feature of language organisa-
tion is claimed to be, the more imperative it is to consider its validity with
respect to sign languages. This is especially true in the light of the fact that
claims about universals of human language have always been based on evi-
dence from spoken languages alone. Sign language research is only just be-
ginning to enter the stage of linguistic typology, and considering the word
unit is certainly not the worst parameter to begin with on the way towards
integrating the findings of sign language linguistics with spoken language
typology.

It is quite striking that sign language linguists do not usually talk about
‘words’. Instead, it is the ‘sign’ that takes the place of the word unit in spoken
languages. The question is, of course, whether this is just a terminological
convention or whether there is some reason for referring to units at an equivalent
level of linguistic organisation as ‘words’ on the one hand but ‘signs’ on the
other hand. As in most cases of linguistic meta-talk, this issue has, to the best of
my knowledge, never been addressed explicitly. So in what way exactly does a
sign language sign compare to a spoken language word? Are they completely
equivalent, or are signs and words different in character, either essentially or
by degree? This chapter is an initial contribution to addressing this issue.

The initial justification for saying that the word and the sign are situated at
an equivalent level of linguistic organisation comes from the way sign language
users evidently perceive the signs of their sign language. In fact, they talk about
signs in very much the same way that spoken language users talk about words,
and there can be no doubt that signs as a unit have psychological and cultural
validity in deaf communities. A cluster of observations confirms this point.

“First of all, it is very revealing to look at meta-linguistic vocabulary in sign
languages, and there are some striking generalisations that appear across dif-
ferent sign languages. The central meta-linguistic term in all sign languages
appears to be the sign glossed SIGN, which may refer to individual signs as
well as the sign language and the signing modality in general. This sign is typ-
ically two-handed, with circular, alternating movements of the hands. A form
found in a number of sign languages is the one represented in figure 1. By
contrast, terms for ‘word’, ‘sentence’ and ‘language’ may arise via influence
from the surrounding spoken language, may be used with reference to written
language only, or may be lacking altogether.

A number of sign languages, including Indo-Pakistani and German Sign
Language, have no word for ‘language’, in the sense of either French ‘langue’
or ‘langage’. British Sign Language originally lacked signs meaning ‘language’
and ‘culture’ (Kyle et al. 1985). The present signs used to represent these mean-
ings have come into existence via the influence of spoken English. Similarly,
American Sign Language does have original signs for ‘word” and ‘sentence’.
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two open hands
moving in circles
alternately

Figure 1 SIGN

Their visual representational character, ‘word” being conceived of as a ‘small
piece’ in a sentence, and ‘sentence’ being conceived of as a ‘chain’ of words,
suggests that they are truly native signs. The current sign for ‘language’, on the
other hand, is a so-called ‘initialised’ sign. The process of ‘initialisation’ is a
common way for some sign languages to ‘borrow” a term from a surrounding
spoken language. It relies on the existence of a manual alphabet, where each
letter of the alphabet can be represented by a particular shape of the hand. In
American Sign Language, a word can be ‘borrowed’ from English by taking
a semantically similar sign and changing its handshape. For the ori ginal hand-
shape, one substitutes the handshape that corresponds to the initial letter of
the target English word. So the sign LANGUAGE is made with the handshape
that represents the letter ‘L’ in the manual alphabet, a handshape with extended
index finger and thumb.? :

In Indo-Pakistani Sign Language, the meta-linguistic vocabulary includes
signs for ‘word’ and “(written) line/sentence/subtitle etc.’, but these are pre-
dominantly used when talking about the written representation of a spoken lan-
guage, for example English or Hindi, rather than with reference to the signed
language. For the latter, SIGN is the usual term. Instead of a general term for
‘language’, two different terms are used to refer to either the ‘speaking’ or
‘signing’ modality. Terms for individual spoken languages are either the same
as signs for the country and its people, such as ‘German/Germany’, or the same
as the signs for writing the language, such as ‘(write) English’, ‘(write) Urdu’
(see Zeshan 2000b: 21f).

When deaf individuals talk about linguistic issues, they do so largely in terms
of “words’, using the term SIGN. For example, deaf signers in India and Pakistan
may state that the signs in different parts of the Indian subcontinent are similar

% According to a common convention in sign language research, signs are represented by English
words in capital letters in this chapter. The word stands for the sign whose meaning comes closest
to the meaning of the English word. When the form of a sign is important, graphic representations
are used.



or different, but they do not comment on grammatical differences. Hearing
and deaf people alike conceive — erroneously — of sign language as essentially
lacking grammar, so that once you have learned the vocabulary of signs, you
basically know the language (for more details on sociolinguistic attitudes, see
Zeshan 2000b: 19ff). A similar attitude can be sensed in the efforts of deaf
communities in various parts of the world to document their sign languages.
Inevitably, their first objective will be to produce a sign language dictionary, list-
ing the sign inventory and corresponding meanings in the surrounding spoken
language. Efforts in this direction, made independently of each other, have led
to sign language dictionaries produced by deaf associations in countries such
as Uganda (UNAD 1998), Tanzania (Tanzania Association of the Deaf 1993),
Pakistan (Sir Syed Deaf Association 1989) and Thailand (W rigley et al. 1990).
This is evidence for the strong relevance of the sign unit in deaf communities and
is not unlike attitudes of spoken language minority groups speaking languages
that have no writing system, no literary tradition and no written grammars.

2 Grammatical and phonological words in sign languages

The issue of delimiting words and differentiating between grammatical and
phonological words, as pursued in this volume, has not been widely discussed
in the sign language literature. Part of the reason for this is probably the fact
that complex grammatical entities consisting of a sequence of elements are
rather rare in sign languages. I will briefly discuss examples of two such cases,
compounds and host—clitic combinations, in §3.

The lack of complex sequential structure does however not imply that sign
languages are of a predominantly isolating type. On the contrary, si gns show
considerable morphological complexity. However, morphological complexity is
almost exclusively simultaneous rather than sequential. That is, morphological
modifications typically take the form of internal modifications to the form of
the sign. For example, various modifications to the movement pattern of a basic
sign can convey a whole range of aspectual and aktionsart distinctions. The
examples in figure 2 are from Indo-Pakistani Sign Language (Zeshan 2000a:
66ff). Another well-known type of simultaneous morphology that is found
across sign languages is the mechanism known as directionality. This process
can be used to convey the relationship between two arguments by moving the
hand from one location in space to another. The starting point usually cor-
responds to the subject or source of the action, the end point to the object
or goal of the action. In fact, there is a continuing controversy in the sign lan-
guage linguistics literature about what kind of relationship directional predicates
convey, a grammatical relationship (subject-object) or a semantic relationship
(agent-patient, source-goal). However, I will not go into the details of this
controversy here.
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.an<m_ou.“ single ‘develop gradually’:  [‘walk’: fingers ‘just about to walk’:
opening movement of stepwise gradual wiggling while  slight movement,

both hands opening of the hands  |moving forward then stopping short

Figure 2 Aspectual/aktionsart distinctions

closed hands closed hands
with finger e with finger
tips touching i tips touching
the thumb and uw the thumb and
oriented oriented
oEEma.m inwards move
move slightly slightly
forward towards the
repeatedly body
repeatedly

1sg-HELP-2sg 25g-HELP-1sg

Figure 3 Directional predicates

The mechanism of directionality (see example (2)) is similar to multiple
person marking on verbs in spoken languages, that is, the use of subject and
object affixes on a verb stem to express grammatical relations (example (1)
from Arabic):

(1) tu-saa’idu-nii
2sg:SUBJ-help:IMPERF- 1sg:0BJ
You-help me.

(2) 2sg-HELP-1sg (see figure 3)
You help me.

Modifications to the handshape can also convey morphological distinctions.
One type of morphologically complex construction involves handshapes in a
‘classificatory” function and will be discussed in more detail in the final section.
In another productive process known as numeral incorporation, a handshape
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‘one month’: ‘three ‘one year’ ‘three years’
flicking out months’: (Karachi (Karachi 4
one finger flicking out dialect): arc dialect): arc
from the fist three fingers movement with  movement with
from the fist one extended three extended
finger fingers

Figure 4 Numeral incorporation in Indo-Pakistani Sign Language

conveys a numerical value and is superimposed on a basic sign denoting the
unit (see figure 4, from Zeshan 2000a: 74).

Moreover, many grammatical functions are marked by facial expressions that
co-occur with the manually produced signs. In particular, clause types such as
interrogative, negative, conditional and so on, are typically marked simulta-
neously on the face in various sign languages (see Baker and Padden 1978,
Liddell 1980 for American Sign Language, Coerts 1992 for Sign Language of
the Netherlands, Zeshan 2000b for Indo-Pakistani Sign Language). A facial
expression may be the only way to mark a particular clause type, for example
yes/no-questions and subordinate clauses in IPSL..

The type of simultaneous morphology discussed here is quite different in
nature from what we typically find in spoken language morphology, which
is predominantly realised as sequential affixing. Rather, it is comparable to
the grammatical use of tone, ablaut and intonation in some spoken languages.
Possible equivalents in spoken languages include mechanisms such as vowel
alternations in English or German verbal paradigms of the type ‘sing—sang—
sung’, the use of intonation alone to mark questions in many languages, or
the systematic use of tone alone to mark morphological categories in tonal
languages. The closest spoken language equivalent, in terms of the extent of
simultaneous morphological derivations, might be the Semitic type of morphol-
ogy, with an underlying root and various superimposed morphological patterns,
as in Arabic;

(3) underlying root:  k-t-b
derived forms:  kataba ‘he wrote’, kitaab ‘book’, kaatib ‘writer’,
maktab ‘office’, maktaba ‘library’, aktubu ‘1 write’
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This type of morphological organisation has consequences for the applicability
of the criteria for wordhood status as discussed in the other chapters of this
volume with reference to various spoken languages. As far as phonological
criteria are concerned, the question is largely one of transferring comparable
phenomena to the signed modality. Of course, the term ‘phonological’ cannot
be taken literally when applied to sign languages, since there are no sounds
involved. Rather, the term has to be understood abstractly as referring to the
lowest sublexical level of linguistic organisation below the morphemic level
(see also §4.2.4 on sign language ‘phonemes’ and ‘morphemes’). In this sense,
concepts such as ‘syllable’, ‘intonation unit’, ‘phonological word® etc. have
been applied to the signed modality, chiefly with evidence from American Sign
Language. It would be beyond the scope of this chapter to discuss the various
approaches to sign language phonology. An overview of current theories can be
found in Brentari (1996). With respect to the phonological word that concerns us
here, the most elaborated recent approach is probably the one in Sandler (1999
and 2000). On the basis of evidence mainly from Israeli Sign Language, issues
such as proposed characteristics of the ‘canonical prosodic word’ (or phono-
logical word in our terms), the marking of phonological phrases and intonation
units, and phonological rules operatin g within and across phonological words
are discussed. According to Sandler (1999), the typical phonological word/sign
adheres to the following constraints:

(a) it is monosyllabic (Monosyllabicity Constraint);

(b) ituses only one set of fingers forits handshapes (Selected Finger Constraint);

(¢) is uses only one major body area (Place Constraint);

(d) it obeys constraints on two-handed combinations, such as the constraint
that two moving hands must be symmetrical to each other (Symmetry
Constraint).

Sandler (2000) discusses evidence for an entire phonological hierarchy in a
sign language, including phonological words, phonological phrases and intona-
tion units. The constraints on the form of a prototypical phonological word/sign
all seem to work together to reduce the amount of formational complexity within
a sign. When two signs come together to form a single phonological word, assi-
milation processes are at work to bring-the resulting form closer to the form
of a prototypical sign. We will see examples of this in §3 on compounds and™
clitics.

The evidence for the existence of phonological hierarchies in sign languages,
including the level of organisation -equivalent to a phonological word, seems
compelling enough, although the details of their characteristics have yet to be
worked out. After all, signing has a temporal as well as a spatial dimension and
thus needs to have some rhythmical structure. The problem is mainly one of
working out how to adequately identify and characterise each unit in the signed
modality.



On the other hand, there seem to be more fundamental problems with respect
to the applicability of criteria for the grammatical Eo& as used in m.._o other
chapters of this volume. I will briefly discuss three criteria here: cohesiveness,
order and conventionalised coherence and meaning.

Grammatical elements in a sign, in the prototypical case a basic form w«&
superimposed morphological derivations, always occur together in the sign
unit. However, it is not clear whether this can be taken as evidence for a par-
ticular grammatical status of these elements. This has to do with :._w _E;m.m_w
simultaneous nature of the sign. The fact that elements occur Homoz_nw in a sign
is due to purely articulatory reasons as much as to a putative grammatical status
of the unit. For instance, the numeral handshape morpheme in numeral incor-
poration (see §2, figure 4) is necessarily coexistent with the movement pattern
that stands for the unit. It would be physically impossible to produce a sign or a
movement pattern that lacks any handshape. Similarly, it Soca‘ be .:Euo@mmim
for a morphological derivation such as the gradual aktionsart amncmnwd (see §2,
figure 2) to occur on its own, for example in a sequence s&.ﬂm the basic form of
a sign would occur first and the abstract movement derivation E.MEE occur sep-
arately in a sequence. Therefore, the criterion of cohesiveness is considerably
weakened if taken as indicative of grammatical word status.

The criterion of order, with elements within a grammatical word always
occurring in a fixed order, is even more difficult to apply 8. a typical sign.
Again due to the sign’s simultaneous nature, it is mostly mz,ﬁcmm&._m to argue .#.,OH
any order of grammatical elements within a sign, with the possible exception
of directionality (cf. the sequential transcription in example (2) mvoﬁww but
even this interpretation can be disputed). To take the same wxm:ﬂv_mm as in the
previous paragraph, it is impossible to argue that the numerical handshape for
THREE and the sign for MONTH in a complex sign such as THREE-MONTHS
(see §2, figure 4) occur in any order. They are coextensive over the whole
duration of the sign. Similarly, in a complex sign such as DEVELOP-gradual
(see §2, figure 2), there is no sequential order of the sign DEVELOP mma.En
superimposed movement pattern that conveys the gradual m_ﬁmo.smmn Q@EAmm.Od.
It would therefore seem that the criterion of order is only marginally applicable
to signed languages. Its applicability is confined to particular cases of complex
signs, in particular compounds (see §3.1). . ‘

The remaining criterion, conventionalised coherence and meaning of a w._.mE-
matical word, fully applies to sign languages and is particularly m:.ﬁonmi inthe
comparatively rare cases of sequential combinations of grammatical elements,
as the discussion of compounds and clitics in §3 demonstrates. In-between cases
of semi-lexicalisation do occur (see Zeshan forthcoming), but they do not in
principle challenge the validity of the criterion. I will discuss semi-lexicalisation
in more detail in §4.
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In a way, the largely simultaneous nature of signs results in enhanced
coherence. Indeed, another consequence of this type of morphological or-
ganisation is that despite considerable structural complexity, the question of
word boundaries hardly ever arises because each sign, simple or complex, is a
self-contained unit. Most signs, even when they are morphologically complex,
are still ‘monosyllabic’, consisting of one movement or timing unit. Complex
‘polysyllabic’ signs, such as iterative aktionsart forms (‘do something repeat-
edly’) with repeated movement, mostly involve simple repetition of one and
the same movement unit. It seems that the grammatical unit (the sign with its
various superimposed morphological patterns) and the phonological unit (the
unit of manual sign production) almost always coincide, and there is usually
no problem in intuitively identifying words and word boundaries. However, -
I'will argue in §4 of this chapter that the linguistic problems associated with
the sign unit in sign languages lie elsewhere. They do not have to do with
identifying the unit, but with the nature and characteristics of the sign in com-
parison to the word. But before we turn to this topic, we will first take a closer
look at compounds and clitics in sign languages and discuss how the var-
ious criteria for word status, phonological and grammatical, apply to these
cases.

3 Compounds and clitics in sign languages

3.1 Compounds in sign languages

One environment where it can be difficult to determine the boundaries between

signs is compound formation. When two signs appear next to each other in

a signed utterance, they can be more or less closely tied to each other. They

may be articulated clearly separate from each other, or there may be certain

formational processes of assimilation between them, especially in the case of
fast or casual signing, or they may form one sign unit together and be regarded
as a compound.

Sign language researchers working on various sign languages have worked
out criteria for determining when two adjacent signs should be regarded as one
compound sign. The following list of criteria is taken from Zeshan (2000a: 82).
Some of the criteria apply to several sign languages (b, ¢ and d) and some may
be universal (most likely, a and e).

(a) There is temporal compression, with the first sign being shortened and
losing stress, so that the compound has about the same duration as a simple
sign (Klima and Bellugi 1979, Lucas and Valli 1995 for American Sign
Language; Gliick and Pfau 1997 for German Sign Lan guage).
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' ; ‘understand’: ‘little’: indicate  ‘stupid’: twist
‘ten’: hold up  “pass/success’: nmn_.amv_ leaving touch temple  small quantity _hand away
two open twist wristto  exam’: twist A A T ~from temple,
hands, palm  bring extended  wrist, changing finger finger and changing shape
facing thumb upwards  from o%aﬂﬂmun e of the hand
to hand wi
A extended thumb

Figure 5 Compounds in Indo-Pakistani Sign Language

iti vement and internal movement are eliminated 5.:._0 com-
. WM.WMM ﬂMﬁMmmmwwn Bellugi 1979, Lucas and Valli: 1995 for American Sign
3

(c) Wmﬂm_ wwwﬁmio:m assimilation processes such as nooom.w?n handshape .ﬂﬂ
similation (Collins-Ahlgren 1990 for New Zealand Sign Emmm.mov maw.
location assimilation (Gliick and mm%z MW[M,\_ for waqmmb Sign Language;

Valli 1995 for American Sign Language).

(d) Wcmwmmmwﬁm hand serving as the place of m:mnn_m:ws for D:M ﬂmn‘ﬂmwwﬂo
compound is retained in the other part as well QA:Em..Ea e w:mmm Gmﬂu
Lucas and Valli 1995 for American Sign Language; Gliick and Pfau 19

Sign Language). .
(e) Mﬂmohozh_:ﬂm om. the o%ﬂ@ﬂcna may not be _uam&oEEm. from .:E WMmuEm Mm
 the two simple signs (Lucas and Valli Gwm for American Sign sﬂ:mm nmﬂ
Obviously, the formational criteria Bonco_ﬁ.‘a above do not apply toa owwm :

of compound formation, with (a) being the likely n.xoomnos. Deletion o 1

peated movement and internal movement only applies if Ec_”m was any nwc

movement pattern in the original signs in the first place. m_:,.z _m:,_u\.u spre “. mmm

of a passive hand, i.e. the hand that is used as the ﬁ._mnm of articulation o_._n om .

which the other hand articulates, does not mwﬁ_x to signs ¢.<rm.~.n only one han :

used anyway. Handshape assimilation or _onmcoq_ mmmw.ﬂu_w:on ‘does :o‘ﬁ mww H_M

to compounds where handshape or place of articulation is Ew mME.n in e

parts of the compound to begin with. Figure 5 mroﬁm H.iw compoun mpm_ﬂm s

Indo-Pakistani Sign Language together with the individual signs to illus a

some possible combinations of formational changes — 8&603_ noszwmm__o:

and assimilation of handedness (one- versus two-handed) in the first example,

3 “Internal movement’ refers to movement within a stationary hand, such as finger wiggling and
wrist bending.
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temporal compression and location assimilation in the second example. Also
note that the meaning of the compounds goes beyond the meaning of the indi-
vidual signs.

The semantic criterion (e) is particularly important because it relates to our
criterion of conventionalised coherence and meaning, indicating grammatical
word status. Moreover, the two parts of a sign language compound always have
to occur together and in the same order. It is not possible, for example, to put
the sign PASS before the sign TEN and still obtain a compound with the same
meaning. Therefore, a compound is clearly one grammatical word.

Whether compounds involve one or two phonological words is less clear. The
various processes of formational reduction and assimilation seem to indicate
that the sign is ‘trying’ to behave like a single phonological word, in partic-
ular with respect to monosyllabicity. On the other hand, Liddell and Johnson
(1986) present evidence for a phonological break in between the two parts
of some American Sign Language compounds. The evidence is based on a
particular morphological inflection, the movement pattern of the unrealised—
inceptive form. This form is found with certain volitional, process verbs and
conveys the meaning of “just about to do something when. ..’ The morpholog-
ical process usually operates on the whole sign, but in the case of a compound
such as THINK-MARRY ‘believe’, it operates on the second part of the com-

pound only. Thus the authors conclude that compounds have ‘two phonological
parts” (Liddell and Johnson 1986: 95). It may be noted that the authors also
argue, mainly on Semantic grounds, that the ‘lexical compounds’ under dis-
cussion are monomorphemic. However, since the argument here concerns the
phonological level, I will not discuss this aspect of their contribution at this
point.

While American Sign Language is a very compound-friendly language, Indo-
Pakistani Sign Language has very few compounds. Moreover, Indo-Pakistani
Sign Language compounds do not lend themselves easily to arguments of the
kind discussed here for American Sign Language compounds, that is, arguments
about the phonological status of their parts. It seems that while arguments for the
status of compounds as grammatical words can be generalised across different
sign languages, the question of phonological word status may be language-
specific and must be determined on language-internal grounds for each sign
language.

3.2 Pronoun clitics in sign languages

Many known sign languages use pointing signs to establish locations in the sign
space for referents and to refer back to these locations in what is equivalent
to pronominal reference in spoken languages. The following mini-discourse
illustrates the principle: .
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SHOP-THERE

Figure 6 Host—clitic combination in Israeli Sign Language (from Sandler
1999: 241; 2000)

4) a. MAN Emnmzm-am._._.n WAIT
The man was waiting.
b. pointing-right IMPATIENT
He was impatient.

The most common pointing sign, also called msamx. wcw.a or simply Eaax,.non-
sists of an extended index finger pointing at a location in space (or at gww si mH.EH
and the addressee for first person and second person reference). The index MM_MO
has many characteristics that are akin to pronouns in spoken Enm:mmnm, an

the index is indeed often called a pronoun in H.rm sign _E._mﬁ.ﬁmmo literature.

One feature that the index has in common with pronouns in mno_ﬁmn _wum_..&wmm
is that it tends to cliticise. Interestingly, there seems to be evidence or index
cliticisation in various unrelated sign _m.:mcmmmm.; &E.ozm: the m_._nnoBmH._w Mml
ported are often not described in these terms. I will review some of the available

i in this section. .
0<MMMMWM ”Mwowmaomoagm two processes of index nmmowmm.mo:. of ng:rom%
the first one, ‘coalescence’, will be discussed vn.ﬂ because it is more straig H. or-
ward. In ‘coalescence’, a deictic index is m:o_:_n_mﬂ to g.go-rmsmon_. :omm MMM
The example in figure 6 shows the enclitic index point with the host sign Ed
Both hands first start to articulate SHOP, then midway ._..E‘onmw the n_os”:éa
movement, the index clitic appears on the im_.:.w.mnﬁ_ ,.ismm the _&..H _:EM__ er in-
ues to finish the articulation of SHOP. The cliticised _maux _Om.om. its sylla un:_%
the whole host—clitic combination being monosyllabic, consisting o#.m. single
movement unit in the rhythm of the signed sentence. Thus the TOmT.n_Eo nom.:w
bination forms a single phonological word. O.; the other hand, ,Em S.anx momw
is still a complete grammatical word, as indicated by the transcription of the

ination as SHOP-THERE. .
OQHUMMMMM%N%%Q_& formational analyses of the E:n cited _._n:mw ?E_HQ
evidence for index cliticisation can be found in the domain of grammatical w.: _Mw
as well. In Japanese Sign Language, questions are Emawma m:m_.mmmmamsn_w M_uw
aparticular facial expression, in the same way that questions may _wn marked by
intonation, mostly rising intonation, in spoken languages. In polar questions,
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the facial expression typically includes raised eyebrows and a slight head nod
or chin tuck on the last word in the clause (example (5), adapted from Morgan
2000). Syntactically, the word order in polar questions is often rearranged, so
that the question ends with an index point, or an earlier index point is repeated
in final position. In this case the rule for the assignment of the head nod is
slightly different: if there is a clause-final index point, the head nod co-occurs
not with the index point alone, but with both the index point and the preceding
sign (examples (6-8), adapted from Morgan 2000).

(5) --eyebrow raise
—~-nod
ASK-28g OKAY
Is it okay if I ask you (a question)?

(6) INDEX-25g BUY BOOK
You bought a book.

() TR — eyebrow raise

BOOK BUY INDEX-2sg
Did you buy the book?

(8) ---eyebrow raise
~——==m-m———---n0d
INDEX-25g SATO INDEX-2sg

Are you Mr/s Sato?

It seems obvious that for the purpose of head nod assignment, the index point
and the preceding sign count as a single phonological word. Although no details
of the precise formation of the index point are provided in the source and there
is thus no information about factors such as assimilation, shortening and so on,
it seems reasonable to interpret the data as evidence for encliticisation of the
index point to the preceding host sign.

A parallel case is the spread of mouth patterns in those sign languages where
they play a significant role, such as, for example, German Sign Language. A
mouth pattern is an imitation of the visible mouth movement that corresponds
to a spoken language word, and it occurs simultaneously with manual signs (see
Boyes Braem and Sutton-Spence 2000). Usually, each mouth pattern co-occurs
with exactly one sign of corresponding meaning. However, sometimes a single
mouth pattern may spread over more than one si gn, similarly to the spread of
the suprasegmental head nod in Japanese Sign Language. This indicates that
the two signs are closely connected and can be taken as evidence for host—clitic
status of a two-sign sequence. Compare these two utterances in German Sign
Language (with mouth patterns in double quotes):
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(9) a. “Mann da” (man there)
MAN INDEX
b. —“M ann”—(man) )
MAN-INDEX

ivalent mean-
In (9a), each sign is accompanied by one mouth pattern NM m@:ﬂ%ﬂ.&?ﬁﬁn
in Em usual pattern. In (9b), however, only the head wo . owoﬁlnmso i
nomm%m:mmo: has a mouth pattern, which spreads over the Q._w“__wn s g
: 1 ent, the
i th pattern assignment, .

i n. So for the purpose of mou .
_m_ﬂmhwﬂﬂ as one phonological word. Sandler ﬁooov. draws Eo VEMM o
EOE._ respect to the combination SHOP-THERE, which receives asing

ern xanut ‘shop’. . St
thﬁr_wmwn Sign Language also has index points that cormé%czo%%”wsn M 2
o . at bet ;
the encliticised forms in Israeli Sign Language. These v&ﬁ: mmEomw -
‘determiners’ in Zimmer and Patschke Swwow_.woamcosm awmrow i
i n, an
i t component of their own, . .

hortened, lacking a movemen it i e
MWEEB:mHEmE with another sign. In addition, the ?ﬁ.@domﬁ mm_muw,&.ﬁ.msm.wH mma
index signs are peculiar in that the direction of the no_E.Em._m in w Roeias
E%M., - rather than operating along the lines of localisation mw ) ) Mmmom

i : 0s
m_,h :mh.wmn pronominal reference that I have anmnz_uom above: A: S:.. ‘ mSQ__
mm,w terminers used with many different characters [i.e. msm&r E.ma A st
; r ﬁmﬂ the same location. In fact, the data indicate that signers ten s
o . : i i i ... Als
WMMQ._.@Q location that they use consistently for their m_ogmwuﬂ_mwr_w m—e
1 m.lo >, .,
i i haracter are not consistently : e
o'y i ill not address the issue of how
ion” (Zimme hke 1990: 205). I will no  issue |
location’ (Zimmer and Patsc 9 : . . e
mo Bﬁamﬂn the characterisation of these index points as Qoﬁwoﬁ:”:ﬁ o
HM ﬂ.o context of the present discussion, it mvoin_ O.:E be M_._o inv _.mmmamn"_ i
oints have lost phonological and grammatical s@m?. an Emww oo-oooE..izm_

Mm clitics by (a) losing a movement ooEwo_.._mE of qu OWH_ ) oo .

simultaneously with a host sign and (c) losing a meaningiul Specilic:

ion and orientation. o e
Momﬂzmwﬁam@ the following characteristics have Umnn mo_.mnw to occur W .
, i iticised i s: 4
i dates of cliticised index poin ;
ented cases or likely candi ol o
wmwnmwcsowommnm_w evidence: loss of syllabicity, loss of movement, loss of spe 5
ification for location; . . ‘ ) e

(b) syntactic evidence: clitic + host behaving as a single ,ﬂmwr mcnﬂﬁgw%m:mn f
mwm?uaoi of mrmnmmmm:a:»m_m (head movements, mouth pa » clitic 4
= -

i ing simultaneously; :

host sign occurring simul cou ‘ P
(c) ,?E&N:&. evidence: cliticisation occurs with elements th :
deictics, pronouns and determiners. opical wond. bt
A host—clitic combination represents one mvowm ogic: o m.m L

i : ional’ evidence is significant 1nso .
al words. The ‘functional” evi nificant ins g
me% classes have been found to be prone to cliticisation in spoken languag :
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' One difference between si

. toalayman is the fact that people use two hands for signing,
‘enly a single articulatory tract. With signs that are one-han

production of two words, so that, in the spo
‘nothing comparable to simultaneous words,

+ The simultaneous production of two words d
- ages, although this phenomenon has not been wi

the use of simultaneo
different word on eac

TTTTS s uongulLanBUAREY “—Qﬂ

mmiﬁovoogosmacuawﬁémg signed
and spoken languages at the level of the word. However, although the word/sign

unit can be determined in sign languages rather straightforwardly in most cases,
and coherent arguments can be advanced for more complicated cases of com-
plex words as well, this is not the whole story. Independently of identifying
signs, it is important to consider some properties of si £ns that go beyond mere
identification of sign boundaries, For example, how many morphemes does a
sign typically or maximally consist of? What can be said about the internal
structure of a sign? How much semantic information is transmitted in a sign,
and how is this information structured? What are the effects of having two ar-
ticulators (the two hands) in sign languages compared to a single articulatory
tract in spoken languages? Issues such as these are addressed in this section,

and we will see that signs do differ in important and very interesting ways from
the words of spoken _s._wcmmom.

4] Simultaneous words

gning and speaking that is immediately evident even
while speaking uses
ded, it is in principle

one with the right hand and
- By contrast, speaking does not allow the simultaneous
ken language medium, there is

oes indeed occur in sign langu-
dely documented yet. However,
lable evidence that there are very specific constraints on
us words. It is not at all the case that one may produce a
hhand at any time, so that signed communication would
ansmit information ata double rate. In fact, as we will see presently, the term ~
imultaneous words’ is somewhat misleadi ng. -

Lis clear from the avai
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Synchronisation of the two hands in m:.:ém:mo:m 49.% mc:ﬁww _.M.MMMM Waunw
patterns. An example of the first pattern is the following, from Indo
Sign Language (based on Zeshan 2000a: 124):
(10) right: PUNJAB Ezum. PESHAWAR m»ro&.:m;zmocx
left: ONE TWO THREE .
There are four (provinces): the Punjab, Sindh, the Peshawar (region)
and Balochistan.

This pattern is quite common in enumerations. One hand signs the items in %a

list, the other hand signs the numbers. The numeral signs EM held Mzzcﬂmm_.mm
. i xt list it indicated by the lines after each n

articulation of the next list item, as 1n :

sign. Note that at no time do both hands move at the same time, so that a pattern

such as in (11) is not allowed:

(11) *right: PUNJAB SINDH PESHAWAR BALOCHISTAN
left: ONE TWO  THREE FOUR

Although such a pattern would actually fit the term ‘simultaneous éo.am‘ _uomw
it does not occur, presumably because the processing load on both signer an

dressee would be too high. o o
m@ﬂ” other type of two-hand sign synchronisation also has to do with discourse

organisation. After atwo-handed sign, one hand remains in place while EM.Q_JM.
hand articulates further signs, as in this example Q.ummoa on Zeshan 2000b: !
the line again stands for the duration of the held sign):

ME SELF LITTLE-BIT DESIGN
(12) right: UNDERSTAND SQUARE COLOUR wmzo@m. 1

left: SQUARE : 34
You know, I change the colour of the picture and add some design myself.

In this example, ‘picture’ is expressed by the thumb and Em%ﬁmﬁm@.@om WMMM
i i long as the signer is talking abou
hands presenting a square outline. As . . ; ab
Eoﬂﬁmﬁﬂ:n left hand remains in place, while the right hand goes on m_mmsw.m hm
figure q with the sign LITTLE-BIT on the nmE hand, and the sign m.o e
on the left hand). A similar example is reported in Bergman and Ea:.: chn -
coming) for Swedish Sign Language. In each case, &m held _.om hand in icates
current discourse relevance of its referent. When the signer shifts to a new topic,
the left hand disappears. . . A .
nﬂmm intricate interplay of the two hands is a Soo.wmﬁma for which uoEEm
comparable can be found in spoken languages. It is one of the ?nn_mamam
modality-based differences between signed and mwo_nms ﬁﬁmcmmom and a small,
yet important part of what constitutes the linguistic ‘type W_M Em:mn_ _Hmn_m:m%omm
i ising it may be difficult to talk abou
Therefore, it should not be surprising that i . . :
the relationship between grammatical and phonological anm in these Em:.on“
constructions. The formulation of these concepts, based on linear sequentia
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... add a little bit to the picture . . .’

right hand: LITTLE-BIT (pinching motion of thumb and
index finger)

left hand: SQUARE (thumb and index finger extended
forming a right angle)

Figure 7 Simultaneous words in Indo-Pakistani Sign Language (from Zeshan
2000b: 110)

strings of elements, has simply not provided for cases such as these ones. To
say, for instance, that the sign SQUARE in example (12) is one grammatical
word that consists of two phonological half-words (the two hands), and that
one of these half-words can remain on its own and can by itself carry the full
meaning in the absence of the other phonological half-word, does not make

much sense. The parameters of description used in the other. chapters of this
volume are of limited use here.

4.2 The semiotics of signs

4.2.1 Iconicity in signs Rather early in the development of sign lan-
guage linguistics, people started addressing issues related to the effects of the
visual-gestural modality on language structure. Two recurrent themes appear
in the literature that seem to be of fundamental importance: simultaneity and
iconicity (see DeMatteo 1977, Mandel 1977, Armstrong 1983 for examples
of earlier discussions of iconicity in sign). While simultaneity has been dis-
cussed in §2 and further exemplified in §4.1, this section deals with the effects
of iconicity on the character of the word unit in sign languages. Of all topics
discussed in this chapter, this issue is of the greatest typological significance
and at the same time presents the greatest challenge to linguistic theory.

The iconicity of many signs is one of the first points noticed by people who
encounter a sign language for the first time. Iconicity is a non-arbitrary rela-
tionship between a symbol and its referent. There are various types and degrees
of iconicity, but these will not be discussed in detail here. A classification with
respect to sign languages can be found in Mandel (1977). In this section, I will
first start with some preliminary considerations about the nature of iconicity in
sign and then limit the discussion to aspects of iconicity that are relevant to our
notion of the sign language word. :

Ever since the Saussurean postulate of ‘Varbitraire du signe’, the linguistic
symbol has been conceived of as an arbitrary association between woB.. and
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s_. . . .
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H:Wm a feature unique to human language. The Q.Hama Mnm =nq M“ g
: i in si sents a serious challeng
: signs in sign languages repre: . § : =
M,sﬂmm M:owﬂaoﬂuoamo and phonaesthetic words and sounds in mm%_MMM.M :W : mﬁ
equivalent iconic ormaﬁonm:om in sign languages are not at M o anmmmﬂon_
_,M_@awni a substantial part of the vocabulary. w%wmmhuw:_,mmmﬂan o
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ime or even most of the time when they use an Hm,oao sign. mmwsa o
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tips of - right flat fist makes
thumb and hand taps contact
index left fist with cheek
finger twice on while the
touching the back wrist is
the throat j side of the twisted

fingers outwards
CLEVER THURSDAY PUNJAB
(Delhi dialecr) (Karachi dialect)

Figure 8 Arbitrary signs in Indo-Pakistani Sign Language

In the remainder of this section, I will discuss three types of form-meaning
relationships in signs, of which only the third type presents a serious chal-
lenge to current linguistic theory. For each Case, we will examine the semantic
compositionality and the semiotic type of the signs.

4.2.2 Arbitrary signs Not all signs in sign languages are entire] y or
partially iconic. Each sign language also has many signs whose form-meaning

relationship is entirely arbitrary. For example, the signsin figure 8 do not involve

any iconicity and are entirely comparable to the usual spoken language word.

0 conventional linguistic analysis.
ants to delimit and identify them,
blocks of the sign and are entirely

The sublexical units, whichever way one w
are non-morphemic, meaningless building
comparable to spoken language phonemes,

4.2.3 Lexicalisation of ‘classificatory’ constructions Another type of
sign has been discussed in detail in Zeshan (forthcomin

give a brief summary here with respect to the word unit

constructions.* In these constructions,
represents a particular type of referent,
movement of the hand express somethin

the handshape of one or both hands
while the location, arrangement and
g about the referent. Apart from the
movement path, the R_mmoumiﬁ be-
hand in space, and movement of the

fingers can all be morphemic. As is typical of the majority of sign language

. Eoﬁvohomw_ all morphemes are combined simultaneously.

2

see Zeshan (forthcoming), where I have argued that the term ‘classifier” is not really appropriate
wever, this aspect is not immediately relevant to the discussion here,
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e mw_o _m& moving it across a moving behind eac
R flat surface’) other”)

Figure 9 Lexicalised ‘classifier’ constructions in Indo-Pakistani Sign
Language
Three types of constructions have been associated with the term &mmawww ;
i " obj and lo-
i i 1 shape of objects, or the movemen
referring to either the geometrica : il
cation of a referent, or the handling of an o%m%r >~W_ EEM NMMMHMMQMHM&Q
i ive i i es studied so far, an
highly productive in the sign languag . . : i
mom_.nw of lexical enrichment. Originally answzé Ec.:ﬂoﬁwoﬂwwz MM_MM,“:
i icali i adually loses its semantic -
tions tend to lexicalise, and the sign gr . . e
i igns have a semantic structure on twi :
ality. Therefore, many of these signs : : . ’ evels
on w:n one hand, the sign is a fully conventional lexical unit é#avn Jﬁm:ﬁm _M
non-compositional; yet on the other hand, the cﬁmaw_ oﬁwﬂgmim:m HMMMM_W
is sti i surface in particular situations,
is still underlyingly present and may . i SE S
inguistic elicitati i the language. Figure 9 shows som
linguistic elicitation or poetic use of I C ure T
u_om one from each construction type, with both the o:msm_m noEqucM:wwmﬂa
{oscical itional meaning noted (examples are fro: 0
the lexicalized non-compositional g . . A
but identical or very similar forms can also be found in a number of other sign
languages). . o N ;
mm:o.m the lexicalisation process is gradual, it is not surprising :mm_u Ennws M ;
many cases of semi-lexicalisation where a sign is in-between a productive

i exicalised si e original composi-
timorphemic construction and a fully lexicalised sign whose orig

tional meaning is not synchronically accessible to signers. _M:o Q%Mmmawom oM
1gns i i i ists: when should a sign be include
ch signs is a major problem for lexicologists: w 1 <
M__S a Mnaong as a lexical entry and when should it g rmua_mﬂ by the gram
matical part of linguistic description? A detailed discussion of this @ﬂow_mammmn
be found in Johnston and Schembri (1999), with reference to Australian Sign
Language. : . ;
>m:5=mr these constructions present a challenge to the @Eoﬂ._nmg oriented
linguist, they do not in principle involve fundamental theoretical problems.
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In fact, the phenomenon is entirely comparable to a spoken language situation
where, for example, productive compounding leads to more or less complete lex-
icalisation of compounds. Liddell and Johnson (1986) discuss the semantics of
compounds in English and American Sign Language and give examples of lexi-
calised compounds with non-compositional meaning from both languages (e.g.
blackboard and breakfasr in English, THINK-MARRY ‘believe’ in American
Sign Language). Once one recognises the diachronic process of gradual lex-
icalisation, semi-lexicalised forms with partly meaningful components seem
natural. .
However, there does seem to be a difference between ‘classifier’ construc-
tions in sign languages and comparable phenomena in spoken languages as
far as the character of the sublexical units is concerned. While the parts of
lexicalised compounds in spoken languages are ‘ex-morphemic’ and therefore
not synchronically meaningful, the parts of sign language ‘classifier’ construc-
tions are also ‘ex-morphemic’, but still partially ‘meaningful’ because they still
carry their original iconic value. The issue is further complicated by the fact
that in sign languages, semantic compositionality does not necessarily entail a
morphemic status of sublexical units. That is, a sign may consist of sublexical
components that are meaningful due to their iconicity, but, as the discussion in
the next section will show, this does not automatically mean that they are or have
ever been morphemes. As McNeill ( 1992) notes, even gesture is semantically
compositional (the ‘synthetic nature’ of gesture), yet the components are not
morphemes in the linguistic sense of the term. In Zeshan (forthcoming) I have
argued that ‘classifier’ constructions descri bing the handling of entities are only
weakly grammaticalised in Indo-Pakistani Sign Language, yet there is a large
number of fully lexicalised signs based on ‘handling’ constructions. It therefore
seems possible in sign language to have semantic compositionality directly car-
ried over from a gestural origin, without first going through a ‘morphological’

stage. This is a type of lexicalisation channel not found in spoken languages.
- Also note that even for the more grammaticalised ‘classificatory’ constructions

itis not entirely clear that a description of the sublexical components in terms of
‘morphemes’ in the usual sense is adequate. However, since it would be beyond
the scope of this paper to-pursue this issue further, I have gone along with the

traditional ‘morphemic’ analysis in this section.

4.2.4 ‘Phonosymbolism’ in signs Both arbitrary signs with non-
morphemic, meaningless components and lexicalised ‘classifier’ signs with ex-
morphemic, partially meaningful components constitute a'substantial part of
the vocabulary in signed languages. From a semiotic point of view, there is yet
a third type of sign which is also commonly found in sign languages and also
constitutes a sizeable part of the lexicon. In this type of sign, the sublexical
units are not morphemes and, unlike lexicalised ‘classifier’ signs, have never

Te
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been morphemes in their history. Yet they are Gmmsmzm?m m.cmﬂﬂo H.:a:. MM”MM
ity. The existence of non-morphemic, yet meaningful sublexical units seriously
challenges the traditional concepts of phoneme and morpheme.

The situation in sign languages Rmna_.u_om the case of wnono&% s
spoken languages. Malkiel (1990) describes phonosymbolism anc .mmw. e
retical questions that arise when one takes the mrnzoao:osa mm:on_w mzm.oE._a
appeal to phonosymbolism simply means EE.Ea mﬁm:ﬁ en _oém 4
at issue with the ability to convey, in conjunction with ﬂ.::on elements, -
tain message of its own, with being, for oanog the carrier of a EHHQ.,:M =
necessarily minimal, semantic ooaanﬁu ﬂ:m. appeal @@:mwommmmn MM: %57
sion of a very widely held, almost axiomatic m‘mmcaw:o? namely v
phemes rather than phonemes are the smallest units o_*. mwomom that mm.m.omw%@ﬁ:
with this power to transmit ingredients of meaning ﬁgm:cm_. GA 3 os«n
cases of phonosymbolism, individual sounds or sound ooE_wEMmm,m M " mum.
a certain ‘sound-image’ that goes with a particular mmamsmn leld, s :
the initial sounds in English splash and splatter, or combinations mcﬂ mm
helter-skelter, flim-flam, and the like. These sounds and wmzmﬁm ac. EW_M %_M_
ever, behave as morphemes. Examples of mmobo.mwﬂ_uo:m:._ given A_Hs / M_ =
(1990) include: the vowels o and i, Edmm-__nmc_.mnnm:w associate wi -
concepts of ‘roundness’ and ‘smallness’ respectively; ..onoammo@ogn SMMA ;
such as Russian xdxot ‘outburst of laughter’, German »wanwmm: to caw, %H.B :“
or French cliguetis ‘clanking, clatter, jingle’; and m.d.m:m: verbs en M H._m”
‘consonant+1’, such as wobble, wriggle, straddle, giggle, ..a._wﬁm. prattle MM.,
correlating with situations that are somehow ‘non-neutral’ as oﬂaﬁﬂw 4 no
near synonyms such as laugh (~giggle), talk (~prattle), .,mwna%m ( . mwms ; :
Signs and their components are often of a ‘phonosymbolic” character mn sig
E:Hm,% mewun@ this issue in all detail, one would nmnn_, to write a éro._w paper of _H
own. Therefore, I will just illustrate the nature of ﬁqono.mﬁ:vo:r ‘mwmnw wi
a few examples at this point. The easiest case _H,sa an Honom:w EoanMo Hmmma
is an indexical sign, with the hand or fingers _.uoE::m at 5@. referent. om: MH.
Pakistani Sign Language sign for ‘body’ consists of the two index fin mm_,mw ng
tips towards the body, running downwards along .Sm torso. b_mvocm e Mm:
components are clearly meaningful, with Ea. 58:@5 &. nwm sign corresponding
to the referent and the hands in the prototypical ‘pointing” handshape, it seems

bolism in

to make no sense to think of them as morphemes. Note that, by contrast with -

the lexicalised “classifier’ signs, there is no literal reading ‘two parallel __._Enm on
the torso’ or ‘fingers drawing lines on the torso” that would make much sense.

Rather, the pointing act itself is the iconic motivation for the sign. g !

The form of many signs in sign languages is motivated by metaphorical links
between the form and the meaning of Em sign.
signs sharing the same metaphorical basis.

Often there are a number of .
Signs that share an aspect of their
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crooked index finger index finger
index describing describing
fingers on circles near circles above
both hands, the head the wrist
hands
circling
alternately

ENEMY CRAZY OVERTIME

(Karachi dialect)

Figure 10 ‘Phonosymbolic’ signs in Indo-Pakistani Sign Language

meaning and an aspect of their form are known as ‘sign families’ (Klima and
Bellugi 1979: 81). In Indo-Pakistani Sign Language and other si gn languages,
a number of signs from the semantic field of cognition have a location at the
temple, the metaphorical ‘seat of cognition’. Signs that have to do with time
are often made at the wrist location. Yet these locations do not function as

morphemes in the way that, for Instance, the beginning and ending locations

£l

metaphor occurring in a great many spoken languages as well. This is similar
to cross-linguistic phonosymbolism of the type ‘i = smallness’. In individ-
ual sign languages, particular handshapes may also carry semantic content. In
Indo-Pakistani Sign Language, for example, a handshape with only the index
finger extended and crooked, originally based on pulling the trigger of a gun,

15 associated with meanings involving some sort of violent conflict, such as
the signs for ‘army’, ‘war’ and ‘enemy’. This is similar to the examples of
language-specific phonosymbolism mentioned above. Note that the term ‘sign
families’ indicates there is a meaningful connection between the members, yet
they are not described as being morphologically derived from each other, nor is
there any morphological process that would derive these m.mmbm from each other
or from any underlying form.

m.mnm_goo:wammﬁmmodum:n Enwi:mo?:mmmmnm represented in figure 10,
all of which are partially motivated. ENEMY uses the crooked index finger
handshape symbolising violent conflict, CRAZY uses the temple location sym-
bolising cognition, and OVERTIME uses the wrist location symbolising time.
All of these signs have circular movement patterns, yet it does not make much
sense to regard this movement pattern as morphemic in the same way that, for

example, movement patterns for aspect and aktionsart derivations are mor-

-phemic. Rather, the movementin ENEMY is (arguably) meaningless, the move-
- ment in CRAZY is based on another metaphor (the internal working§ of the




brain), and the movement in O<mW,E.<:m has yet another motivation, mgﬁw_wﬂwm
sing duration. Note, once again, that literal readings based on a %ﬂ%m%o&g
organisation of putative morphemes do not make Ecmr. sense. _S nEm e Nm
a long thin object and moving it across a mm: surface is an accep i
reading of ‘write’, a circumlocution such as _.m_ummmma circles H.gﬁz to the ! mm
or even ‘a time duration with reference to the head’ are not viable morphem
he sign CRAZY.
m:ﬂww MMMM ﬂ_msmFMﬁm iconicity, the analytical problems are ‘Em mmEo. mmo”w_..
phonosymbolism, except that in muowg. languages, .z_n w.m_maeﬂw y Hm_.mﬁow -
rence of phonosymbolism makes it easier for the linguist to Hmﬂoa HH. s
that it is entirely possible that there are languages that _.:mwo muc maﬂ .om. ﬂﬂ e
of phonosymbolism than the *Standard ?&Emn European _N:wmz.@wom1 u L
their true character has not been recognised because the anmonﬁawﬁ w%m_,m.cd
used by linguists is inadequate to deal with such @wmﬁoﬂgm. WQM_”_ Erw“d:ﬂﬂ#
language research could throw new light .n.,.,n.mcn: situations. For e sheer >
ber of iconically motivated signs makes it impossible to discount _nMEo_Q :
some obscure ‘exception’, as has been the (often unacknowledged and unjus ~
fied) tradition in spoken language :nmmmm:.nm. Ko_.oocnﬂ the m.mEmE_o mo””m“,__
carried by ‘phonosymbolic’ elements in signs is not at all minor or minimal,
i tial.
vﬁ_wwwﬁmwwwmwmw«%ozm_u_o conclusion from sign E:m:mmm mmﬂm such as n_o%
presented in this section is that total arbitrariness .om the linguistic mv\awa is not
a necessary feature of human language. Wmmrm‘ﬁ sign languages allow Mz. a N@M
of linguistic symbol that is of a different semiotic status than the :.maw .Muo or
language word. The ‘meaning-bearing’ structure OM these &oam,. _m?__ %M.M.M i
allowing for sublexical units that are no:.-Eo.%wwE_P yet Ewmn_“nm ; o
over, this type of word is not at all Eﬁm_:m_ in sign Enmcmmmm\ :NRMR_ .
a substantial part of the vocabulary. This E,mcanmﬁ is of great typo ow_nm mw
theoretical importance, given the fact that the mag.g nature of :._mn.cEmEm ~_n
symbol is so deeply entrenched in contemporary :.umEmcnm mm to v.n,mnnﬁim w
self-evident. The very nature of the concepts of m:o:oﬁm and Eoﬁ_ nE@Q
is necessarily challenged when sign languages are considered seriously an
ibed in their own terms.

aom%”._“_ummn”m&o: of data from various sign languages has mro,.am Em_H the m_.,.:m
cepts of phonological word and mnﬁﬁ.&m:o& word can _um.‘Eomﬁnmwa y mﬂm hMa
to sign languages, although the definition of .&,m grammatical wort __m wea ﬁwg %
due to the unusual simultaneous character of sign _m.bmcmmm morphology. ;
the two units are almost always coextensive in the m_m:.wmnmcmmmm w:o&:. so far,
there are instances of mismatches that parallel the Eumm:mﬁormm found in m.ﬁom
ken languages. Thus, one phonological word may .no:m_m” of two mﬂ.mﬂ.sammcom
words in host—clitic combinations and one m._.mEBm:o.E word may consist o Eﬁ
phonological words in compounds, at least in some sign languages. However, it

TTTSeM s awuunoUL WAOLUL L 31N 1aLE UAges 177

seems that, from a language typological point of view, the relationship between
grammatical and phonological word is not the most interesting aspect of the
sign unit. The discussions of simultaneous words and the semiotics of signs
have shown how the signs of sign languages may go beyond the horizons of
what is known about spoken language words. The typological and theoretical
importance of sign languages is all the more evident in cases where linguistic
universals - or rather, what had been taken to be linguistic universals — suddenly
appear in a new light altogether.
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