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« Register » and « style » ?

* Intra-speaker variation associated with particular
situations of use (Schilling-Estes 2013)

e Sijtuations vary according to (Biber 1995) :

Physical mode

Purpose

Interactiveness

Production circumstances
Relation among participants ...

* Language uses :

Phonology
Morphology
Semantic
Syntax ...




Weak hand lowering ?

‘TOPIC’




Reduction

* “changes in the segments [...] relative to what
would be expected in a careful pronunciation

of the same word or phrase” (Warner 2011)
1. Alterations
2. Deletions
3. Reduction of contrasts

* Informal styles contain more reductions than
formal styles (e.g. van Son & Pols 1999)




Reduction : Weak Drop

‘POSSIBLE’




Reduction : Weak Drop




Reduction : sigh lowering

Lowering of forehead located signs

‘OTHER’




Phonetics Sociolinguistics
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WHAT ? Internal factors Internal factors External factors

Phonetic context Age

Signing speed Lexical frequency Region
Contact type Lexical category Situational context
HOW?  Continuous variable Binary variable

Laboratory productions Corpora

(e.g. Tyrone & Mauk 2010, (e.g.Lucas et al. 2002, Schembri et al. 2006)
Russell et al. 2011)
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Research questions:

* How does the use of weak hand lowering
vary across multiple settings?

* Which features of the phonetic environment
contribute to weak hand lowering ?

* Does the influence of the phonetic
environment vary according to situational
contexts?




Corpus

Online Video Conference Narration Dialogue

Recording ‘ , ‘ , _ |
conditions Natural Natural Studio Studio

Discourse type

Explicative/ Explicative/ Narration Conversation
Informative Informative
Interactivity
- - - +
Audience _ _ _
Virtual 20 -100 people Conversation Conversation
partner partner
Preparedness
++ + +/ - -



Corpus : Hypothesis
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Corpus : Hypothesis




Coding

 Symmetrical signs

. No alternating movements
. No contact between the hands

* 35 tokens per context for each signer

. 533 tokens in total
. 176 sign types

e Measure of the distance
between the hands




Coding

Preceding and following segments

PRECISE




Coding

Hypothesis




3. Results
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1. Situational contexts

Weak Hand Lowering is significantly affected by context

Distance between the hands
25+ in each context

Mean Distance

MNarration Online video Conference Dialogue

Contexts




1. Situational contexts

Hypothesis

Online Video Conference Narration Dialogue

e

Results

Dialogue




KNOW RESTAURANT
« Do you know the joke about a restaurant? »

ENTER RESTAURANT CL:FOUR-PEOPLE

« Four old men enter a restaurant... »




1. Situational contexts

Weak Hand Lowering is significantly affected by context

Distance between the hands
25+ in each context

Mean Distance

MNarration Online video Conference Dialogue

Contexts




1. Situational contexts

Weak Hand Lowering is significantly affected by context

Distance between the hands .Sigﬂers

. Signer 1

25 in each context W Signer 3
I signer 4

U Signer 2
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Mean Distance
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Dialogue
strong WHL




Dialogue
moderate

WHL
&9




2. Phonetic environment :1 H vs. 2 H

Weak Hand Lowering is affected by the number of active
hands in its surrounding context

Preceding signs : effect of the number Following signs: effect of the number
of active hands on WHL of active hands on WHL
g g
g 10 g 107
” 1H " 1H
Preceding Signs Following Signs

m< m<




2. Phonetic environment:

1H-25YM-2ASYM-2P

Weak Hand Lowering is affected by the sign type of the
preceding segment

Preceding signs: effect of the sign type Following signs: effect of the sign type
on WHL on WHL

, A o-0.05

g g

8 &

8 g

= =
2P 2ASYM ” 2S5YM 2P 2ASYM H
Preceding Signs Following Signs

“asw | 2p 2Aswi| i
yr




3. Situational contexts + Phonetic
environment

Narration Online Video Dialogue
g J g J
' '
Careful Less Careful
250 tokens 250 tokens

=>|s the influence of the phonetic environment the same
in careful and less careful signing styles?




3. Situational contexts + Phonetic
environment

Significant interaction of the number of active hands in
the preceding segment and the signing style

Interaction of the number of active hands Interaction of the number of active hands
in the preceding sign and the signing style in the following sign and the signing style
Praceding Following
Signs . Signs
moH = moH
L p=0.1 L
3 3 30
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Careful Less Careful Careful Less Careful

Signing Style Signing Style




WHL as a consequence of the reduction
of the transitional movement




4. Other sources of variation

a) Stress

HOW HOW
Unstressed form Stressed form

b) Lexical frequency




3. Conclusions
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* Weak Hand Lowering is differently distributed across
registers

* Weak Hand Lowering is affected by the number of
active hands in the neighboring signs

e Strategies to synchronize both hands are different
depending on the register
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