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Abstract

Regional variation between the Beijing and Shanghai varieties, particularly at the lexical level,
has been observed by sign language researchers in China (Fischer & Gong, 2010; Shen, 2008;
Yau, 1977). However, few investigations into the variation in Chinese Sign Language (CSL)
from a sociolinguistic perspective have previously been undertaken. The current study is the
first to systematically study sociolinguistic variation in CSL signers’ production and
comprehension of lexical signs as well as their language attitudes. This thesis consists of three
studies. The first study investigates the lexical variation between Beijing and Shanghai
varieties. Results of analyses show that age, region and semantic category are the factors
influencing lexical variation in Beijing and Shanghai signs. To further explore the findings of
lexical variation, a lexical recognition task was undertaken with Beijing and Shanghai signers
in a second study looking at mutual comprehension of lexical signs used in Beijing and
Shanghai varieties. The results demonstrate that Beijing participants were able to understand
more Shanghai signs than Shanghai participants could understand Beijing signs. Historical
contact is proposed in the study as a possible major cause for the asymmetrical intelligibility
between the two varieties. The third study investigated signers’ attitudes towards regional
varieties of CSL and Signed Chinese via a questionnaire. The findings demonstrate that older
signers tended to have a conservative attitude towards their comprehension of regional signs
of CSL, and that participants of both regions tended to ascribe high solidarity to their own
varieties and high social status to Signed Chinese. This study has expanded our knowledge of
sociolinguistic variation in Beijing and Shanghai signing varieties, and lays the groundwork
for a future comprehensive study of the regional varieties in CSL. This study may also serve
as a useful reference for official sign language planning in China including such issues as
promoting a standardised lexicon across China and offering qualifications for CSL learners and

interpreters.
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Impact Statement

This research investigated the sign language used by deaf people in China from a
sociolinguistic perspective. The use of lexical signs, comprehension of regional signs, and
attitudes towards the varieties among the signers were found to vary along social and linguistic
factors. It is hoped that the findings obtained from the research will have an impact on linguistic
studies of sign languages, language policy and public awareness of the deaf people in China.

The study of Chinese Sign Language (CSL) as a language started relatively late compared
with work on other sign languages. The current study is the first systematic investigation of
sociolinguistic variation of lexical signs in CSL, with data collected from deaf signers in
Beijing and Shanghai. The study thus lays the groundwork for future research on a
comprehensive study of regional varieties in CSL. The results from this research will be written
up for publication, to disseminate both across China and abroad, and to serve as reference
materials for teachers in deaf schools, sign language interpreters and sign language researchers.

Another benefit arising from the current research is the potential for contributing to language
policy making on sign language in China. Until recently, language policies on Chinese Sign
Language in China have placed the focus on promoting a standard sign variety, while possibly
neglecting the variation in natural signing used within the deaf community. With the increasing
amount of research that has been carried out on natural sign languages in recent decades, this
tradition is now undergoing some changes. The current study thus can serve as relevant
reference for language planning on issues such as implementing a standardised lexicon across
China, and the data collected for the study can be shared to CSL learners and sign language
interpreters as learning materials.

Finally, the research helps promote to the public the language used by the deaf community
of China. Deaf people in China are socially marginalised and are seen by many as just disabled

individuals. This is reflected by the overall negative attitudes towards deaf people in public.
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This research, which explores the signing used by deaf signers in China, aims to see the deaf
community in China as a cultural and linguistic group and hopes to contribute to the public
awareness of deaf community in China.

In summary, this research has demonstrated that Beijing and Shanghai signers’ production
and comprehension of regional signs and their language attitudes are systematically related to
the social and linguistic factors of the users. It is hoped that the findings of this research will

have real impacts both immediately and incrementally in the future.
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Part 1. Introduction: Sign Language in China

Chinese Sign Language (CSL) is the language of the Chinese deaf community. Linguistic
research on Chinese Sign Language began in the late 1970s, with Yau (1977) analysing the
phonological parameters of lexical signs in CSL and investigating the formation of name signs
used by deaf people in China (1989). The book Longren Shouyu Gailun (in English ““An
Introduction to the Deaf Sign Language’), written by Fu and Mei (1986), was the first to
address the morphological and syntactic structures of CSL. It was not until recent decades that
research on CSL has begun to flourish, with most of the published work focusing on theory-
based approaches to the linguistics of CSL (for example, see Yang & Fischer (2002) for the
analysis of morphological and syntactic features of negation; Zhang & Zhao (2010) for the
phonological study of CSL). The sociolinguistics of CSL, however, remains under-examined.
The current thesis aims to provide a preliminary description of sociolinguistic variation in
Beijing and Shanghai varieties of CSL. The overarching research question addressed in the
thesis is: How do sociolinguistic factors affect the production and knowledge of, and attitudes
towards, the lexical signs used by Beijing and Shanghai deaf signers, and how do these three
aspects relate to each other?

To answer this research question, three studies have been carried out, looking at lexical
variation (Part 2), lexical comprehension (Part 3) and language attitudes (Part 4). Specific
research questions for each of the three studies are addressed under the each of the three parts.

To explain the motivation behind these research questions, Part 1 (i.e., Chapter 1 - Chapter
4) provides background information on CSL, deaf education, deaf community, and language
policies in four separate chapters. Chapter 1 describes early use of the term Zhongguo Shouyu
(“Chinese Sign Language” in English) and how it is perceived by different groups of people.

Chapter 2 introduces deaf education in China by looking at some of the earliest deaf schools



established by foreign missionaries and the manual systems used to facilitate oral learning by
deaf students. Chapter 3 provides a description of the deaf community in China, with two
subsections introducing the regional varieties of CSL and language attitudes towards Chinese
deaf people and their language respectively. The final chapter in Part 1 describes the language
policy implemented by Chinese authorities to promote a standardised lexicon via a book
Zhongguo Shouyu designed for general use by deaf and hearing people in China. As a part of
the outcomes of that policy, sign language interpreting on television is also described in a

subsection of Chapter 4.



Chapter 1. Chinese Sign Language (CSL)

Chinese Sign Language is called Zhongguo Shouyu in Chinese, where Zhongguo means ‘China’
and Shouyu refers to ‘hand language’. Traditionally, the term Shouyu not only comprises the
signing used in the Chinese deaf community, but also includes gestures and mimes used among
the hearing. Callaway (2000) suggests that the term Shouyu deflects attention from other
essential components of communication in signs, such as mouthing and facial expressions.
This chapter is grouped into three sections revolving around Zhongguo Shouyu. The origin
of Shouyu, together with its historical records is presented in Section 1.1, and a description of
how the term was perceived by different groups of people is presented in Section 1.2, followed
by an introduction in Section 1.3 about Signed Chinese, which is sometimes equated with

Zhongguo Shouyu by the hearing community.

1.1 Ancient records of signing in China

Mentioned in Fu and Mei (1986), the earliest record of Shouyu appeared around 618-907 AD
in a martial hero romance named Negrito Slave (Kunlun Nu in Chinese), in which the term
Shouyu originally referred to a form of communication used by hearing people. The book
narrated that the heroine, who had been forced to join the harem of a court official, used Shouyu
to secretly communicate with the hero who then managed to help her to escape with the aid of
his slave.

The record of natural signing in China first appeared as “Zhihui’ in a book named ShiJi (in
English “Record of the Grand Historian) written by Sima Qian from around 104 to 91 BC. In
the ancient Chinese prose of that period, the signing used by deaf people was referred to as
‘Zhihui’, *Shoushi’, or ‘Zhihua’ instead of ‘Shouyu’. The term ‘Zhihui’ was used in a chapter

in ShiJi called ‘the Biography of Huaiyin Hou’ to refer to deaf people’s signing:



“Better a wasp bent on stinging than a hesitant tiger; better an old nag plodding safely along
than a hobbling thoroughbred; better a common man determined to act than the bravest hero
vacillating! You may be as wise as Shun and Yu, but if you mumble and do not speak out, you
are less use than a deaf mute making gestures!” (translated by Watson, 1971:227)

Another early description of a deaf person using signing to communicate with his family
and neighbours was found in a biography of a deaf man living in Qing dynasty (from 1644 to
1911). The biography describes how the deaf man communicated with his hearing mother and
neighbours through home signs, facial expressions and gestures. Many signs in the biography,
such as the signs for BREAD and FISH, are still in use today (Yang, 2008). Gao and Gu (2003)
identify two types of lexical signs in ancient Chinese signing. The first type is what people
normally call ‘signs’, i.e., gestures of hands and bodies with their own meanings; the second
type is called “drawing signs’ (in Chinese Shukong), where the signer used the index finger of
one hand (usually the dominant hand) to draw a Chinese character on the palm of the other
hand, and the character-mimicking and tracing signs used by the deaf people today are claimed

to be extensions from these drawing signs.

1.2 The term ‘Chinese Sign Language’

Although the term “Chinese Sign Language’ (CSL) has been well accepted internationally as
the sign language used in the Chinese deaf community, its Chinese equivalent, ‘Zhongguo
Shouyu’, has been used with several different meanings. For many Chinese linguists, the term
refers to the natural sign language of Chinese deaf people (Gong & Fischer, 2012; Piao, 1996;
Yang & Fischer, 2002); it has also been used as an umbrella term to cover all signing systems,
regional varieties, and manual alphabetic systems used by deaf people and hearing signers
(Yang, 2015; 2016); for many hearing teachers in deaf schools, the term refers to Signed

Chinese (see Gong & Fischer, 2012:500; and see Section 1.3 for the description of Signed



Chinese); finally, it is equated by many hearing people with the official standardised lexicon,
which is also called Zhongguo Shouyu.

The term Zhongguo Shouyu, with the meaning of ‘Chinese Sign Language’, was first used
in 1988 when a revised edition of the official book Longyaren Tongyong Shouyu Tu (in English
“Illustrations of Signs for Common Use among the Deaf and Mute”’), published by the Chinese
Deaf and Blind Association in 1979, was renamed as Zhongguo Shouyu. The name was used
in the next three revised editions (see Section 4.1). The use of this title for the official book has
caused confusion to the public as the lexical signs adopted in this book did not fully represent
the natural signs used by Chinese deaf people (Shen, 2008). The division between the
standardised signs introduced in the book Zhongguo Shouyu and the signs used by deaf people
thus has been blurred, since this book has been used as the textbook for many CSL learners,
particularly hearing CSL learners. To distinguish Zhongguo Shouyu signs from natural signs,
the term “deaf people’s Shouyu’ is sometimes used when referring to the signing of deaf people.
In 2018, a new title Guojia Tongyong Shouyu (“National Common Sign Language”) was used
for the latest edition of the standardised lexicon to replace the former title Zhongguo Shouyu
(Ministry of Education of the People's Republic of China, 2018).

The current thesis adopts the definition of CSL used by most CSL researchers, i.e., CSL
refers to the natural sign language of deaf people in China, which is distinguished from the
contact signing influenced by spoken Chinese, including Signed Chinese and the Zhongguo
Shouyu lexicon. The standardised signs (i.e., the signs introduced in the book Zhongguo

Shouyu), are labelled as Zhongguo Shouyu signs (abbreviated as ZS signs) in this thesis.



1.3 Signed Chinese

Signed Chinese, or sign-supported Chinese (Callaway, 2000), Wenfa Shouyu (“grammar
signing”, Wu, 2005), Guiyue Shouyu (*“conventional signing”, Wang, 2003), Jiaoxue Shouyu
(“teaching signing”, Ha, 2002), Tongyong Shouyu (“common signing”, Gu, 2017), refers to
signing which uses the same word order as Mandarin, and is often produced at the same time
as spoken Chinese during teaching (Lytle, Johnson, & Yang, 2005).

Most deaf people are bilingual in a hearing-dominated society, and therefore are fluent to a
greater or lesser extent in a spoken language and a sign language (Ann, 2001). Schembri et al.
(2013) noted that in the British deaf community, all members have varying degrees of fluency
in two languages: BSL and English. They proposed a cline for the mixing varieties, which
features BSL self-conscious style and Spoken English at opposite ends, and “vernacular BSL’,
‘contact signing’ and ‘sign supported English’, observed to be commonly used by deaf signers
with a high degree of fluency in both English and BSL, as located in between (see Table 1). As
for the signing used in the Chinese deaf community, Signed Chinese can be compared to the
category of contact signing or sign supported English on a parallel cline to that proposed for
BSL.

Deaf people with different degrees of fluency in sign language and spoken language would
use contact signing differently. For example, according to Sutton-Spence and Woll (1999),
someone who is fluent in both English and BSL will use sign supported English differently
from someone who is fluent in BSL but knows only a little English, or someone who is fluent
in English but knows only a little BSL. Conversational partner also influences choice of variety:
a deaf person who is fluent in both Chinese and CSL may use Signed Chinese to a greater or
lesser extent. For example, when communicating with hearing people who are not fluent in

CSL, he may use Signed Chinese; when chatting with a deaf friend, he may use more CSL.



STYLE BSL self- | Vernacular BSL. | Contact signing | Sign supported | Spoken English
conscious English
style
CHARAC- | Little or English Code-mixing Signs are Little or no
TERISTICS | no English | code-mixing, between English | produced BSL influence
influence | but BSLis and BSL with alongside
the dominant neither spoken or
language as dominant mouthed
language English

Table 1: The cline of language mixing varieties proposed by Schembri et al. (2013, p. 148)

CSL and Signed Chinese were regarded by many as identical before the publication of
Longren Shouyu Gailun (*“An Introduction to the Deaf Sign Language” in English) by Fu and
Mei (1986). They were the first to state that sign language (i.e., shouyu) was the language used
by deaf people to socialise and communicate ideas (1986: 1), and they drew a distinction
between natural signs (i.e., shoushiyu) and the fingerspelling systems (i.e., shouzhiyu) in CSL
(Fischer & Gong, 2010).

Wu (2005) described the basic difference between CSL and Signed Chinese as lying in their
relationship with spoken Chinese, i.e., the former is less associated with spoken Chinese while
the latter is Mandarin-based. Signed Chinese features frequent use of mouthings and loan signs
which include character signs, Pinyin signs and loan translations (see Section 7.2 for the
definitions of character signs and loan translations and Section 9.2 for the definition of Pinyin
signs). Furthermore, Wu (2005) noted that Signed Chinese is used mainly by hearing people
and by a small number of well-educated deaf people. It is also preferred as the language of
interpretation in formal settings such as conferences.

Signed Chinese is highly advocated in deaf schools in China, because the language policy
in China has long favoured the use of spoken language and lip reading for deaf students (Lin,

Gerner de Garcia, & Chen-Pichler, 2009). While Signed Chinese is fully legitimised through



its use by a majority of hearing teachers in formal education, natural signing is usually regarded
in deaf schools as inferior (Callaway, 2000).

The following chapter, which looks at deaf education in China, explores the use of oral
methods and manual systems in deaf schools and how they have influenced the signing of deaf

people in China.



Chapter 2. Deaf education in China

The presence of lexical variation in sign languages is often linked to the signing used in deaf
schools (for BSL, for example, see Stamp, Schembri, Fenlon, & Rentelis, 2015 for a study of
variation in number signs; Stamp et al., 2014 for a study of variation in signs for colours,
countries, numbers and UK place names). The same is true in China; to understand lexical
variation in China requires looking back at the history of deaf education.

Deaf education in China started in the late 19" century, and most of the early deaf schools
were established by foreign missionaries (Fu & Mei, 1986). Oral teaching has been the major
communication approach in the instruction of deaf children throughout the history of deaf
education in China, and CSL remained officially unknown until the 1950s (Yau, 1993). Various
manual systems have been used for teaching deaf students to pronounce Chinese characters,
from the Lyon manual alphabet developed by missionaries of the first deaf school in the late
nineteenth century, to the Pinyin manual alphabet based on the Romanised Chinese
pronunciation system introduced in 1963. These changes, along with a series of other language
policies implemented by the Chinese government, are likely to have shaped the CSL used
nowadays, influencing lexical variation in CSL.

This chapter describes deaf education in China in three sections. Section 2.1 describes the
early deaf schools established by foreign missionaries in the north and south of China; Section
2.2 looks at the oral teaching promoted by the communist government since the 1950s; Section

2.3 introduces the manual systems which evolved from the late 1890s till today.

2.1 Early deaf schools in China

In the late 19" century, China was in a state of turmoil due to the policy of isolation
implemented by the Qing government to prevent influences from other nations such as trading,

education and technologies. This political turmoil began with the Opium Wars against Britain



and ended with the Qing government being forced to open five ports (Shanghai, Guangzhou,
Ningbo, Fuzhou and Xiamen) for trading, enabled foreign missionaries to come to China (Guo
& Cao, 1994).

The first deaf school in China was named Qiyin School, meaning “to enlighten the deaf to
speak” (Johnson, 2003). It was founded in 1887 by an American Presbyterian missionary,
Annetta Mills, from the Rochester School for the Deaf (Piao, 1992). The Qiyin school was
located at Chefoo, now known as Yantai, a coastal city of Shandong Province in North-eastern
China. The oral approach was used with the aid of a manual system developed by the
missionary (see Figure 2). Sign language was not used for instruction at Qiyin, but the oral
method in Qiyin enabled deaf students to not only pronounce words but to write Chinese
characters. The successes of the Qiyin school amazed the public at that time since deaf people
were conventionally thought to be mute and illiterate (Guo & Cao, 1994). Demonstrations of
how the deaf children were taught to read and write were presented across China by the teachers
and students from Qiyin School in the early 1900s, which in turn enhanced the nationwide
influence of Qiyin. By 1909, forty deaf children from nine provinces in China had studied at
Qiyin, with five hearing teachers receiving training there (Guo & Cao, 1994). The Qing
government also supported Qiyin’s promotion of deaf education across China (Carter, 1911),
and many deaf schools established subsequently in other parts of China had connections with
the Qiyin School, with founders and teachers trained there.

By the start of the Second World War, when China was invaded by Japan, about thirty deaf
schools had been built, either with help from the Qiyin school or by other foreign missionaries.
The locations of these schools included cities in South China: Shanghai, Nanjing, Hangzhou,
Chengdu, Guangzhou, and Fujian; and others in North China, including Beijing, Shenyang,

Yantai, Tianjin, and Baoding (Carter, 1911).
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The first deaf school in Shanghai was funded in 1897 by a French Catholic church (Dai &
Song, 1999). At first, the church adopted only abandoned deaf infants, who were cared for by
nuns in the church. Later on, older deaf children were also looked after, and as the number of
children increased, the church opened special classes with textbooks that had been used in the
deaf schools in France (Liu, 1994). The school closed in the 1950s because of the civil war,
and the children in the school were either transferred to other deaf schools or cared for by other
welfare institutes. There is little documentation about this school, as it did not openly recruit
deaf children from the community, and also because there was little awareness of Catholic
organisations in China at that time (Liu, 1994).

The second deaf school in Shanghai, the Fulanya Deaf School, was established by an
English missionary, John Fryer, in 1926. The Shanghai Local Records official website states
that a combination of signing and written Chinese was used in the teaching curriculum at
Fulanya deaf school. The Visible Speech system created by Alexander Melville Bell was used
to teach pronunciation while British Sign Language (BSL) was used to teach English to the
students. Although evidence of historical influence from BSL on CSL is limited, Fischer and
Gong (2010) suggest that some Shanghai regional signs originated from BSL. For example,
the sign for SHANGHAI resembles the BSL fingerspelling for the letter -s- (see Figure 1). The
Fulanya school was taken over by the government of the People’s Republic of China in 1953,

and its name was changed into Shanghai Deaf Middle School in 1992,

Figure 1: The Shanghai variant for SHANGHAI
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2.2 Contemporary deaf education

Compared with western countries such as France, the United States and the United Kingdom,
where deaf schools were founded by the second half of the 18" century or early 19" century,
the beginnings of deaf education in China lagged by at least a hundred years. Decades of
political turmoil prevented the development of deaf education in China. The situation remained
unchanged until 1949 when the People’s Republic of China started its governance in China. In
1951, the government issued a policy stipulating that provincial, municipal and local
governments were obliged to provide education for the deaf children (Callaway, 2000). The
national government carried out measures such as developing a standard curriculum and
vocational training for the students in deaf schools, providing a 15% salary supplement to staff
in deaf schools compared with mainstream schools, and issuing special textbooks for subjects
such as Chinese and mathematics. As a result, the number of deaf schools increased rapidly
from 23 in 1948 to 261 in the 1960s. By the end of 1997, there were about 980 schools
established for special education (China Statistical Yearbook, cited in Callaway, 1999).
Meanwhile, colleges and universities offering special courses to deaf students began to emerge
in the 1990s. For example, the first technical college for deaf students was established in
Tianjin in 1991. So far, at least 16 colleges and universities across the country offer special
courses to deaf students in China.

In China, the age for deaf school enrolment is normally seven, or a year or two older in rural
areas (Yau, 1989). Although deaf schools adopted a communication policy of *“spoken
language as major means, and sign language auxiliary” (Fischer & Gong, 2010:500), oral
teaching was not strictly adhered to since many deaf schools preferred to employ deaf teachers
who were less expensive to hire than hearing teachers. Nevertheless, in the 1980s formal
certification in special education became an official requirement for teaching in deaf schools.

This measure thus squeezed many deaf people out of the profession, and the teaching staff in

12



deaf schools in China shifted to predominantly hearing (Callaway, 2000). Meanwhile, Signed
Chinese, which follows the word order of spoken Chinese, has become the preferred form of
signing in classrooms. Teachers often adopted a method which was called *bilingual education’
(more accurately simultaneous communication) in which spoken Chinese accompanies the
production of Signed Chinese, although teachers seldom received training in sign language
before starting their teaching careers (Lytle, Johnson, & Yang, 2005).

Oral approaches have always been advocated for instruction in Chinese deaf schools
(Fischer & Gong, 2010; Yang & Fischer, 2002). However, only a few early deaf schools were
able to implement oral approaches because of the absence of hearing aids and speech training
devices as well as appropriately qualified staff (Callaway, 2000). In addition, the extent of
oralism practiced in deaf schools varied from the north to the south in China. The deaf schools
in northern China, particularly in Beijing, had a stronger oral tradition than the deaf schools in
the south, whilst in regions such as Hong Kong and western China oralism was not strictly
practiced (Fischer & Gong, 2010). This policy is said to have influenced regional varieties to
varying degrees. Generally, it has been frequently noted (e.g., Fischer & Gong, 2010; Shen,
2008; Yang & Fischer, 2002) that the northern varieties of CSL are more heavily influenced

by spoken Chinese than the southern varieties.

2.3 The development of manual systems

Similar to the manual alphabets used alongside many western sign languages such as the United
States or the United Kingdom, a number of fingerspelling alphabets or manual systems have
been used during different periods in the history of Chinese deaf education to represent the
pronunciation of Chinese characters. Fu and Mei (1986:12) described three main periods of
use of manual systems in Chinese deaf education: the Lyon manual period, the Zhuyin Zimu

period, and the Pinyin period.
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2.3.1 The Lyon manual system

Prior to the introduction of the Lyon manual system by American missionaries, the first manual
system introduced to China was the two-handed BSL manual alphabet (Gao & Gu, 2013). After
China’s loss to Britain in the First Opium War (1839-1842), a number of Chinese officials and
scholars realised that China had fallen far behind the western countries, and urged the nation
to open its eyes to the world and learn advanced knowledge and technologies from western
countries. The British two-handed manual alphabet was introduced around 1840, described in
detail by Emperor Guangxu’s foreign languages teacher in correspondence with the Qing
authority (Gao & Gu, 2013). However, the system failed to be promoted nationwide because
no deaf school was established at that time and deaf education was barely known under the rule
of the Qing government.

Along with the first deaf school, Qiyin, established in 1887, the Lyon manual system became
the first one-handed manual system introduced into deaf education in China. Lyon symbols
were based on a phonetic system called Visible Speech, created by Alexander Melville Bell in
1864 to facilitate deaf people’s speech learning. Each symbol in this system was designed to
resemble the movement of the throat, tongue or lips, to assist deaf people to understand and
pronounce speech sounds correctly. In the early 20" century, an American teacher, Edmund
Lyon, adapted the visible speech system of 119 symbols into a fingerspelling system of 45
handshapes and introduced the adapted system to American deaf schools. The fingerspelling
system was thus named the Lyon manual system. It was introduced and adapted by the founder
of the Qiyin deaf school to represent sound segments in Chinese in order to teach characters
and the pronunciation of sounds to deaf children. The adapted Lyon manual system was
published in a textbook called Qiya Chujie (in English “First Step for the Deaf”), in which 31
of the 45 Lyon symbols were used to represent the phonemes in Chinese (see Figure 2). Fu and

Mei (1986:14) pointed out that some of the forms in the adapted Lyon system, although
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designed to contrast, are highly similar and thus difficult for deaf people to distinguish in

pronunciation.

Figure 2: The adapted Lyon manual system used in the first deaf school of China (cited in Fu & Mei,
1986:13)

2.3.2 Zhuyin Zimu

During the ruling of the Republican government (1912-1949), Zhuyin Zimu (meaning
“Phonetic Alphabet”) was promoted in 1918 as the official system to unite the various
pronunciations of spoken Chinese. The system consisted of 37 characters and 4 tone marks. To
manually represent the Zhuyin Zimu alphabets, two manual systems were proposed: the Zhuyin
Zimu Fangan and the Guoyu Zhuyin Fuhao Fayin Zhishi, both of which are one-handed
systems. The Zhuyin Zimu Fangan (in English “A Plan for the Zhuyin Alphabets™) consists of
34 handshapes and retains 32 of the Lyon signs proposed by the founder of Qiyin deaf school.
It was soon abandoned because of the complexity in how sound segments were represented

(for example, some sounds were represented by three or four handshapes) as well as the high
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similarity between its handshapes (Fu & Mei, 1986). In 1930, the second manual system Guoyu
Zhuyin Fuhao Fayin Zhishi (in English “Pronunciation Manual for Mandarin Phonetic
Symbols™”) was invented by a number of Shanghai scholars of deaf education (Fu & Mei,
1986:17). Although not completely independent from the Lyon manual, the handshapes in the
second system were simplified, i.e., each character was represented by one handshape (see
Figure 3). This system still failed to be widely used among deaf people since oral teaching
during this period of time was not strictly emphasised in deaf schools (Shen, 1964). This system
existed until its replacement by Hanyu Pinyin in 1958, a Romanisation system promoted by

the government of the People’s Republic of China.
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Figure 3: The Guoyu Zhuyin Fuhao Fayin Zhishi, cited from Fu & Mei (1986: 16)
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Figure 4: An illustration of the character, Pa (meaning ‘crawl’) from the textbook Qiya Chujie. Above
the illustration is a drawing of the sign’s meaning. Below the picture are the alphabetic letters, the
Chinese character and the symbols in Visible Speech (from left to right). Corresponding handshapes in
the Lyon manual system are shown at the bottom (cited in Fu & Mei, 1986: 14)

2.3.3 The Pinyin manual alphabet system

The Pinyin manual alphabet system, the fingerspelling system based on Pinyin letters, was
published in 1959 and officially promoted in 1963 by the government of People’s Republic of
China, to replace the manual systems introduced by the former Republican government. The
one-handed Pinyin manual alphabet system includes 30 handshapes representing the 30 Latin
alphabet letters in Hanyu Pinyin, the romanisation system for pronouncing Chinese characters
(see Figure 5). The system is heavily influenced by western manual alphabets, with 13 of the
handshapes sharing their forms with French fingerspelled forms:, -a-, -b-, -c-, -g-, -h-, -k-, -I-,
-m-, -n-, -0-, -v-, -W-, and -y-. Zhou (1980) states that the creation of the Pinyin manual alphabet
system was based on four principles (see Table 2). The major advantages of this system,

according to Shen (1964), are that it has the smallest number of handshapes compared to
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previous manual systems, and that over half of the handshapes are iconic with their
corresponding written alphabets, and are therefore easier for deaf children to memorise. The
Pinyin manual alphabet system is still in use, and some of the handshapes have been widely
used by Chinese deaf signers in the creation of new signs.

The lexical signs which include one or more of the fingerspelled handshapes from the Pinyin
manual alphabet system are referred to in this thesis as Pinyin signs. Among the Pinyin signs,
there are a number of signs in which the handshape corresponds to the first letter in the
Romanised form of a spoken Chinese word. This type of sign is often called an initialised sign.
Initialisation is a loan process commonly seen in sign languages using one-handed manual
alphabets such as ASL and Irish Sign Language (Sutton-Spence & Woll, 1999). Fischer and
Gong (2010) state that initialised signs in CSL are generally based on existing signs, with some
created specifically for the book Zhongguo Shouyu. An example of an initialised sign in CSL
is presented in Figure 16 in Section 9.2.2.

Although Pinyin signs appeared in the official book Longyaren Tongyong Shouyu Caotu
published in the 1960s, the manual system was not officially promoted to deaf schools until
the publication of the first edition of Zhongguo Shouyu in 1988. In 1991 the government
stipulated that the signs in the book should be used on television programmes and in classroom
teaching in deaf schools (Liu, Gu, Cheng, & Wei, 2013). A survey conducted by Jiang (2003:29)
on the use of Zhongguo Shouyu signs among Chinese deaf signers reported that ZS signs were
used more frequently by deaf students and teachers than by deaf adults. It is likely that Pinyin
signs, along with other ZS signs, are more familiar to the younger signers in the Chinese deaf
community.

This chapter has offered a description of deaf education in China, with specific reference to
some of the early deaf schools established in the north and the south. The policy of oral teaching

in contemporary deaf education, as well as the manual systems officially promoted to assist
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deaf children’s pronunciation of Chinese characters were also introduced. These events and
language policies have together shaped deaf education in China and continue to influence the
Chinese deaf community. They are also likely to have played important roles in shaping lexical
variation in CSL in relation to CSL signers’ social backgrounds, regions and ages. The next
chapter looks at the Chinese deaf community from two aspects: signing varieties used by deaf
people in different regions of China and attitudes towards the Chinese deaf community and

CSL, along with the rise of deaf culture in China.
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Figure 5: The 30 handshapes in the Pinyin manual alphabet system (from Fu & Mei, 1986:18)
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Principle 1. To imitate the forms of
Roman letters

-0-, -C-, _b_y _d_a -e-, _f_y _h_a -k-l _I_y -m-, -n-, _p_a -S-, -V-,
-W-, -X-, -y-, -Z-

Principle 2. To borrow sounds by
acrophony from traditional Chinese signs

The sign for oNE (yi) is used for the handshape for -i-;
The sign for FIVE (wu) is used for the handshape for -u-;
The sign for SEVEN (qi) is used for the handshape for -g-;
The sign for NINE (jiu) is used for the handshape for -j-;
The sign for RABBIT (tu) is used for the handshape for -t-

Principle 3. To borrow the meanings of
signs

The sign for BEST/FIRST is used for the handshape for -a-;
The sign for LAST is used for the handshape for -ng-;
which always comes last in a Chinese syllable

Principle 4. Other variations

The handshapes for -z-, -c- and -s- were slightly modified
to form the other three handshapes for -zh, -ch-, -sh-.

Table 2: Four principles to create the handshapes in Pinyin Manual Alphabet System (Zhou, 1980)

20



Chapter 3. The deaf community in China

In the report of the sixth national census in 2010, the China Disabled Persons’ Federation
(CDPF) estimated that there were about 20.54 million people with hearing loss in China,
accounting for 1.7% of the overall population (National Bureau of Statistics, 2010). A survey
by Callaway (1999) of 22 deaf schools in Jiangsu province reported that around 5 percent of
the deaf children in deaf schools had deaf parents, in line with the estimated figure of 5 to 10
percent (Mitchell & Karchmer, 2004) in most countries. This chapter addresses the deaf
community in China through the sign language varieties they use and the attitudes towards this

community as well as CSL, along with the rise of deaf culture in China.

3.1 Regional varieties of CSL

It has been reported that there are two major geographical divisions of CSL: the northern
varieties, which are characterised by the frequent use of mouthings and borrowing of signs
from Chinese characters; and the southern varieties, with frequent use of visually motivated
signs and facial expressions (Gong, 2009; Fischer & Gong, 2010; Yang, 2015). Beijing and
Shanghai signing varieties are often seen as representative of the northern and southern
varieties, influenced by the differences between communication approaches in deaf schools
across the two regions, and with consequent influence at the lexical level (Yang & Fischer,
2002).

The northern/southern division applies only to the Han ethnic regions, comprising around
90% of the Chinese population (Yau, 1996). There are other signing varieties used in regions
such as Tibet and Xinjiang in western China, Inner Mongolia in northern China and some
regions in northeastern China where people of minority ethnic groups reside, which do not

pattern in this way. Research on Tibetan Sign Language (TibSL) shows substantial lexical
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differences from the signing of those belonging to the Han ethnic groups (Yang, 2015). The
signs of Hong Kong Sign Language (HKSL) have been found to be very similar to Shanghai
signs because of historical contact (Woodward, 1993), although Hong Kong is politically and
culturally separate to a degree from mainland China. Given the sharp contrasts between the
regions and the relative closeness of signing varieties, the investigation of how Beijing and
Shanghai signers perceive varieties such as TibSL and HKSL will deepen our understanding
on the distribution of regional signing varieties used in China. The language attitudes study
reported in Part 4 explores this issue in detail.

Tibetan Sign Language (TibSL) was recognised by the Chinese government as a minority
sign language in 2000 (Yang, 2015). TibSL contains neither an influence from written Chinese
characters nor borrowings from Pinyin signs (Yang, 2015). The Tibetan Deaf Association, a
semi-governmental organization founded in 2001, has initiated a number of TibSL projects
aiming for the development of a native sign language in Tibet. The projects have so far resulted
in the creation of the Tibetan Manual Alphabet which consists of 30 handshapes representing
the sound segments of spoken Tibetan, and the Standard Tibetan Sign Language Dictionary,
published in 2011, with 1437 signs (Hofer, 2017). However, CSL still has a dominant position
in deaf education in Tibet, with none of the teachers in Tibetan deaf schools using TibSL for
instruction (Hofer 2017), and an increase of CSL use among Tibetans may be expected.

Hong Kong Sign Language (HKSL) is a well-studied CSL-related sign language (for
example, see Sze (2011) on topic constructions; Lam (2011) on verb agreement; and Lee (2011)
on negation). The first deaf school in Hong Kong was established in 1935 and there were
around seven to ten deaf schools in Hong Kong by the 1950s (Tang, 2007), but signing was
rarely used for instruction in those deaf schools. In the 1950s, a deaf couple believed to be from
Shanghai or Nanjing founded a deaf school named the Huagiao Deaf School in Hong Kong.

The Huagiao Deaf school was the first to use signing as a language of instruction by both

22



hearing and deaf teachers (Shi, Lu, Lu, & Zhu, 2011). Later on, some of the teachers and
students graduated from Huagiao went on to teach in other deaf schools in Hong Kong, thus
further spreading the influence of Shanghai signing (or Nanjing signing, which was considered
to be close to Shanghai signing (Yi, 2017)) among deaf people in Hong Kong. A study
conducted by Woodward (1993) comparing the lexicons of Shanghai signing and HKSL
reported the level of cognates in the two varieties to be between 66% and 68% (see Section 5.1
for the review of the study), suggesting a close relationship between Shanghai signing and
HKSL.

Despite linguistic studies of signing in China, the linguistic status of CSL is not yet well
recognised by the authorities. The deaf community in China is still a maginalised minority
group, although this situation has recently begun to change. The next section describes the
attitudes held by the public towards CSL and its users and presents the change of attitudes in

recent years.

3.2 Attitudes towards the deaf people and sign language

Attitudes towards deaf people and the use of sign language in China are generally negative,
and this may be related to Confucian teaching which stresses conformity and normalcy, and to
medical views of deafness (Callaway, 2000; He, 2016; Johnson, 2003).

The medical perspective emphasises the individual’s physical loss of hearing, rather than a
linguistic and cultural minority perspective underpinned by respect for the unique language
and culture of the deaf community (Johnson, 2003). The medical perspective usually imposes
pressure on the parents of deaf children. When a child is found to be deaf, the preoccupation
of the parents is to find a medical cure, or the provision of hearing aids and professional support

(He, 2016).
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The negative attitude towards deafness held by the public means that the concept of deaf
culture does not appear to be strong in China (Callaway, 2000; Yang, 2015). Deaf role models
highlighted in the media are mostly oral deaf adults, whose spoken language skills may be
unrealistic for many deaf children to achieve; this may deepen the social prejudice against
deafness and the use of signing (Mudgett-DeCaro & DeCaro, 2009).

Similarly, the signing used by the deaf community in China has also been viewed negatively.
Oral teaching has always been held in the highest esteem, and most deaf schools in China have
relied primarily on Signed Chinese in the classroom, while natural signs were considered to be
‘irregular’ and criticised by the teachers (Callaway, 2000).

In some recent works (for example, see He, 2016; Yang, 2015), however, it has been noted
that a sense of deaf culture in China has begun to develop among both deaf and hearing people
in recent years, and that public attitudes towards deaf people and sign language users have
improved. In 2007, the Chinese government signed the declaration of the United Nations
Convention on the Rights of People with Disabilities (CRPD), which states that “persons with
disabilities shall be entitled, on an equal basis with others, to the recognition and support of
their specific cultural and linguistic identity, including sign languages and deaf culture” (CRPD,
cited in He, 2016:39) The changing attitudes of government towards the deaf community and
their language in China, along with the development of linguistic research on CSL and
increasing engagement of Chinese deaf young people in deaf-related events taking place at
home and abroad, are likely to play important roles in strengthening deaf culture in China.

Improvements in the education provided to deaf children in China have also helped to
nurture a sense of deaf culture. Traditionally, deaf schools are places where the bonds among
deaf individuals develop through sign language. In the 1980s only 6% of deaf children were
enrolled in schools (Yau, 1996). Mudgett-DeCaro and DeCaro (2009) report that by 2004 more

than 80% of deaf children received education at the compulsory level, which comprises 9 years
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of education including primary school and middle school. Nevertheless, a challenge for the
deaf community and for the establishment of a stronger deaf culture, is the existence of regional
variation in CSL, especially in rural areas where deaf people are much more isolated and
uneducated (Lytle, Johnson & Yang 2006). The next chapter describes the language policies
implemented by the government to deal with the regional varieties used by deaf people across

China.
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Chapter 4. Language planning relating to CSL

Regional variation in sign language has long been viewed by the government as an obstacle to
communication among signers from different regions of China, and to the uniform and
regulated development of deaf education (Gao & Gu, 2013; Lytle, Johnson, & Yang, 2006).
Since the late 1950s, the government has tried to standardise and promote a common sign
language for use among deaf people in China by means of the book Longyaren Tongyong
Shouyu Caotu. In 1991, the government issued a notice about nationwide promotion of the
book Zhongguo Shouyu, stating that: 1) the Zhongguo Shouyu lexicon must be used in meetings
held by local branches of the China Association of the Deaf, and in television programmes; 2)
the lexicon should be used in teaching in deaf schools; 3) the teaching of ZS signs should be
included in the curriculum for special education majors in secondary normal schools and
normal universities (Liu, Gu, Cheng, & Wei, 2013).

However, this measure has so far yielded limited results. ZS signs has enjoyed low
popularity among deaf people (Gu, Liu, Dong, & Wang, 2005; Jiang, 2003), and the signs used
by sign language interpreters on television news are claimed by deaf people to be difficult to
understand since the interpreters’ signing usually contains a mixture of government promoted
signs, local signs and even signs invented by interpreters themselves (Liu, Gu, Cheng, & Wei,
2013; Ni, 2015; Ran, 1998). The low popularity of ZS signs is perhaps one of the reasons why
the lexicon of Zhongguo Shouyu has undergone constant change by the authority (see Section
4.1). In 2017, a scheme for a common national sign language was issued as a part of an Action
Plan jointly carried out by the China’ Disabled Persons’ Federation (CDPF), the Ministry of
Education, the State Language Work Committee and the State Administration for Press,
Publication, Radio, Film and Television (SAPPRFT) for the Thirteenth Five-Year Plan from
2015 to 2020 (Gu, 2017). In 2018, the draft version of a newly standardised lexicon named

Guojia Tongyong Shouyu Changyong Cibiao (in English “Vocabulary of National Common
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Sign Language™) was published on the official website of the Ministry of Education. Similar
considerations of whether imposing uniform signing on regional varieties have been discussed
in other countries, but in many cases, it has been recognised that regional variation does not
seem to hinder communication among deaf people (Callaway, 2000). Whether the most recent

standardised lexicon will gain popularity among Chinese deaf people is not yet known.

4.1 Zhongguo Shouyu

The official book Zhongguo Shouyu was first published in 1959 with the title Longyaren
Tongyong Shouyu Caotu (in English “Sketches of Signs for Common Use among the Deaf and
Mute”). The first edition was initiated by the Language Reform Committee and published by
the Ministry of Education (Yau, 1977). Hearing teachers in deaf schools played a major role,
with deaf people consulted at the collection and discussion stages (Callaway, 2000). In 1979,
the first edition was revised and then published as the second edition, with an extra 640 lexical
signs added and the title slightly changed into Longyaren Tongyong Shouyu Tu (in English
“Illustrations of Signs for Common Use among the Deaf and Mute’”). The second edition was
published in two separate volumes. In 1988, another edition was published, with the number
of lexical entries increased to 3300. This edition is the first with the title Zhongguo Shouyu. A
supplement was published in 1990, with an extra 2266 lexical entries.

In 2001, a revision of the 1988 edition of Zhongguo Shouyu was undertaken by the China
Disabled Person’s Federation (CDPF) and China Association of the Deaf (CAD, now China
Association of the Deaf and Hard of Hearing) and was published in 2003 as the revised edition
of Zhongguo Shouyu. This edition includes 5586 word entries in two volumes. The
standardised signs in this book, as described by the editorial committee, include Pinyin signs,
signs that were modified from natural signs as well as local signs adopted from different

regional varieties of CSL (CDPF & CAD, 2003). Several researchers in special education have
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explored the take-up of this book by deaf people. Gu, Liu, Dong and Wang (2005) reported
that most of those who owned this book were teachers in deaf schools rather than deaf people.
Criticisms of this book include frequent loan signs from the Pinyin manual alphabet and
Mandarin, substantial differences from deaf people’s regional signing, an absence of
professional vocabulary and some modified signs that are awkward to produce. In a survey
conducted by Jiang (2003), 15.1% of deaf college students reported that they often used ZS
signs, with 61.8% reporting they seldom (25.5%) or never (36.3%) used ZS signs. In a recent
investigation of the choice of signs by Shanghai deaf signers, teachers in deaf schools and
interpreters, Liu, Gu, Cheng and Wei (2013) found that adult deaf people predominantly used
local forms of signs and deaf school pupils used signs from Zhongguo Shouyu alongside local
signs, but teachers in deaf schools predominantly used ZS signs. The same study also reported

that interpreters on television were well understood by less than 10% of the deaf respondents.

4.2 Sign language interpreting on TV news

In a parallel way to Zhongguo Shouyu, which serves as a part of language planning for sign
language in China, the signing used by interpreters on television reflects the government’s
policies on CSL. Sign language first appeared on television in 1989, when a programme named
Shouyu Yizhou Xinwen Zongshu (in English “A Sign Language Review on The News Within
One Week”) was broadcast on Beijing Television Station and was originally hosted by
presenters using sign language. The presenters in the programme were mostly teachers working
in local deaf schools (Ni, 2015). In later news programmes, sign language interpreting was
presented in a small box located in the lower part of the television screen. This mode of
television interpreting was later adopted by both local and national television stations across

China and is in current use.
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Although the profession of sign language interpreter was officially recognised as an
occupation in 2007 by the Ministry of Human Resources and Social Security of the People’s
Republic of China (2008), low wages, inadequate government support, and a lack of relevant
training and assessment have prevented the further development of sign language interpreting
(Meng & Han, 2015). Inconsistency in the signing of interpreters has been reported in a number
of studies, generally including a mixture of Zhongguo Shouyu signs, local signs and even the
signs invented by interpreters themselves (Liu, Gu, Cheng, & Wei, 2013; Ni, 2015; Ran, 1998).
A number of surveys have demonstrated that sign language interpreting on TV news does not
enjoy wide popularity in the Chinese deaf community (see Ran, 1998; Liu, Gu, Cheng, & Wei,
2013; Xiao & Li, 2013). In Ran's study (1998), 79% of 120 deaf Beijing signers reported they
were able to understand less than 60% of the interpreting on TV news. The reasons given for
the difficulty in understanding included the high speed of signing by interpreters, signers’
unfamiliarity with the signs produced by the interpreters, and signers’ lack of interest in TV
news. The low comprehension rate has led to low TV ratings. Only 6% of signers reported that
they watched the TV news with sign language interpreting every day. Similarly, in Xiao and
Li’s (2013) survey of 336 Chinese deaf signers’ perspectives on sign language interpreting in
TV news programmes, 88.7% of deaf respondents reported that they either never watched sign
language interpreted programmes or only watched them occasionally. The language attitudes
study undertaken for this thesis and reported in Part 4 will explore in detail Beijing and
Shanghai signers’ ratings of their understanding of sign language interpreting in national and

local television news programmes.
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Part 2. Sociolinguistic variation in lexical signs in Beijing and

Shanghai varieties of CSL

Part 1 provided an introduction to Chinese Sign Language, deaf education, deaf community
and language planning in China, and defined CSL (Section 1.2), Signed Chinese (Section 1.3)
and Zhongguo Shouyu (Section 4.1). As described in Chapter 2 and Chapter 4, deaf education
in the north and south of China (see Section 2.1 for the introduction of early deaf schools and
Section 2.2 for the teaching methods), and the official policy of sign language standardisation
(see Section 2.3 for the manual systems and Section 4.1 for Zhongguo Shouyu) have been
anecdotally reported to have influenced the sociolinguistic variation in CSL.

The study in Part 2 thus aims to investigate lexical variation in Beijing and Shanghai signing
varieties in relation to social and linguistic factors, including region, age, gender, family
language background and semantic category. This study is organised into five chapters.
Chapter 5 provides an overview of the lexical studies on sign languages, followed by an
introduction in Chapter 6 to the lexical elicitation task used to collect lexical data from Beijing
and Shanghai signers. Chapter 7 describes the five pairs of variants examined in this study (i.e.,
ZS vs. non - ZS variants; Pinyin vs. non - Pinyin variants; character vs. non - character variants;
loan translation vs. non - loan translation variants; traditional regional vs. non - traditional
regional variants) and how they were coded in ELAN for analysis. Chapter 8 presents the
multivariate analyses of the collected lexical variants using Rbrul, and Chapter 9 discusses the

results obtained from the analyses.
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Chapter 5. Review of lexical studies on sign languages

Weinreich, Labov and Herzog (1968) characterize language as having ‘structured
heterogeneity’, with variation in language not being random but with patterns related to
different sociolinguistic factors. Similar to the studies of sociolinguistic variation in spoken
languages (see Labov, 1963; 1966), social factors such as region, age, gender, social class and
ethnic background have been found in many studies to be capable of predicting linguistic
variation in sign language (e.g., Bickford, 1991; Woll, Allsop, & Sutton-Spence, 1991, Lucas,
Bayley, & Valli, 2001).

Lexical variation was the first type of sign language variation to be investigated, ahead of
phonological or syntactic variation (Lucas, Bayley, & Valli, 2001). Since sociolinguistic
studies of Chinese Sign Language have just started recently (e.g., see Jiang, 2012; Lu, 2012),
the current study, as one of the earliest works in this research field, attends to the sociolinguistic
variation of Beijing and Shanghai varieties of CSL on the lexical level.

This chapter reviews some of the representative studies on sociolinguistics of sign languages.
The research on lexical comparison which provides background for the sign elicitation
approach in current study is addressed in Section 5.1, followed by a review of the studies on
lexical variation in sign languages in Section 5.2 and on Chinese Sign Language in Section 5.3.

Research questions for the current study are then presented in Section 5.4.

5.1 Lexical comparison of sign languages and varieties

Much of the early sociolinguistic research on sign languages focused on comparative studies
of relationships across sign languages or sign language varieties. In these studies, wordlists
were often used to compare languages or varieties. The most commonly used wordlist for such
lexical comparison is the Swadesh wordlist (Swadesh, 1950; 1955). This 200-word list was

designed by the American linguist Morris Swadesh to compare cognates in basic vocabulary
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across spoken languages (Crowley & Bowern, 2010). However, as Woll (1984) pointed out,
the original Swadesh list was inadequate for the study of sign languages. Woodward (2003)
also believed that using lists designed for spoken language in sign language research was not
desirable because it would be likely to result in an overestimation of the relationships between
sign languages, because signs such as pronouns and body parts were likely to consist of points
(e.g., ‘you’, ‘this’, ‘eye’ and “belly’). These were therefore omitted from Woodward’s modified
100-word list for sign language research (Woodward, 1978; 1991; 1993; 1996).

Woodward (1991) examined the relationship among four sign languages used in Costa Rica
with the modified Swadesh list. He compared the cognates between ASL and LESCO, a sign
language similar to ASL and favoured by younger signers in the San José area of Costa Rica.
Signs were identified as being cognates if they differed in only one or two linguistic parameters
(i.e., handshape, orientation, location of movement, and point of contact). He reported that 63.3%
of signs on the wordlist were cognates. Based on Gudschinsky’s (1956) classification, in which
two languages are considered to exist if less than 81% of lexical items are possible cognates,
ASL and LESCO were classified as two distinct languages, although closely related historically
as both of them descend from Old French Sign Language. A variant of LESCO (termed as
‘original LESCO’ by the researcher) which tended to be used by older Costa Rican signers
shared 41.8% of cognates with LESCO and 26.5% with ASL. Two indigenous sign languages,
i.e., Brunca Sign Language and Bribri Sign Language, shared many fewer cognates with both
ASL and with the two types of LESCO. He thus concluded that Costa Rica has at least four
separate sign languages.

Woodward (1993) also studied similarities between Shanghai signing and Hong Kong Sign
Language (HKSL) by investigating the intuitive judgements of four Hong Kong signers about
Shanghai lexical signs using the modified Swadesh list. The study was conducted with the

assumption that basic vocabulary items in Hong Kong signing would be highly similar to basic
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vocabulary items in Shanghai, based on a general belief that a small group of deaf people from
Shanghai, Nanjing, and Hangzhou came to Hong Kong in 1949 and established private
teaching to local deaf people. The four Hong Kong signers were presented with Chinese
translations of the modified vocabulary list as well as a videotape of two Shanghai signers
signing the items on the list. They were then asked to circle the items that they thought were
similar to Hong Kong signs. The items circled were highly consistent among all four signers,
with the similarity ratings ranging from 66% to 68%, and confirming a close relationship
between Shanghai signing and HKSL.

Apart from Woodward’s modified Swadesh list, other methods such as random selection of
words from dictionaries and sign language reference books, sometimes together with the
modified Swadesh list, have also been used in a number of studies (see McKee & Kennedy,
2000; Currie, Walters, & Meier, 2002; Johnston, 2003; Xu, 2006; Su & Tai, 2009)

McKee and Kennedy (2000) compared the lexicons of Australian Sign Language (Auslan),
New Zealand Sign Language (NZSL), British Sign Language (BSL) and American Sign
Language (ASL) using two rounds of comparisons. They first used the modified Swadesh list
to compare lexical signs in the four sign languages, and then used a new list of 199 signs
randomly selected from a dictionary, in order to reduce possible overestimations of
relationships among the languages. Relationships among the compared signs were placed into
one of the following four categories: identical, related, different and not found. Pairs of signs
which shared three out of four phonological parameters (handshape, movement, place of
articulation and orientation) were considered to be ‘similarly-articulated’ signs. The similarity
rates for NZSL and Auslan dropped from 87.8% (using the modified Swadesh list) to 65.5%
(using the new list), and from 84.9% to 62.5% for NZSL and BSL. On the basis of these figures,
the authors concluded that NZSL, Auslan and BSL belong to the same language family, but

are not dialects of one language.

33



Xu (2006) also used Woodward’s modified Swadesh list, but using a different model, to
compare lexical signs in Taiwan Sign Language (TSL) and CSL. The model included iconic
motivations of signs in the comparison. For example, a pair of non-identical signs having the
same iconic motivation would be categorised as ‘similar’ signs (in contrast to the categories
‘identical’ and ‘different’) if they shared one or more parameters. Among the 89 signs
compared, 37.1% of TSL and CSL signs were found to be similar, with this ratio falling within
the lexicostatistical range 36%-81% in which two compared languages are considered to
belong to one family (Gudschinsky, 1956). However, Xu did not accept this conclusion,
considering that the similarity between the two languages might have been the result of
borrowing rather than sharing the same genetic origin. Su and Tai (2009) pointed out that Xu’s
inclusion of iconicity could, like the modified Swadesh list, also overestimated the similarity
of two languages, even where languages were not known to be historically related.

Another study looking at the relationship between TSL and CSL was conducted by Su and
Tai (2009). The lexical signs in TSL, CSL, JSL and ASL, which had been taken from the ASL
Browser, TSL Browser, the Japanese-JSD Dictionary, and Zhongguo Shouyu (termed in the
study as a Chinese-CSL Dictionary), were compared. To test whether inclusion of iconicity
into lexical comparison could lead to an overestimation of the result, the study made two
comparisons, one including the four types of iconic motivation categorised by Sutton-Spence
and Woll (1999) and the other excluding iconic motivation. Adopting the criteria used in
McKee and Kennedy (2000) and Xu (2006), the study categorised signs as “identical’, ‘similar’
and ‘different’. Based on Gudschinsky’s (1956) classification, a shared similarity of core
lexicon between 36-81% indicates that two languages belong to the same language family. The
first comparison reported 74% similarity between lexical signs of TSL and JSL and 58%
between TSL and CSL, classifying TSL, CSL and JSL as belonging to the same language

family. The second comparison, excluding iconically motivated signs, indicated that only TSL
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and JSL belonged to the same language family while TSL and CSL did not. In the comparison
between TSL and ASL (two unrelated languages), the exclusion of iconically motivated signs
reduced the similarity rate from 31% to 7%. The study thus suggested that the influence of
iconicity should be considered in the comparison of lexical similarity in sign languages, i.e.,
signs with iconic motivation should be excluded in deciding whether two sign languages are
historically related. However, it is worth noting that the lexical signs in the book Zhongguo
Shouyu were used as CSL signs in Su and Tai’s study, although it cannot be assumed that the
signs in Zhongguo Shouyu are representative of CSL for comparison with other sign languages.
The conclusions of this study therefore require further investigation.

A more recent study conducted by Aldersson and McEntee-Atalianis (2008) examined
lexical similarity between Icelandic Sign Language (ISL) and Danish Sign Language (DSL).
Using a 262 wordlist which was based on previous used lists for lexical studies of sign
languages, together with 30 words for country names, the researchers elicited and compared
lexical signs from 20 informants (10 Icelandic signers and 10 Danish signers). Similarity was
determined based on the parameters of hand configuration, location and movement. Pairs of
signs were considered as identical (where all three parameters were identical), similar (where
two of the parameters were identical) or different (where fewer than two parameters were
similar). The authors reported that 16% of the lexical signs in DSL and ISL were similar, and
47% were identical. The similarity of signs for country names (e.g., AMERICA, AUSTRALIA)
in ISL and DSL, compared with an unrelated sign language such as BSL, was much higher
than signs for other semantic categories, and supported the claim that country name signs are
shifting towards standardised usage among sign languages, particularly among European sign

languages.
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5.2 Lexical variation in sign languages

Following Lucas, Bayley and Valli (2001), sociolinguistic variation at the lexical level
increasingly has been studied using larger numbers of signers to obtain a representative sample
of the population varying along such dimensions as region, age, gender, ethnicity, family
language background, deaf school attended etc. To date, several sign language corpora and
other large datasets have been established by sign language researchers in order to undertake
multiple linguistic investigations and study the linguistic and social factors that affect variation
within a sign language (e.g., see Johnston, 2003; Lucas et al., 2003; Schembri, 2008; Geraci et
al., 2011; McKee & McKee, 2011; Osugi, 2012). The massive amount of data collected in these
corpora enables researchers to investigate the patterns of lexical variation within languages.
Lucas, Bayley and Valli (2001) were the first to investigate sociolinguistic variation in sign
language based on a large videotaped corpus. Most of the earlier sociolinguistic studies of sign
language used only a small number of signers and focused on a range of linguistic features
(Bayley, Schembri, & Lucas, 2015). Lucas, Bayley and Valli’s data (2001) included free
conversations and interviews, collected from 207 ASL native signers with a range of social
factors such as age, region, gender, ethnicity and socioeconomic status. They investigated
phonological, syntactic and lexical variation in ASL, and found that the variation was
constrained by an array of internal linguistic (e.g., grammatical category, preceding and
following handshapes) and external demographic factors (e.g., age, social class, and region).
The methods of data collection, such as recruiting deaf individuals who were active in the local
deaf community to work as fieldworkers assisting the researchers to record deaf people, notably
reduced the effect of the Observer’s Paradox, a major problem in collecting sociolinguistic data.
Their methods have been adopted by many subsequent sociolinguistic studies of sign language

(e.g., Geraci et al., 2011; McKee & McKee, 2011; Schembri et al., 2013)
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Geraci, et al. (2011) researched lexical signs in Italian Sign language (LIS) using a corpus
of data collected from 165 deaf signers from ten cities in Italy. The lexical signs, elicited from
128 participants in eight cities, were divided into three categories: local variants, signs found
in a few cities, and national variants around Italy. VARBRUL analyses showed that older
signers used more local variants whilst younger signers preferred national variants, and signers
in central Italy (i.e., Florence and Rome) tended to use more national variants than signers from
the other parts of Italy. Variation was related to an ongoing standardisation process, with the
variety used in Rome, the capital city of Italy, the prestige variety favoured by younger signers.

Another study of sociolinguistic variation based on a large dataset is McKee and McKee’s
(2011) study of lexical signs in New Zealand Sign Language (NZSL). In their study, 80
concepts from different semantic categories (e.g., colors, family members and countries) were
used to elicit lexical signs from 138 signers of different ages, genders, regions and ethnicities
across New Zealand. The lexical signs were divided into ‘more frequent’ (signs which were
used after Total Communication was introduced to deaf education in NZSL) and ‘less frequent’
(pre-Total Communication signs) and were analysed using GOLDVARB multivariate analysis
software. Age was the most important factor in lexical variation, with older signers
disfavouring ‘frequent’ variants. The study also indicated that lexical levelling was occurring
among younger signers, who produced a more uniform and smaller range of lexical variants
than older signers. Age variation found in the study was considered to be a result of educational
policy, in which ASE (Australian Signed English) was introduced to deaf schools in New
Zealand in 1979 as a part of the Total Communication approach.

Stamp et al. (2014) investigated sociolinguistic variation in lexical signs in British Sign
Language (BSL), using the data collected for the British Sign Language Corpus Project
(Schembri et al., 2014). The Corpus project collected a range of data types including narratives,

conversations, interviews and lexical signs, elicited from 249 deaf participants in eight sites
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across the UK (London, Bristol, Newcastle, Manchester, Birmingham, Belfast, Cardiff and
Glasgow). Stamp et al.’s study focused on the lexical data collected by means of a lexical
elicitation task in which 6722 responses were elicited for 102 concepts for colours, countries,
UK place names and numbers. The lexical variants were divided into ‘traditional’ and ‘non-
traditional’ variants for logistic regression analysis to see whether levelling (i.e., the reduction
in use of regionally marked variants) was occurring in BSL. The term ‘traditional variant’
refers to a sign associated with a particular region in the UK, while a ‘non-traditional variant’
is not related to a particular region. Age was found to be the most important factor in predicting
lexical variation in BSL, with school location and language background the other two
significant factors predicting variation in number and colour signs. Younger signers
disfavoured the use of traditional signs and older signers strongly favoured traditional signs.
The signs for countries in BSL were found to be changing at a faster rate than number and
colour signs, and the researchers attributed this to political correctness, changing attitudes
towards lexical borrowing and increased contact between deaf communities around the world.
The study also showed that younger signers used a reduced number of traditional signs,
suggesting that levelling was occurring.

Compared with the study of sign languages in many western nations, research on Chinese
Sign Language (CSL) started relatively late and fewer studies have been undertaken as yet on
sociolinguistic variation in CSL. The following section reviews work on sociolinguistic

variation in CSL.

5.3 Research on lexical variation in CSL

In 1977, Shunchiu Yau, one of the first Chinese scholars to study Chinese Sign Language,
wrote Chinese Signs: Lexicon of the Standard Sign Language for the Deaf in China in 1973.
This book was for the most part a translation into English of the first edition of Longyaren
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Tongyong Shouyu Caotu, the government-promoted book published in 1959. As well as
presenting photographs of the signs produced by Yau himself together with English translations,
lexical signs were analysed in terms of five parameters (handshape, movement, location,
orientation, and intensity). Forty-one handshapes, twelve places of articulation and ten
movements were described. Yau also noted that lexical signs used by Chinese deaf people
varied across regions: Peking (Beijing), Shanghai, Nanking (Nanjing), Canton (Guangzhou),
Hong Kong and Taiwan. Certain semantic categories of signs such as plants, animals, fruits
and insects, were far from being uniform even among deaf signers in the same region (Yau,
1977).

Yau’s observations about lexical differences in CSL have been studied only recently by CSL
researchers. Jiang (2012) looked at lexical signs produced by two Shanghai deaf signers, one
aged 35 years and the other aged 50. In his study, 92 concepts selected from the Swadesh list
and another 113 concepts selected from the book Zhongguo Shouyu were used to elicit
responses from the two participants. Jiang (2012) found no significant variation in signs for
pronouns, body parts, weather, or natural scenery. Among the 113 words selected from
Zhongguo Shouyu, 14 were observed to be signed differently, of which 3 were signs for family
members, 7 for countries and place names, 3 for domestic devices, and 1 for occupation. The
author attributed the variation to contact with other regional varieties of CSL and other sign
languages. For example, the sign SINGAPORE used by the younger Shanghai signer was
similar to the corresponding sign in Singapore Sign Language (SgSL). The author also
proposed that some signs produced by the younger signer were influenced by technological
progress and social change. For example, TELEVISION was produced by the older Shanghai
signer with a switching movement depicting the switch-on of an old-fashioned television, while
the younger signer produced a movement representing pressing on a remote control. Another

example was UNITED STATES, where the younger Shanghai signer used the ASL sign.
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Although the study was one of the first on lexical variation in Shanghai signing, the findings
provide limited empirical support for age-related variation in CSL, given that there were only
two participants.

Lu’s (2012) PhD dissertation, The Study of Variation in Shanghai Sign Language,
investigated phonological variation in lexical signs used in regions across the Yangtze River
delta (i.e., the metropolitan cities of Shanghai, Suzhou, Hangzhou and the surrounding rural
regions of Fengxian, Minhang, and Chongming Island). The author used sixty-four lexical
items in a survey wordlist derived from Woodward’s Swadesh list together with proper names
and concepts relating to city life. Thirty-nine signers of varying ages, regions and gender were
included. Lu reported that metropolitan varieties included less lowering, less assimilation of
handshape by the non-dominant hand in symmetrical two-handed signs, and more frequent
occurrence of two-handed signs (suggested by the author as reflecting greater iconicity and
higher redundancy) than the rural varieties. These findings were interpreted to be the result of
greater experience of contact with other sign languages.

Shao’s (2014) study compared 327 lexical signs in Chinese Sign Language with Shanghai
signs (the Zhongguo Shouyu book was used as the supporting reference to check the ‘accuracy’
of CSL signs, indicating that the author probably equated CSL signs with ZS signs), using a
random selection of vocabulary from a CSL-Shanghai sign reference book. The selected signs
were divided into ‘single morpheme signs’ and ‘compound signs’ (i.e., signs where the number
of morphemes ranged from two to four). Using four phonemic parameters (handshape, location,
movement and palm orientation), the single morpheme signs were grouped into one of three
categories: identical (all parameters are the same), similar (one of the four parameters is
different) and different (more than one parameter is different). The compound signs were
grouped into one of the following categories: identical (two or more morphemes are identical),

partly similar (one of the morphemes is similar and the other is identical), partly different (one
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of the morphemes is similar/identical and the other is different) and different (all the
morphemes are different). Sixty-eight percent of the single morpheme signs were cognates and
eighteen percent of the compound signs were cognates. Shao concluded that CSL (ZS signs)
and the Shanghai variety belonged to the same sign language family, and that the CSL (ZS)
lexicon had greater influence from spoken Chinese. Because of the conflation of CSL and ZS
signs, this study is most likely a lexical comparison of officially promoted signs and Shanghai
signs.

Most of the studies reviewed above focused on the Shanghai variety, and suggested that
increased language contact with other signing varieties and other sign languages was a major
contributor to linguistic variation in CSL.

Although attempts to build corpora of CSL have been mentioned since 2010s, only two
corpora of CSL have been created so far. One project was conducted by Gong and his students
in Fudan University (The National Social Science Fund of China, 2015), and the other by Zhao,
Ren and Ding (2017), affiliated to Nanjing Normal University of Special Education.

Gong’s project, funded by the National Social Science Fund of China since 2013, aims to
look at the signing used by Chinese deaf people of the Han ethnic group as well as other
minority ethnic groups. The project has collected around 20 hours of conversational data and
lexical signs, using a wordlist of more than 2000 vocabulary items from a number of regions
in China (e.g., Shanghai, Guangzhou, Chongging and Tibet). Several studies using the corpus
have been published. Ni (2013) studied verbs in the Shanghai variety, providing examples of
plain verbs, agreement verbs, spatial verbs and bidirectional verbs, and then compared verbs
used in Shanghai signing with those in Beijing signing, reporting that 70% of the verbs were
similar. Ni also distinguished the verbs used by Shanghai deaf signers from those in ZS as well
as from those used by students in deaf schools; Liu (2013) compared the pronominal system in

Shanghai signing with that in spoken Chinese, and concluded that the pronominal and indexing
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features in the two systems differed in meaning and function; Jiang (2014) investigated taboo
expressions in the Shanghai variety and found that non-manual features played an important
role in discriminating grammatical category and the meanings of taboo signs.

Zhao, Ren and Ding (2017) focuses on the collection of lexical signs from nine regions in
China (Beijing, Shanghai, Nanjing, Wuhan, Yantai, Ha’erbin, Chengdu, Guangzhou and Lasa).
Over 600,000 lexical signs were collected from two deaf signers in each of the nine regions,
using a 7000-word list selected from Zhongguo Shouyu and Xiandai Hanyu Changyong Cibiao
(in English “Lexicon of Common Words in Contemporary Chinese”). It is planned that the data

will be accessible online in the future (Zhao, personal communication).

5.4 Research questions

Beijing and Shanghai signing varieties are often seen as representatives of the northern and
southern branches of CSL respectively, influenced by different teaching approaches in deaf
schools across the two regions, with consequent influence on the lexical level (Yang & Fischer,
2002). Although some examples of lexical differences between the two regions have been
widely observed and noted by CSL researchers (e.g., Fischer & Gong, 2010; Shen, 2008; Yau,
1977), no systematic investigation into lexical variation in the two varieties from a
sociolinguistic perspective has previously been undertaken. The overarching research question
addressed in the thesis is: How do sociolinguistic factors affect the production and
comprehension of - and attitudes towards - the lexical signs used by Beijing and Shanghai deaf
signers, and how do these three aspects relate to each other? The present study, which is the
first of three studies in this thesis, will examine the lexical variation in Beijing and Shanghai
signing varieties. The research questions addressed in this study are as followed:

1. How does the production of lexical signs vary in relation to the participants’

demographic information and the semantic categories of the signs?

42



2. Do Shanghai and Beijing signers differ in their production of traditional regional signs
and ZS signs as well as signs borrowed from spoken Chinese?

3. Does the lexical variation suggest change in CSL?
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Chapter 6. Data collection

This chapter describes the process of data collection, which consists of a lexical elicitation task
and a questionnaire about signers’ social backgrounds. For the lexical elicitation task, stimuli
(i.e. concepts and pictures) were designed to elicit lexical signs, with deaf fieldworkers
involved to help recruit participants and to conduct filming. The questionnaire asks for details
of the participants’ age, gender, family language background etc., which are later used in the
multivariate analysis to explore the relations between these social factors and participants’
lexical signs.

The chapter is divided into seven sections. The documentation required for data collection
is described in Section 6.1; Section 6.2 explains how the stimuli used in the lexical elicitation
task were selected and arranged for presentation; Section 6.3 and 6.4 introduce the recruitment
of fieldworkers and participants in Beijing and Shanghai; Section 6.5 and 6.6 describe the
filming equipment and settings as well as the pilot filming; finally, Section 6.7 deals with the

data collection process.

6.1 Ethics procedures and other documentation

Following the regulations of University College London, all research proposals involving
living human participants undertaken by UCL staff and students must be submitted to the UCL
Data Protection Officer for ethics approval, in order to protect both the participants and the
researchers, and to make sure that the research results in benefit and minimizes risk of harm.
The ethics of the current study have been approved by the UCL Research Ethics Committee
(project ID number: EP1201503).

Each participant was provided with an information sheet to be read and undersigned before

data collection (see Appendices A (English) and B (Chinese)). This provides information on
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the procedure of data collection, the length of time required for filming, compensation for
participation and contact details of the researcher.

In addition, an Informed Consent form and Video Consent form were provided for
participants to undersign in order to ensure that: 1) each participant joins the study of his or
her own will; 2) each participant’s right of confidentiality in relation to the data produced by
the participants and personal information is respected (see Appendices C and D for the
Informed Consent form in English and Chinese, and Appendices E and F for the Video Consent
form in English and Chinese). The forms were adapted from those previously used in the BSL
Corpus Project (Schembri, 2008), and then translated into written Chinese.

Each participant also received a debriefing information form following completion of the
data collection session which informed them about the purpose of the study (see Appendices
O (English) and P (Chinese)). Debriefing took place at the end of the session in order not to

reveal the purpose of the study, which might impact participants’ production of signs.

6.2 Stimuli

Different types of stimuli have been used in lexical studies to elicit signs; the most frequent
types of stimuli include written words to be translated (see Aldersson & McEntee-Atalianis,
2008; Woodward, 1993) and/or graphic images (drawings or photographs) (see Vanhecke &
De Weerdt, 2004; Osugi, Supalla, & Webb, 1999). The use of written stimuli can help clarify
the meaning of a concept to the participants, especially to those who are literate. This method,
however, has been questioned because the production of signs may be influenced by the choice
of written translation. Graphic images, on the other hand, provide illustrations of the targeted
concepts and help to elicit naturalistic data to a greater extent than written forms. As mentioned
by Nyst (2015), images and props are particularly beneficial to research on sign languages that
have evolved outside the context of deaf education. However, there are still some problems
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with the use of images on their own. For example, it is often difficult to show abstract concepts
or those that are not easily imageable; the selection of an image may not clearly represent the
concept, so participants may refer to different feature(s) of the image rather than the feature(s)
denoting the targeted concept.

In light of the issues discussed above, the current study is adapted from the approach used
in the BSL Corpus Project (Schembiri et al., 2013): using PowerPoint slides to display images
of concepts accompanied by written translations in Chinese (see Section 6.4). The following
section presents the target concepts chosen for the lexical elicitation task, and explains how

images and corresponding Chinese characters were arranged to represent the concepts.

6.2.1 Concepts

139 concepts were originally used in the lexical elicitation task to obtain responses from the
deaf participants from Beijing and Shanghai. The selected concepts were chosen because they
were expected to exhibit variation in relation to signers’ demographic information, on the basis
of the following sources: 1) literature on CSL and Shanghai signing in which sociolinguistic
variation in certain signs and variation among semantic categories was mentioned (Yau 1973;
Fischer & Gong, 2010; Lu, 2012; Jiang, 2012); and 2) personal communication with local deaf
signers in Beijing and Shanghai (including the fieldworkers) and with CSL researchers.

For the current study, 76 concepts were analysed, divided into eight categories (see Table
3). The original number of concepts was reduced for various reasons. First, a part of the
concepts was excluded from the current study because they did not fall into any of the eight
semantic categories. Second, among the concepts selected for the semantic field ‘time’, only
the concept MONDAY was finally included in the analysis, since it was observed during data
coding that the lexical signs for days of the week followed a fixed pattern: a bimorphemic
structure with one morpheme denoting WEEK and the other being one of the numeral signs
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from 1 to 7. In almost all cases, signs for MONDAY differed from signs for TUESDAY only
in the morpheme for numbers. Had all the signs for days of the week been included in the
analyses, the true extent of variation in the ‘time’ semantic field would have been compromised.
Given that numeral signs are included in a separate semantic field (i.e., numbers), the concepts
for days of the week were therefore reduced to only one — MONDAY - in the semantic category
of time, and variation in the morpheme for WEEK was investigated. As for the category of
numbers, concepts from ONE to THIRTEEEN were included, and variation was particularly

noticeable in the numeral signs TEN, ELEVEN, TWELVE and THIRTEEN.

Semantic category Number of Concepts
concepts
Hangzhou, Hong Kong, Inner Mongolia,
. Xinjiang, Tibet, Shanghai, Fujian, Beijing,
Chinese place names = Chongging, Shandong, Wuhan, Taiwan,
Tianjin, Shenzhen, Macau, Nanjing
Colours 8 blue, white, brown, purple, yellow, green,
orange, grey
mother, father, grandmother, grandfather,
Family terms 8 elder sister, elder brother, younger sister,
younger brother
Country names 7 UK, China, France, Germany, India, Italy,
USA
. morning, noon, afternoon, week, vyear,
Time £ month, day, Monday
Foods 11 rice, noodles, milk, potato, dumpling,
mantou, pear, peach, orange, apple, grapes
Chinese New Year, Tomb-Sweeping
Festivals 5 festival, Dragon boat festival, Lantern
festival, Moon festival
Numbers 13 1-13
Total 76

Table 3: The semantic categories and the number of concepts in each category
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6.2.2 Pictures

Most of the selected concepts were presented using images together with written Chinese
translations on PowerPoint slides, except for numeral concepts and the concepts for days of the
week, which were shown without images. Different types of images were used for the concepts
of different semantic categories. Maps were used for Chinese place names (see Figure 6 for the
image selected for BEIJING). For country names, images of corresponding flags were
presented (see Figure 6 for the image selected for GERMANY). All the colour concepts were
presented with images of pure colour blocks (see the example presented in Figure 6). In most
cases, the concepts were illustrated with one image except for abstract terms, the meanings of
which may easily cause confusion to the signers if only one image is used. In this case, two or
more pictures were selected for these concepts to specify the meanings to the participants. For
example, the concept LANTERN FESTIVAL was presented with images of two different
objects (i.e. lanterns and the traditional food for this festival), to reduce the chance that the
signers may be influenced by any one of the specific objects and subsequently produced
unwanted signs.

All the images used in the lexical elicitation task were obtained from the Internet with
copyrights cleared. Parts of the images were taken from a graphic website named “clipart.com’
subscribed by Deafness, Cognition and Language Research Centre, University College London.
The other images were downloaded from Google Images with the usage rights set as ‘free to

use, share or modify’.

JEx
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LANTERN FESTIVAL BEIJING

33 =

PURPLE GERMANY

2105793 12
46138 11
>+EFA

NUMBERS

Figure 6: Examples of stimulus slides used in the Lexical Elicitation Task

6.3 Fieldworkers

It has been noted in many studies that the presence of hearing researchers during data collection
may prompt deaf participants to produce signs they think are socially desirable rather than
those which they use on a daily basis within the deaf community. To avoid the Observer’s
Paradox, it is important to include fieldworkers from local deaf communities to assist
researchers to carry out tasks such as recruiting deaf participants and collecting data from the
participants (cf. Lucas et al., 2001 for ASL; Schembri et al., 2013 for BSL). Apart from being
deaf and fluent signers, fieldworkers should be active members of their communities so that
they have good connections with other deaf people in the community (Schembri et al., 2013).

Three fieldworkers assisted in the current study, and their responsibilities comprised
recruiting participants from Beijing and Shanghai and filming them. Shortly after the lexical
elicitation task was designed, an experienced deaf Shanghai signer, who had been helping sign

language researchers and students to film deaf people in Shanghai, was introduced to the
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researcher by her former colleagues. The Shanghai fieldworker then introduced to the
researcher two local fieldworkers in Beijing and a former official working in the Ministry of
Education in China, who approved the use of a filming site in a university in Beijing. The
filming took place over two weeks in Shanghai and one week in Beijing. All the fieldworkers
assisting this study were deaf native CSL signers and were familiar with their local deaf
communities. They had also previously helped students and researchers to collect data from
deaf people, so they were experienced in data collection procedures.

The researcher and fieldworkers communicated prior to the data collection sessions via text
message and email. Instructions on ethics, the responsibilities of fieldworkers during data
collection, participant recruitment, filming and questionnaire completion were sent in advance.
The fieldworkers also were able to request clarification and ask questions relating to the data
collection. The fieldworkers in Beijing and Shanghai were briefed about the social factors to
be examined in the current study and were asked to try to recruit equal numbers of participants
in each subgroup except for family language background. Other recruitment criteria for
participants included: they have been living in Beijing or Shanghai for at least 10 years; they
are lifelong users of CSL since childhood (with acquisition of CSL before the age of seven);
no more than 2 deaf participants from the same family (to avoid the possibility of similar signs
used by signers from the same family).

A total of 60 participants were recruited by the fieldworkers from their friends, families,
working colleagues, and local community gatherings to take part in the lexical elicitation task,
with 30 participants from Beijing and 30 from Shanghai. For the data collection in Beijing, two
fieldworkers took on different tasks, with one fieldworker responsible for filming participants
and the other fieldworker responsible for providing participants with the documentation,
explaining the documents and questionnaires to participants who had difficulties with reading

or who required clarification, and managing the documents after the filming finished. The
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fieldworker in Shanghai, who worked alone, undertook most tasks including recruitment,
explaining documents and filming participants. All three fieldworkers were paid at the end of

the process for their assistance.

6.4 Participants

In many studies of sociolinguistic variation in sign languages (see McKee & McKee, 2011;
Schembri et al., 2013), where the number of social variables for investigation is relatively large
(usually including region, age, gender, ethnicity and family background), a quota sample
approach (Schembri et al., 2013) is used to make sure that the sample size is large enough to
represent different social backgrounds. For example, 139 participants from five sites in New
Zealand were recruited for the study of NZSL by McKee and McKee (2011), and 249
participants from eight sites in the UK were included for the BSL variation study (Schembri et
al., 2013). Sampling sign language data from a variety of signers with different backgrounds
helps ensure that the dataset is as representative as possible (Fenlon et al., 2014). The current
research aims to investigate four social factors: region, age, gender and family background. To
ensure that the dataset is representative for analysis and the number of participants is balanced
across the sub-groups of each social variable, 60 participants were recruited. Details of
participant demographics are presented in Section 6.4.2. Although ethnic group is another
commonly investigated factor in sign language research, it was not considered in this study.
Unlike regions such as Tibet and Guangxi where a majority of residents belong to minority
ethnic groups, most residents of Beijing and Shanghai belong to the Han ethnic group. The
factor “age’ in this study is divided into three sub-groups: younger, middle-aged and older, with
around 10 participants in each sub-group. This 3-way division was based on historical events
which were likely to have influenced differences in the use of lexical signs by signers falling
into each of the three age sub-groups. Further details are provided in Section 6.4.1. ‘Gender’
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is divided into two groups (i.e. male and female), and family language into two groups: signers
from hearing families and signers with deaf siblings or deaf parents. In most Western countries,
around 5 to 10 percent of deaf children are born to deaf parents (Mitchell & Karchmer, 2004).
Callaway (1999) reported that the number of participants born to deaf parents in China was
about 5 percent based on estimates by teachers in deaf schools. Callaway also noted that this
proportion might be smaller in China as a higher proportion of deafness was the result of
disease, ear infection and the effects of ototoxic drugs (Callaway, 1999:38). Given that the
number of deaf participants with deaf parents was rather small in this study (2 signers in
Shanghai and 4 signers in Beijing), the category of “familial deaf” (signers with deaf siblings
or deaf parents) was used to include an additional 5 Shanghai participants and 9 Beijing
participants who have deaf siblings and who therefore were likely to have more exposure to

CSL in childhood than deaf children from hearing families.

6.4.1 Division of age groups

As mentioned above, there were three age groups in this study, divided as follows: the “younger
group’ (18 to 35 years old); the “‘middle-aged group’ (36 to 60 years old); the “older group’
(participants aged 61 years and over). The choice of these groups was based on historical events
which might have impacted the signing of deaf participants of different ages. Although the age
of schooling for Chinese deaf children begins at around 7-8 years, many participants aged over
60 (i.e. born before 1955) did not attend or were not able to complete schooling due to the
Cultural Revolution from 1966 to 1976, a period when education across China was mostly
suspended. Older signers were therefore expected to have been less influenced by the signs
introduced in the book Zhongguo Shouyu and by Pinyin signs. The signing of the middle-aged
group (those born between 1955-1980) might reflect mixed influences during a period between
the Cultural Revolution and the implementation of the Reform and Opening-up policy. Signers
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born between 1980 -1997 (18-35 years old) are likely to have better access to education because
of social stability from 1978 onwards due to the Reform and Opening-up policy. The younger
signers’ signing and language attitudes are thus expected to have been influenced by the official
promotion of the Pinyin manual alphabet system, the standardised lexicon of Zhongguo Shouyu

and the increased hiring of hearing teachers in deaf schools in the 1980s.

2007-The Chinese government
declared that “persons with
1988-The book of disabilities shall be entitled, on
1959-Publication of the standardised lexicon an equal basis with others, to
draft of standardised 1978-The Reform was revised with the recognition and support of
signs for the deaf and Opening-up title changed into ﬂleu' Fp?ci_ﬁq cultmal and
(Longyaren Tongyong policy was Zhongguo Shouyu, linguistic identity, including
Shouyu Caoru) implemented and the title had been sign languages and deaf
- - used until 2018 culture”

mﬁe PiDeokad 2018-Publication of Guaji
L it : requirement of a 2007-Si i ojid:
Revolution which R el mmpmﬁ l:,:,‘?ﬁiﬂy Tongyong Shouyu Changyong
had led to the university to teach in Sacogivad o or Secunaon Cibiao (in English “Lexicon
suspension of deaf schools, resulting by the Chinese Ministry of of Common Expressions in
in China until late teachers and an increase . . Language”)
1970’s of hearing teachers in

deaf schools

Figure 7: Historical events and official policies relating to the deaf education in China (Callaway,
2000; CRPD, 2006; Gu, 2018; Johnson, 2003; Ministry of Human Resources and Social Security of
the People’s Republic of China, 2008; Yang, 2015)

6.4.2 Participant demographics

Video data were obtained from 30 participants in Beijing and 31 in Shanghai, but one
participant (female, middle-age group) was subsequently excluded from the Shanghai data. On
the day of filming, the participant had arrived with another Shanghai participant, and she told
the fieldworker that she was also interested in joining in the lexical elicitation task. The

fieldworker then filmed both participants, but forgot to ask whether she was born in Shanghai
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and if she had lived in Shanghai for over 10 years (all other Shanghai participants had been
born in Shanghai). The fieldworker later found that many of her signs originated from
Changchun, a city in northern China where she had been born and lived before moving to
Shanghai. Although the participant had lived in Shanghai for the previous 10 years, she still
uses Changchun signs. After discussion, the fieldworker and the researcher agreed to exclude
this participant from the Shanghai dataset, and she was subsequently informed.

Finally, 60 participants were included in the study: 30 Beijing signers and 30 Shanghai
signers. Table 4 provides demographic information about the participants. The numbers in the
groups of ‘age’ and ‘region’ are well-balanced, but there is some imbalance in the factors
‘gender’, with slightly more female participants recruited than male participants, and in ‘“family
language background’, where the number of signers born to families with other deaf members

is smaller than the number of signers born to hearing families.

Family language

Region | Total Age Gender background
18-35|36-60| 61+ | Female | Male fgnifl‘; I;I:ra:]r:lr;g

Beijing 30 10 10 | 10 17 13 13 17

Shanghai| 30 11 10 9 17 13 7 23

Total 60 21 20 | 19 34 26 20 40

Table 4: Participant demographics in the lexical elicitation task

6.5 Recording equipment and filming sites

To carry out the elicitation task, the following equipment was required: a video camera with

tripod to record production of signs by the participants; a laptop for the fieldworker to show
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the PowerPoint slides to the participants; and a portable hard disk drive to back up the recorded
videos from the camera.

In Beijing, filming took place in a classroom at a local university where the fieldworkers
worked. The filming in Shanghai, however, was conducted by a freelance fieldworker who was
not affiliated to a university. Therefore, filming took place in a number of sites including
university classrooms, hotel rooms, and participants’ homes. The researcher and the
fieldworkers tried to ensure that all the filming sites had good lighting and plain backgrounds.
In addition, following the method adopted by Schembri et al. (2013), all the chairs on which
the participants sat during filming had no armrests to ensure that signers would produce signs
freely without resting their elbows on armrests, which might impede the production of signs.
Prior to the day of filming, participants were asked by the fieldworkers to wear plain coloured
t-shirts, avoiding clothes with patterns. Plain coloured t-shirts were also prepared by the filming

team as backups in case the participants did not come with proper clothing on the day of filming.

6.6 Pilot session

To check if any potential problems might exist relating to the use of stimuli before actual data
collection, a pilot filming session was carried out with a deaf Chinese college student who was
then visiting London. The pilot session took place in a filming room at DCAL where, following
the arranged procedure, the student completed a lexical elicitation task and then a questionnaire
with background information. Minor changes were made relating to the adjustment of camera
and laptop positions following the pilot to ensure the participants would have a clear view of
the stimuli. There were no problems with the presentation of the concepts on PowerPoint slides
during the pilot session. However, at the stage of data annotation, certain concepts were found
to be redundant (e.g., concepts for days of the week, as discussed in Section 6.2.1). Such
problems might have been avoided had there been more piloting.
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6.7 Data collection procedure

Thirty sessions of data collection were conducted in each region, corresponding to the number
of participants. Before starting the lexical elicitation task, each participant was asked to read
the information sheet and sign the consent forms to indicate a basic knowledge of what the
research was about and agreement to participate in the study. The fieldworker helped explain
the information sheet and consent forms, by signing to the participants who were not literate
or who found the fonts too small to read (in particular the older signers).

Each session consisted of two parts, with the lexical elicitation task taking place before the
completion of the questionnaire. The arrangement of tasks was designed to minimise the
possibility that the participants’ production of signs might be influenced by the questionnaire.
For example, answering questions about Signed Chinese or Zhongguo Shouyu before lexical
elicitation task might influence participants to use these signs in the task.

The fieldworkers were present throughout the data collection session. During the lexical
elicitation task, the fieldworkers set up the camera in front of the participants and controlled
the presentation of the stimuli on the laptop screen by advancing to the next slide following the
completion of each response. At the end of the task, the fieldworkers double-checked that the
signing had been recorded and then guided the participant to another room to complete the
background questionnaire (see Appendix G in English and H in Chinese).

At the end of each session, participants were given a copy of the debriefing sheet with a
brief explanation about the purpose of the study. A small payment or gift was then given to the

participant in thanks.

6.7.1 Lexical Elicitation Task

During the lexical elicitation task, participants were asked to respond to each stimulus

presented on the laptop screen by producing as many variants as they liked, but that the first
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sign variant to be produced should be the one that they would most commonly use on a daily
basis. During each filming session, only the fieldworker(s) and the participant were present to
reduce possible influence from other deaf signers and from hearing people including the

researcher herself.

6.7.2 Questionnaire on background information

The questions used in the background questionnaire generally followed those used in the
British Sign Language Corpus Project (Schembri et al., 2013). Appropriate modifications were
made in relation to education and schooling, and which signed and spoken languages were used
by the participants. The questionnaire has 37 questions, including basic personal information:
name, gender, age, hearing background of the participants’ family, school location and
educational background. Participants were also asked whether they had training and/or
experience of teaching sign language. Other questions addressed how the participants
communicate with family members and friends, about their preferences for signing in different
situations, about their confidence in their own signing, and about their knowledge of other sign
languages.

This chapter provides the methodology of this study, including details of the participants’
demographic background; the fieldworkers’ responsibility; the lexical elicitation task and the
background questionnaire. The next chapter describes how these collected data were coded for

statistical analyses.
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Chapter 7. Data coding

After data collection, two types of data, digital data (videos of sign productions) and paper data
(signed consent forms and questionnaires about participants’ social background information),
were obtained from the participants. The videos were downloaded to a computer and backed
up on a server, both in encrypted form. Questionnaire information was transferred to Excel
files and the name of each individual participant was replaced with a unique code to ensure the
confidentiality and security of personal data. A series of combined numbers and letters were
used as codes, and only these codes appear in the annotation and analysis. The paper documents
were temporarily stored in a locked cupboard and subsequently transferred to UCL under the
university’s Data Archiving and Management Policy.

The participant videos were edited into clips of individual lexical items and annotated using
ELAN, software commonly used for linguistic annotation of video and audio resources
(Sloetjes & Wittenburg, 2008). The lexical items were annotated using 10 independent tiers:

1. *“annotation ID gloss’ (for coding lexical variants)

2. ‘“ID gloss’ (for coding phonological variants, see Section 7.1 for the definitions of
lexical and phonological variants)

3. “‘Chinese meaning’

4. ‘“English meaning’

5. *ZSsigns’ (see Section 4.1)

6. ‘loan translations’ (see Section 7.2.1)

7. ‘morphemic analysis’

8. ‘character signs’ (see Section 7.2 for the definitions of loan translations, morphemic
analysis and character signs)

9. ‘Pinyin signs’ (see Section 2.3)
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10. ‘comments’

Each lexical item was given a unique label on the ‘annotation ID gloss’ tier. For example,
one variant of the concept MORNING is glossed as MORNINGO1 in the “annotation ID gloss’ to
distinguish from other lexical variants of MORNING. The tiers ‘annotation ID gloss’ and ‘1D
gloss’ are used to distinguish lexical and phonological variants, with the ‘ID gloss’ tier used
for the annotation of phonologically different versions of a single variant. For example,
phonological variants of MORNINGO1, such as MORNINGO1A and MORNINGO1B are coded on this
tier. The tier “Chinese meaning’ provides Chinese translations of the sign variants; these are
the same as the words presented on the PowerPoint slides as the stimuli in the lexical elicitation
task. The tier ‘English meaning’ provides English translations. The ‘comment’ tier is used to
note any irregularity such as missing or problematic signs during annotation. The tiers ‘ZS
signs’, ‘loan translations’, ‘morphemic analysis’, ‘character signs’ and “Pinyin signs’ are used

to annotate various types of loan signs, as noted below in Section 7.2 in the following section.

v ID gloss
> R EE
9 CHINESE_NEW_YEARD1a
10 WHITED1a
11 TOMB_SWEEPING_FESTIVALO1e
12 HONGKONGO1a
13 FAMILYD1a
15 STUDENTOda
16 XINJIANGO2d
17 DRAGONBOAT_FESTIVALOTa
18 SISTEROSa
19 TBET0a
20 LANTERN_FESTIVAL10a
21 SHENZHENO3a
22 USAD2a
23 BROTHERO1a
24 MOON_FESTIVALO3a
25 UKo3a
26 CHINADZD
27 FRANCEOER
28 AFRMANYNSA
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Figure 8: An example of the glossing of the compound sign INNER MONGOLIAQ2A
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7.1 Lexical and phonological variants

This study follows the principle of lemmatisation applied in the British Sign Language Corpus
Project (Cormier et al., 2012; Fenlon et al., 2015). Lemmatisation in sign language is a process
which groups phonological and lexical variant of the same concept into a single lemma so that
all related variants can be analysed as a single sign (Cormier et al., 2012). If two tokens differ
in one phonological parameter (handshape, location, movement, orientation) and have the same
or closely related meaning, they are considered as phonological variants of a single lexical item
(lemma); if two tokens differ in more than one phonological parameter, they are considered to
be two separate lexical variants of a lemma. Lexical variants are coded with numbers following
the gloss, and phonological variants are coded with letters following the numbers. For example,
in Figure 9, the variants BLUEO1A and BLUEO2B are two different lemmas for the concept BLUE,
bearing the same meaning but having different forms. BLUEO1A comprises an L handshape
with the elbow performing a downward movement located in front of the signer’s chest, while
BLUEOZ2B is a bent V handshape with internal movement at the metacarpal joint performed in
front of the signer’s head. Since the two variants differ in handshape, location, movement and
orientation, they are coded as separate lexical variants. The variants BLUEO1A and BLUEOLB are
treated as phonological variants for the lemma BLUEO1 since all parameters of the two signs

are identical except for handshape.
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_al

BLUEO1A BLUEO1B BLUEQO2

Figure 9: Examples of phonological and lexical variants for the concept BLUE

7.1.1 Comparison of variation

Although phonological variants are defined as variants differing in only one parameter in sign
language, phonological variation can sometimes be very subtle: the lowering of a sign location
may vary from near the forehead in its citation form to a location near the eyes, on the cheek,
at the jaw or at even lower locations in the space near the signer’s body (Schembri et al. 2009).
In the data collected in the present study, lowering of signs by some participants was also
observed. Studies of the lowering of signs as phonological variation in ASL, Auslan and NZSL
suggest that location variation (Lucas et al., 2002; Schembri et al., 2009) and signing speed
(Mauk & Tyrone, 2012) may be predicted by social and linguistic factors. The signs which
were distinguished by these subtle differences were thus coded in this thesis as phonological
variants, although phonological variation is not a focus of the current study. For example, one
sign for GRANDMOTHER was produced on the back of the signer’s head to indicate the
hairstyle of a traditional old lady, i.e., with a bun tied at the back of the head; other signers
lowered the location of the sign to the back of the neck. These two variants were coded as
phonological variants GRANDMOTHERO3A and GRANDMOTHERO3B (see Figure 10). It was also

noted that some participants reduced two-handed signs to one-handed signs by omitting the
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non-dominant hand. Brentari (1998) had previously identified this variation as a phonological
process called “‘weak drop’. Signs produced as either a one-handed or two-handed variant with
the same meaning were considered as phonological variants of a single lexeme in this study.
For example, the concept SHENZHEN was produced by most participants with two hands
(annotated as SHENZHENO1A) but by a few participants with the non-dominant hand dropped
(i.e., SHENZHENO1D). SHENZHENO1A and SHENZHENO1D were included in the “ID gloss’ tier and

SHENZHENO1 was included in the ‘annotation ID gloss’ tier.

SHENZHENO3A SHENZHENO3D

A

GRANDMOTHERQ3A GRANDMOTHERO3B

Figure 10: Examples of phonological variants for SHENZHENOland GRANDMOTHERO3

7.2 Loan signs from spoken Chinese

Mandarin is the majority language in China, and CSL, as a minority language, is influenced by
the structure of Chinese words and pronunciation, i.e., Hanyu Pinyin which consists of 30

alphabet letters used to indicate pronunciation of words in Mandarin (see Section 2.3.3).
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Signers from different regions in China may have different preferences in relation to loan signs.
For example, the word Bo’shi (in English “doctorate”) has a conventionalized mono-
morphemic form in Shanghai signing which depicts the outline of the mortarboard and its tassel,
whilst Beijing signers prefer a bimorphemic sign influenced by the spoken Chinese word, with
one sign located on the neck (representing the Chinese word NECK, Bo), and the other sign

shaped like the Chinese character Shi (i.e., ).

Three tiers were created in ELAN for annotation of loan signs: loan translations, Pinyin

signs and character signs.

7.2.1 Loan translations

Loan translation is a common type of borrowings in many sign languages. Sutton-Spence and
Woll (1999) describe loan translation in BSL as a process in which there is a sign-for-
morpheme translation from English. For example, one sign for the city MANCHESTER in
BSL is produced with two separate morphemes MAN and CHEST. This process is also very often
seen in CSL, especially in proper name signs such as place names, festival names and personal
names (see Figure 11 for an example of a loan translation sign for TOMB SWEEPING

FESTIVAL).

Qing’ming’jie (Tomb-sweeping festival)

Y g

LAy - (

— ) A by

ﬁ " 4 / L} !
1 B < B 4

Figure 11: An example of loan translation in CSL
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Many loan translations with multi-morphemic structures were observed in the data, with the
morphemes in loan translations combined in varying order. For example, the concept INNER
MONGOLIA was produced by some participants as INNER"MONGOLIA, by some as
MONGOLIAMNNER, and by others as MONGOLIA. In such a case, it is difficult to assign a unique
ID in the gloss tier if one of the morphemes has already been glossed as a lexical variant. To
disentangle the relations between morphemes and signs in these compounds, another tier
named ‘morphemic analysis’ was used to specify the meaning of each morpheme in
compounds while just the meaning of the compound was kept in the layer ‘lexical variant’.
Following the example above, if a sign for MONGOLIA was already glossed as INNER
MONGOLIAOL (i.e., a variant of the concept INNER MONGOLIA), the variant
MONGOLIAMNNER would be glossed as INNER MONGOLIAQZ in the 1D gloss tier while remaining
as MONGOLIAMNNER in the morphemic analysis tier.

The tier ‘compound sign’ was created for loan translations with bimorphemic features for
multivariate analysis. The lexical variants marked as compound signs not only include
compound signs such as YOUNGER SISTEROL (see Figure 12) which have been lexicalised in
CSL, but also loan translation variants consisting of morpheme for morpheme translations from

Chinese to CSL.

YOUNGER SISTERO1

Figure 12: An example of lexicalised compound sign in CSL
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7.2.2 Character signs

Character signs constitute another type of loan sign in CSL. Fischer and Gong (2010) describe
three ways of forming character signs: tracing and depicting signs; Chinese pronunciation pun
signs; and visual metonymic signs. In tracing signs, the index finger (usually of the dominant
hand) traces or writes a Chinese character; depicting signs are static arrangements of the hands
and fingers to represent Chinese characters, with relative location sometimes employed to
indicate the placement of component in multi-component Chinese characters. For example, the
character Ping (meaning “virtue”) is depicted with an -f- (ASL fingerspelling) handshape, and
the handshape is moved to a lower leftward location and then to a rightward location to depict
the other two components in the character (see Fischer & Gong, 2010:506). Tracing and
depicting are the most common types of character signs, and sometimes the two processes are
used together to refer to one character. Chinese pronunciation pun signs are another type of
character sign. In these, a character with a similar pronunciation but different meaning is used
to represent a sign. For example, the character Wu (in English “middle of the day”) in Mandarin
has the same pronunciation as the character for FIVE; therefore many Beijing signers use the
sign for FIVE in the signs relating to the middle of a day, such as Shang’wu (“morning”) or
Xia’wu (“afternoon”). Visual metonymic signs use part of a corresponding Chinese character
such as the radical® or parts that can be easily produced. For example, signers in Shanghai often

produce the sign for CHEN (written in Chinese B%) by touching their ear, because the

! Radical refers to the component(s) of a Chinese character which can be shared among other Chinese characters.
For example, the component % on the left of the character ¥ (in English “mother”) also appears in characters

such as & (“good”), 3 (“grandmother™), #X (“slave™). Therefore the component “#” serves as a radical, although
it can also be used independently as a character, meaning “girl”. Not all the radicals can be used independently.
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component on the left side of this character (the radical in written Chinese) resembles the

outline of a person’s ear.

7.3 Traditional regional signs

Traditional signs were used in Stamp et al. (2014) as dependent variables to test the anecdotal
claim that traditional signs in BSL are in decline as language change occurs. The identification
of a traditional sign in the BSL Corpus Project was based on consultation with the deaf
community fieldworkers, looking at signs produced by older signers. Similarly, this study
investigates traditional regional signs in Beijing and Shanghai to explore language change in
CSL. Each lexical variant in the data was discussed with the fieldworkers who had helped to
collect the data in Beijing and Shanghai, in order to ascertain whether it was commonly used
by older signers in that region. In Section 8.2.5, multivariate analysis using Rbrul (Johnson,
2009), a statistical program which quantitatively assesses the influence of multiple factors on
linguistic variables, is undertaken on the identified traditional regional signs. As well as
discussing traditional regional signs, the next chapter also presents the results of multivariate
analyses of ZS signs as well as loan signs borrowed from spoken Chinese (as introduced in

Section 7.2).
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Chapter 8. Data analysis

A total of 4560 lexical items were obtained for statistical analysis. However, 48 items were
excluded for the following reasons: 1) there was no response to the given concept; 2) a
participant reported not knowing or not being sure about the sign for the concept; 3) the sign
produced was confirmed by the fieldworkers to be a result of misunderstanding; 4) full Pinyin
fingerspelling was produced for the given concept.

The number of lexical variants which were excluded from the six semantic categories is
shown in Table 5, and a full list of excluded variants can be seen in Appendix S. As a result,

4512 lexical items were available for statistical analysis.

14
7
48

Table 5: Number of excluded lexical tokens in terms of semantic groups

This chapter presents the statistical analyses of lexical signs. The average number of lexical
variants for the concepts is presented in Section 8.1, followed by Section 8.2 presenting the
multivariate analyses of ZS signs, Pinyin signs, character signs, loan translations and traditional

regional signs.

8.1 Number of variants for concepts

The average number of lexical signs for each concept varies across semantic fields (see Table

6). There is a mean of 8.6 lexical variants for festival concepts, with 10 variants identified for
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the concepts DRAGONBOAT FESTIVAL and LANTERN FESTIVAL. Numeral concepts
had the smallest number of variants of all categories, with a mean of 2.4 variants for each

concept. Numbers of lexical variants identified for the 76 concepts are listed in Appendix T.

numbers T ? 4
time M 3 1
family members IS /.6
food mEEEEEEEEEE————— /0
colours T 5/
place names NN (4
country names I (.6
festivals T S 6

0 2 4 6 8 10

Table 6. Average number of lexical variants for the concepts in the eight semantic categories

8.2 Results of multivariate analyses

This section presents the results of logistic regression analyses using Rbrul. Rbrul is a data
analysis program extended from R. Compared with GoldVarb (Sankoff, Tagliamonte, & Smith,
2005) often used to evaluate the effects of multiple factors on linguistic variables, the greatest
advantage of Rbrul is that it allows mixed-effects modelling, taking random effects into
account, and thus avoiding the overestimation of significance (Johnson, 2009). The mixed-
effects regression in Rbrul can also handle imbalanced datasets and can provide an improved
predictive model for such datasets in sociolinguistic studies.

The data are divided into two major pairs of variants: ZS vs. non-ZS variants (see Section
4.1); and traditional regional vs. non-traditional regional variants (see Section 7.3). The ZS pair
divides lexical variants into those which are identical to the signs in the book Zhongguo Shouyu,

and those which are not. Traditional regional signs, using a similar division of sign variants to
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that in Stamp et al. (2014), are those commonly used among older signers in the regions.
Another three pairs of variants, relating to borrowings from spoken Chinese and its
romanisation system (i.e., Hanyu Pinyin), are included in the analysis to study oral influence
on lexical signs. These comprise: (1) character variants (signs tracing and depicting Chinese
characters or radicals (Fischer & Gong, 2010)), and non-character variants; (2) Pinyin variants
(signs involving fingerspellings from the Pinyin manual alphabet), and non-Pinyin variants; (3)
loan translation variants (sign-for-word or morpheme-for-morpheme translations from written
words to signs (Sutton-Spence & Woll, 1999)) and non-loan translation variants. The
independent variables for Rbrul analysis comprise region, age, gender, language background

and semantic categories. Participants and concepts are treated as random effects in the analysis.

8.2.1 ZS signs

Of the 4512 lexical signs, 1595 signs (i.e., 35.4%) produced by the participants are identical to
the signs in Zhongguo Shouyu. Of the 1595 identical signs, 886 (55.5%) were produced by
Beijing participants and 709 (44.5%) by Shanghai participants; 684 signs (42.9%) were
produced by male participants and 911 (57.1%) by female participants; younger participants
produced the most ZS signs (i.e., 596, 37.4%) compared to middle-aged participants, who
produced 503 signs (31.5%), and older participants, who produced 496 signs (31.1%); 553
(34.7%) of the identical signs were produced by signers with deaf family members, and 1042
(65.3%) were produced by signers of hearing background. As for semantic categories, the signs
for numbers include 566 (35.5%) ZS signs, while only two ZS signs (0.1%) were produced for
festival concepts.

Table 7 presents the results of the Rbrul analysis, with ZS signs being the application value.
An asterisk appears before a factor if the relation between the factor and its application value
is significant (p<.05). If the number in the log odds is positive (as opposed to negative) or the
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number in the factor weight is over 0.5, the use of ZS signs is likely to be favoured. On the
other hand, a negative value in log odds or a factor weight below 0.5 suggests a likelihood of
disfavouring ZS signs (Stamp et al., 2014). For the interpretation of results, factor weight is
commonly referred in linguistic analysis while log odds is used mostly for psychological

studies.

Application value: ZS signs.

Factor Log odds | Tokens % 0 fZs Fa(_:tor P value

signs weight
D Beijing 0.34 2263 0.392 0.584

Region ; <.001
Shanghai -0.34 2249 0.315 0.416
Young 0.382 1499 0.397 0.594

*Age Middle -0.189 1508 0.334 0.453 <.001
Old -0.193 1505 0.330 0.452
Female 0.0472 2563 0.355 0.512

Gender 439
Male -0.0472 1949 0.351 0.488

Language Familial deaf -0.0302 1510 0.366 0.492 656

background Hearing 0.0302 3002 0.347 0.508 '

Numbers 5.386 774 0.731 0.995
Food 0.512 646 0.356 0.625
Chinese place names 0.418 952 0.325 0.603

*Seman_tic Family members 0.339 480 0.371 0.584 <001

categories Country names -0.204 420 0.210 0.449 '

Colours -0.305 473 0.211 0.424
Time -0.498 474 0.257 0.378
Festivals -5.648 292 0.007 0.004

*Factor groups significant at <.05. 4512 tokens. Input probability=0.135, Mean=0.354, Intercept=-1.854,
Deviance=3370.6, Random (concept) standard deviation=2.844, Random (participant) standard
deviation=0.304

Table 7: Multiple logistic regression result for ZS signs

The significant factors identified in the analysis are region, age and semantic category.
Gender and language background were not found to be significant factors.

Among the 2263 lexical signs produced by Beijing participants, 39.2% of them were ZS
signs (factor weight, 0.584); among the 2249 lexical signs produced by Shanghai participants,
31.5% of them were ZS signs (factor weight, 0.416). This result indicates that ZS signs were
more likely to be preferred by Beijing signers. Younger participants produced the largest

70



number of ZS signs in comparison to middle-aged and older signers (factor weight, younger
participants = 0.594, middle-aged participants = 0.453, older participants = 0.452), meaning
that ZS signs were favoured by the younger generation. Among the eight semantic groups, 73.1%
of number signs included ZS signs (factor weight, 0.995) while only 0.7% of festival signs
were ZS signs (factor weight, 0.004), suggesting that ZS signs were most favoured in number

signs while least favoured in festival signs.

8.2.2 Pinyin signs

Since the semantic groups ‘times’ and ‘numbers’ included no Pinyin signs, the sign variants of
these two categories were excluded from this round of analysis to optimise the variation
outcome. Thus, 3264 tokens, of which 186 were Pinyin signs (i.e., 5.7%), were included in the
analysis. 84 out of the 186 Pinyin signs (45.2%) were produced by Beijing participants and 102
(54.8%) were produced by Shanghai participants. Younger participants produced 104 Pinyin
signs (55.9%); middle-aged participants produced 61 Pinyin signs (32.8%); and older
participants produced only 21 Pinyin signs (11.3%). Female participants produced 101 Pinyin
signs (54.3%) and male signers produced 85 Pinyin signs (45.7%). Of the six semantic
categories, 29 Pinyin signs (15.6%) were produced for festival terms; 45 (24.2%) were
produced for colour terms; 44 (23.7%) were produced for food terms; 46 (24.7%) were
produced for the terms of Chinese place names; 16 (8.6%) were produced for family members;
and 6 (3.2%) were produced for country names. Table 8 presents the results of the logistic

regression analysis, with Pinyin signs being the application value.

Application value: Pinyin signs. *Factor groups significant at p<.05.

0 .
Factor Log odds Tokens % Of. Pinyin Fac_:tor P value
signs weight
. Beijing -0.178 1636 0.0513 0.456
Region - .165
Shanghai 0.178 1628 0.0627 0.544
Young 0.950 1081 0.0962 0.721
*Age - <.001
Middle 0.175 1094 0.0558 0.544
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Old -1.125 1089 0.0193 0.245
Female -0.0483 1857 0.0544 0.488
Gender 721
Male 0.0483 1407 0.0604 0.512
Language Familial deaf 0.0388 1090 0.0569 0.51 78
background Hearing -0.0388 2174 0.0570 0.49 '
Festivals 1.955 293 0.0990 0.876
Colours 1.115 473 0.0951 0.753
Food 0.439 646 0.0681 0.608
*Semantic Chinese place
categories ames -0.956 952 0.0483 0.278 039
Family -1.255 480 0.0333 0.222
Country names -1.298 420 0.0143 0.215

*Factor groups significant at <.05. 3264 tokens.
Input probability=0.0097, Mean=0.057, Intercept=-4.631, Deviance=1075, Random (participant) standard
deviation=0.592, Random (concept) standard deviation=2.077

Table 8: Multiple logistic regression result for Pinyin signs

This round of analysis shows that age and semantic categories were significant factors in
predicting variation in Pinyin sign use. Region, gender and language background were not
significant. The younger age group (factor weight, 0.721) produced more Pinyin signs than the
middle aged (factor weight, 0.544) and older groups (factor weight, 0.245). Therefore, Pinyin
signs were favoured among younger signers. The signs for festivals (factor weight, 0.876)
included the largest number of Pinyin signs amongst the six semantic groups, whilst the

smallest number of Pinyin signs were used among names for countries (factor weight, 0.215).

8.2.3 Character signs

Since no character signs were found in the semantic group ‘family members’, this group was
removed from this round of analysis. Similarly, although 33 character signs appeared in the
signs for numbers, none of them were used as lexical signs for ONE to NINE, i.e., character
signs were only found among signs for TEN, ELEVEN, TWELVE and THRTEEN. As this
was the case, the lexical signs from ONE to NINE were excluded from the analysis. After the

exclusion, there were totally 3496 lexical tokens identified for the analysis of character and
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non-character signs, among which 492 character signs were identified (i.e., 14%). 256 of the
character signs (52%) were produced by Beijing participants, and 236 (48%) were produced
by Shanghai participants. The younger participants produced 137 character signs (27.9%), with
163 (33.1%) produced by the middle-aged participants and 192 (39%) produced by the older
participants. Female participants produced 279 character signs (56.7%) and male participants
produced 213 character signs (43.3%). The participants with hearing language background
produced 334 signs (67.9%), and those who have deaf family members produced 158 character
signs (32.1%). As for the semantic categories, 235 character signs (47.8%) were produced for
place names; 78 (15.8%) were produced for festival terms; 60 (12.2%) were produced for
country names; 49 (10%) for terms relating to time; 33 (6.7%) for numbers; 29 (5.9%) for food
terms; and 8 (1.6%) for colour terms. Table 9 presents the result of Rbrul analysis, with

character signs as the application value.

Application value: character signs. *Factor groups significant at p<.05.

Factor Logodds | Tokens | % of character Factor P
signs weight value
Region Beijing 0.065 1753 0.146 0.516 482
Shanghai -0.065 1743 0.135 0.484
*Age Young -0.339 1160 0.118 0.416 <.001
Middle -0.002 1169 0.139 0.5
Old 0.341 1167 0.165 0.584
Gender Female -0.0037 1987 0.140 0.499 .949
Male 0.0037 1509 0.141 0.501
Language Familial deaf -0.0546 1170 0.135 0.486 .553
background  |"Hearing 0.0546 2326 0.144 0.514
*Semantic Festivals 2.269 293 0.266 0.906 <.001
categories Chinese place names 2.25 952 0.247 0.905
Numbers 0.897 238 0.139 0.71
Country names 0.419 420 0.143 0.603
Time 0.065 474 0.103 0.516
Food -2.755 646 0.045 0.06
Colour -3.145 473 0.017 0.04

*Factor groups significant at <.01. 3496 tokens.
Input probability=0.00731, Mean=0.141, Intercept=-4.912, Deviance=1613.134, Random (participant)
standard deviation=0.373, Random (concept) standard deviation=3.208

Table 9: Multiple logistic regression result for character signs
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Age and semantic categories were found to be significant in predicting the variation of
character signs, and region, gender and language background were not the significant factors
in the analysis. The younger participants (factor weight, 0.416) were found to disfavour
character signs, while the older participants (factor weight, 0.584) favoured the use of them.
For semantic groups, character signs were highly favoured among the signs for festivals (factor
weight, 0.906) and Chinese place names (factor weight, 0.905), and they were least favoured

among food signs (factor weight, 0.06) and colour signs (factor weight, 0.04).

8.2.4 Loan translations

1340 sign variants were identified as loan translations among the 4512 lexical signs (i.e.,
29.7%), which take up around one fourth of the total number of signs collected. Loan
translations were produced by 748 Beijing participants (55.8%) and by 592 Shanghai
participants (44.2%). Among the age groups, older participants produced 475 loan translations
(35.4%); middle-aged participants produced 450 loan translations (33.6%) and younger
participants produced 415 loan translations (31%). Female participants produced 745 loan
translations (55.6%) and male participants produced 595 loan translations (44.4%). Participants
with deaf family language background produced 470 loan translations (35.1%); and those with
hearing language background produced 870 loan translations (64.9%). As for semantic
categories, 463 loan translations (34.6%) were produced for Chinese place names; 266 (19.9%)
were produced for festivals terms; 210 (15.7%) were produced for food; 207 (15.4%) for
country names; 133 (9.9%) for numbers; 32 (2.4%) for family members; 15 (1.1%) for time
and 14 (1%) for colour terms. Table 10 demonstrates the results of analysis, with loan

translations being the application value.
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Application value: loan translations. *Factor groups significant at p<.05.

0,
Factor Log odds Tokens % of Ic_)an Fa(_:tor P value
translations weight
. Beijing 0.421 2263 0.331 0.604
*Region ] <.001
Shanghai -0.421 2249 0.263 0.396
Young -0.2532 1499 0.277 0.437
Age Middle 0.0482 1508 0.298 0.512 .158
old 0.205 1505 0.316 0.551
Female -0.0979 2563 0.291 0.476
Gender 334
Male 0.0979 1949 0.305 0.524
Language Familial deaf 0.0173 1510 0.311 0.504 86
background | Hearing -0.0173 3002 0.29 0.496 '
Festivals 5.784 293 0.908 0.997
Chinese  place 1.886 952 0.486 0.868
Country names 1.691 420 0.493 0.844
x5 ’ Food 0.756 646 0.325 0.68
emantic
. i <.001
categories | Family -1.266 480 0.0667 0.22
members
Colour -2.561 473 0.0296 0.07
Numbers -2.923 774 0.172 0.05
Time -3.367 474 0.0316 0.03

*Factor groups significant at <.01. 4512 tokens.
Input probability=0.074, Mean=0.297, Intercept=-2.526 Deviance=2555.642, Random (participant) standard
deviation=0.634, Random (concept) standard deviation=2.914

Table 10: Multiple logistic regression result for loan translations

As shown in Table 10, region and semantic categories were the two significant factors
identified in the multivariate analysis as predicting variation in loan translation variants. The
other factors (age, gender and language background) were not significant.

Factor weights presented in the results indicate that Beijing signers (factor weight, 0.604)
favoured loan translations, and Shanghai signers disfavoured their use (factor weight, 0.396).
For semantic groups, loan translations were highly favoured in signs for festivals (factor weight
0.997), Chinese place names (factor weight 0.868) and country names (factor weight 0.844),
whilst they were disfavoured in signs for family members (factor weight 0.22), colours (factor

weight 0.07), numbers (factor weight 0.05) and time (factor weight 0.03).
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8.2.5 Traditional regional signs

The signs for ONE to NINE in the number category were removed from this analysis because
only one sign variant was found for each of the nine concepts and eight out of the nine were
used by all signers and hearing people across China (SEVEN has two lexical variants, with the
second used by two of the Beijing signers). The analysis of the 3976 lexical signs is presented
in Table 11, with traditional signs being the application value. 3033 signs were identified
among the 3976 signs as traditional regional variants (i.e., 76.3%). Participants in the younger
age group produced 898 (29.6%) of the traditional regional signs; the middle-aged participants
produced 1024 (33.8%) and the older participants produced 1111 (36.6%). 1481 traditional
regional signs (48.8%) were produced by Shanghai participants and 1552 (51.2%) were
produced by Beijing participants; female participants produced 1732 traditional regional
variants (57.1%) and male participants produced 1301 variants (42.9%); participants who were
born with deaf family members produced 1027 traditional regional variants (33.9%) and
participants who were born with hearing family members produced 2006 variants (66.1%). As
for semantic categories, 447 traditional regional variants (14.7%) were produced for terms of
times; 407 (13.4%) were produced for family members; 213 (7%) were produced for numbers;
501 (16.5%) were produced for food; 677 (22.3%) were produced for Chinese place names;
357 (11.8%) were produced for colour terms; 276 (9.1%) were produced for country names;

and 155 (5.1%) were produced for festivals terms.
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Application value: Traditional regional signs. *Factor groups significant at p<.05.

Factor Log odds Tokens % of traditional Factor P value
signs weight
*Region Beijing 0.121 1993 0.779 0.53 .0461
Shanghai -0.121 1983 0.747 0.47
*Age Young -0.618 1320 0.68 0.35 <.001
Middle 0.024 1329 0.771 0.506
Old 0.594 1327 0.837 0.644
Gender Female 0.025 2259 0.767 0.506 679
Male -0.025 1717 0.758 0.494
Language Familial deaf 0.0395 1330 0.772 0.51 539
background Hearing -0.0395 2646 0.758 0.49
*Semantic Time 2.036 474 0.943 0.885 <.001
categories Family 0.858 480 0.848 0.702
members
Numbers 0.588 238 0.895 0.643
Food -0.077 646 0.776 0.481
Chinese place | -0.35 952 0.711 0.413
names
Colours -0.362 473 0.755 0.41
Country names | -0.895 420 0.657 0.29
Festivals -1.798 293 0.529 0.142

*Factor groups significant at <.05. 3976 tokens.
Input probability=0.873, Mean=0.763, Intercept=1.926, Deviance=3381.112, Random (participant) standard
deviation=0.289, Random (concept) standard deviation=1.587

Table 11: Multiple logistic regression result for traditional regional signs

The Rbrul results show that age (p, <.001), semantic category (p, <.001) and region (p, 0.046)
were significant in predicting the use of traditional regional signs. Gender and family language
background were not significant. The results show that younger signers disfavoured the use of
traditional regional signs (factor weight, 0.35), while the older signers favoured the use of them
(factor weight, 0.644). Beijing signers (factor weight, 0.53) slightly favoured the use of
traditional regional signs than Shanghai signers (factor weight, 0.47). As for semantic
categories, traditional regional signs were highly favoured for time (factor weight, 0.885),
family members (factor weight, 0.702), and numbers (factor weight, 0.643), and were the least
favoured among signs for festivals (factor weight, 0.142) and country names (factor weight,

0.29).

77



8.2.6 Summary

The Rbrul results presented in the previous sections altogether show that the lexical signs
produced by Beijing and Shanghai participants exhibited variation with regards to region, age
and semantic categories, with different patterns of variation for traditional regional signs, ZS
signs, Pinyin signs, character signs and loan translations. Beijing participants favoured the use
of ZS signs, loan translations and traditional regional signs while Shanghai participants
disfavoured the use of them; younger participants favoured the use of ZS signs and Pinyin signs
while older participants favoured the use of character signs and traditional regional signs. In
general, borrowed signs, including character signs, loan translations and Pinyin signs were
found to be favoured in signs for festivals, country names and place names, while traditional
regional signs were disfavoured in these fields. Gender and language background were not
found to be significant in the analyses. Detailed discussion of these findings is presented in

Chapter 9.

78



Chapter 9. Discussion

This chapter, which is organised into six sections, discusses the patterns of variation found in
relation to semantic category, age and region in the five types of variants. Section 9.1 compares
the lexical variants produced by participants with those in Zhongguo Shouyu, and provides
possible explanations for similarities as well as differences. Sections 9.2, 9.3 and 9.4 analyse
variation in the use of three types of loan signs (i.e., Pinyin signs, character signs and loan
translations). Variation in traditional regional variants is discussed in Section 9.5. Section 9.6

concludes the discussion and 9.7 and presents the limitations of the current study.

9.1 ZS signs

This section discusses the results of the analysis of ZS signs, with variation in relation to
semantic category discussed in Section 9.1.1, and variation relating to region and age discussed

in Section 9.1.2.

9.1.1 Semantic categories

Number signs

Across the eight semantic categories, number signs were found to be strongly correlated with
Zhongguo Shouyu signs (factor weight, 0.995), suggesting that the signs for number concepts
from ONE to THIRTEEN produced by the participants were highly similar to the number signs
in ZS. As was shown in Section 8.1, the number category includes the fewest lexical variants.
Each concept from ONE to NINE has only one variant except for the concept SEVEN, for
which two variants were identified. In fact, gestures with the same configurations as these
number signs are also commonly used by hearing people in China. The small variation in signs
for ONE to NINE is thus likely to be linked to the wide use of these forms by both deaf and

hearing people in China.
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In contrast to the concepts ONE to NINE, the range of variants for the concepts TEN,
ELEVEN, TWELVE and THIRTEEN is much larger. It should be noted that for these four
concepts, the ZS signs are the same as the variants produced by Beijing signers. Among the
four variants identified for the concept TEN, TENOL, a traditional regional sign in Beijing, has
the same form as the ZS sign. Similarly, the ZS signs for ELEVEN, TWELVE and THIRTEEN
were also uniquely used by Beijing signers, with the ZS signs for ELEVEN, TWELVE being
traditional Beijing variants. As for THIRTEEN, the two variants THIRTEENO1 and THIRTEENO2
were both uniquely used by Beijing participants, with THIRTEENOL produced by 8 of 30 Beijing
participants and THIRTEENO2 produced by 19 Beijing participants, and THIRTEENOL is the ZS
sign. The two variants are partly similar, in that the part representing TEN is the same (see
Figure 13). THIRTEENOL consists of two morphemes, while THIRTEENO2 has hand-internal
movement of the index and middle fingers. Yang’s (2016) study of numeral signs in CSL
compared Shanghai and Beijing variants for TEN. She observed that the Beijing variant for
TEN can be compounded with the numbers 1-9 to show teens, whereas the Shanghai variant,
which is produced with the thumb and index finger crossed, cannot be compounded with other
number signs to show teens and tens (Yang, 2016:255-256). She further noted that the Beijing
variant’s capability of compounding with other number signs was the major reason why the
editorial committee of Zhongguo Shouyu decided to adopt the Beijing variant as the

standardised variant for TEN.
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TENO1(Beijing traditional regional variant) TWELVEQ1(Beijing traditional regional variant)

b

THIRTEENO1 THIRTEENQ2

e

Figure 13: Traditional variants for TEN, TWELVE and THIRTEEN by Beijing signers

Festival signs

In contrast to number signs, ZS variants were found to be strongly disfavoured as festival signs,
with only 2 of 60 participants preferring ZS signs in this category. The signs produced by the
participants in this category are very different from their ZS equivalents (see Figures 14 and
15). The festival signs in Zhongguo Shouyu mostly depict the date of the festivals. For example,
the ZS variant for MOON FESTIVAL is produced with the number signs for the date on which
this festival takes place, the 15" of August in the Chinese lunar calendar (see Figure 15).
Another example is the ZS variant for DRAGON-BOAT FESTIVAL, which is produced as
the 5" of May. These festival signs found in ZS were not observed to be used by the CSL
signers in this study. The Beijing and Shanghai participants reported that they found these
expressions confusing as there was no indication from the signs of whether the dates were

based on the lunar or solar calendar, or whether the signs signify dates or festivals.
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Example of Shanghai signers’ responses for MOON Example of Beijing signers’ responses for DRAGON
FESTIVAL BOAT FESTIVAL

FESTIVAL

ZS sign for MOON FESTIVAL ZS sign for DRAGON BOAT FESTIVAL

7 7
( lj:!.n

(=) (=) (—) (=)

Figure 15: ZS signs for MOON FESTIVAL and DRAGON BOAT FESTIVAL (CDPF & CAD,
2003)

9.1.2 Social factors

As well as semantic category, age and region were also factors found to be significant in
predicting variation in the use of ZS signs by the participants, with Beijing and younger

participants most likely to favour the use of ZS signs.

Region

There are two probable reasons for Beijing signers favouring ZS signs. Firstly, a number of
traditional regional variants in Beijing were observed to also appear in the book (for example,
see Figure 13 for the number variants for ELEVEN and TWELVE), although the extent of
similarity between Beijing signs and ZS signs has not been fully studied. Secondly, both ZS
signs and Beijing signs have a strong oral influence from Mandarin, as they include many loan

signs from the Pinyin system and Chinese characters.
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Age

As noted in Section 4.1, teachers in deaf schools have been reported to use a high percentage
of ZS signs in their signing (Liu, Gu, Cheng, & Wei, 2013). The exposure to ZS signs in deaf
schools is likely to be greater than in other settings. The higher use of ZS signs among younger
signers thus might be a result of the national promotion of ZS signs for teaching in deaf schools.
As well as its use in schools, ZS has also been promoted for use in sign language interpretation
on television as well as for activities organised by local branches of the China Disabled Persons’
Federation (Liu, Gu, Cheng, & Wei, 2013). Although the use of ZS signs was found to be
preferred only by younger signers, middle-aged and older signers may also have acquired some
ZS signs through the national promotion of the book. Sociolinguistic variation in the

comprehension of ZS signs will be explored later, in Part 3 of the thesis.

9.1.3 Summary

In conclusion, the investigation of ZS signs confirms that lexical signs in the book include both
natural signs that are commonly used among deaf signers in China as well as invented signs
which appear to be less widely used in the deaf community. The ZS signs for numbers include
variants that are widely used by hearing and deaf people in China, whilst the signs for festivals,
which do not appear to have originated from within the deaf community, were disfavoured by
the participants. Furthermore, a higher degree of similarity was found between Beijing signs
and ZS signs than between Shanghai signs and ZS signs, although reasons for this have not
been fully investigated. Finally, the study proposed that the favouring of ZS signs among
younger signers may be resulting from the national promotion of Zhongguo Shouyu, especially

in educational settings.
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9.2 Pinyin signs

Age and semantic category were found to be predictors of variation in Pinyin signs. This
section discusses the results of the statistical analysis of Pinyin signs, with Section 9.2.1
focusing on age variation in the use of Pinyin signs, and 9.2.2 on the initialised sign for -j- in

festival signs.

9.2.1 Age

An ongoing diachronic change in the use of Pinyin signs was indicated by the result of
multivariate analysis, with younger signers favouring the use of Pinyin signs. The Pinyin
manual alphabet (Hanyu Shouzhi Zimu Tu) was created in the late 1950s and published in 1963
by the Sign Language Reform Committee, but was not specifically promoted among deaf
people in China until 1988 with the production of Zhongguo Shouyu, in which the Pinyin
manual alphabet was promoted to assist deaf children to pronounce the sounds of Mandarin.
Pinyin signs also frequently appear in ZS signs to complement the natural signs which were
believed not to be able to express abstract concepts such as conjunction (Gu, 2017). The
frequent use of Pinyin signs in education settings may thus have led to the inclusion of more

Pinyin signs in the lexicons of younger signers than middle-aged and older signers.

9.2.2 Festival signs

Among the six semantic categories analysed, Pinyin signs were most favoured in signs for
festivals. This may be related to the frequent use of polymorphemic festival signs. In Mandarin,
festivals are formally expressed with a morpheme for FESTIVAL attached to the end of a word.
For example, the sign for CHINESE NEW YEAR is expressed as Chun’jie, where Chun means
“spring” and Jie is the English equivalent of “festival”. In the present study many signers

produced polymorphemic signs for the festivals with the last morpheme being the fingerspelled
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form -j-, representing JIE (in English “festival”) as an initialised sign (see Section 2.3.3). In
Shanghai, this variant is produced on the forehead and is commonly seen even among older
signers when signing FESTIVAL. This suggests that the fingerspelled letter -j- has already
been lexicalised in the Shanghai variety. A similar morpheme, with the same handshape but a
different place of articulation, (see Figure 16) was also produced by Beijing signers. The
favouring of fingerspelled -j- in festival signs is likely to explain the favouring of Pinyin signs

using polymorphemic structures in this semantic category.

Shanghai variant for Jie Beijing variant for Jie

9.3 Character signs

Similar to Pinyin signs, age and semantic category were found in the Rbrul analysis to
significantly predict variation in character signs. Sections 9.3.1 and 9.3.2 discuss age variation
and variation relating to semantic category in character signs, and Section 9.3.3 discusses the

Chinese pronunciation pun signs identified among the character signs.

9.3.1 Age

In contrast to the pattern of age variation in Pinyin signs, which were favoured by younger
signers, character signs were favoured by older signers. Since the Pinyin manual alphabet was
not officially introduced to deaf education until the late 1990s, it is likely that Pinyin signs are
less familiar to many middle-aged and older generations of signers. Character signs, which are

borrowed directly from traditional written characters, tend to be an ‘older” form of loan signs
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in CSL compared with the Pinyin signs. In contrast to their use of Pinyin signs, character signs

were less favoured among younger signers.

9.3.2 Semantic categories

Character signs were favoured in the semantic fields of proper names: festivals, names of
countries, and Chinese place names. Among the five festivals, character signs were most
frequently used for MOON FESTIVAL (71.8%, see Figure 14) and TOMB-SWEEPING
FESTIVAL (23%, see Figure 11). The use of the character sign for ZHONG (“middle”) in
MOON FESTIVAL (the Chinese equivalent Zhong’qiu’jie is literally translated as “mid-
autumn festival” in English), as well as the use of the Chinese pronunciation pun sign for QING
in TOMB SWEEPING FESTIVAL (Qing’ming’jie), contributed to the high frequency of
character signs in this category. Lexical variants for the other three festival concepts rarely
included character signs. A similar situation was observed in the signs for countries, where
46.7% included the sign for ZHONG (in English “middle”) in the concept CHINA (Zhong’guo),
and 30% of the country name signs included the Chinese pronunciation pun sign for YI in
ITALY (Yi’da’li). Although character signs were also favoured in place name signs, they were
not used as frequently as for festivals and countries. Of the 16 concepts in this group, 6 of them
(i.e., BENJING, SHANGHAI, HONG KONG, NANJING, TIANJIN, XINJIANG) did not
include character signs. Compared with the other ten (CHONGQING, FUJIAN, HANGZHOU,
INNER MONGOLIA, MACAU, SHANDONG, SHENZHEN, TAIWAN, TIBET and
WUHAN), the six cities are either metropolitan areas or well-known tourist cities and the local
signs for these cities are widely used by signers across China. Increased language contact
through travelling, frequent use on television and the inclusion of local signs for places in the

book Zhongguo Shouyu have possibly contributed to the adoption of these signs by signers
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across China. For less famous cities, however, the use of character signs was much more

frequent.

9.3.3 Chinese pronunciation pun signs

Of the various types of character signs in the data, Chinese pronunciation pun signs, tracing
signs and depicting signs (see the definitions of tracing and depicting signs in Section 7.2.2)
were the most frequently observed. In the present study, 68% (334 out of 492) of the character
signs produced are tracing and depicting signs, and 32% (157 out of 492) are Chinese
pronunciation pun signs.

Fischer and Gong (2010) defined a Chinese pronunciation pun sign as a sign whose spoken
Chinese equivalent shares the same or similar pronunciation with a Chinese word for another
sign. Pun signs have been reported to occur more frequently in northern signing varieties than
southern varieties. The findings in this study are consistent with this claim. The 256 character
signs produced by Beijing signers include 119 Chinese pronunciation pun signs (46%); whilst
only 16% (38 out of 236) of character signs produced by Shanghai signers are pun signs. A
common example of the pun signs used by Beijing signers is the concept APPLE, which is
pronounced in Mandarin as ping’guo. The pronunciation of ping is also found with a different
character meaning a flat, level surface. The lexical variant APPLEOL is a traditional regional
sign used by 28 Beijing signers, in which a sign represents the flat level surface and is followed
by another handshape signifying the shape of an apple. Another example is the Chinese place
name variant HANGzHoUOQ2. This is pronounced in Mandarin as Hang’zhou with the first

character hang written as #77. However, many Beijing signers prefer to use the sign AGAINST

(pronounced as Kang) in HANGzHOUO02, which in Mandarin is written as #5;, (see Figurel?).
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APPLEO1 HANGZHOUO02

tadd

Figure 17: Examples of Chinese pronunciation pun signs for PING’GUO (“apple”) and HANG’ZHOU
(“Hangzhou”)

9.4 Loan translations

Of the 4511 signs investigated in the current study, a quarter included loan translations (1339).
Since sign languages are socially marginalised and are often influenced by their surrounding
mainstream spoken languages, the frequent use of loan translations in CSL may be related to
the use in Chinese of bimorphemic and polymorphemic forms. The analysis found that loan
translation variants were favoured by Beijing signers, which is likely to relate to the stronger
oral tradition in deaf schools in Beijing (see Chapter 2). As a type of loan signs borrowed from
spoken Chinese, this finding supports the claim that the Beijing variety has more oral influence
than the Shanghai variety.

The pattern of variation in loan translations regarding semantic categories is similar to that
of character signs, which were favoured for festivals, Chinese place names and countries. As
explained in the discussion section on character signs (see Section 9.3), festivals in Mandarin
are always written with a morpheme for FESTIVAL at the end of the word. This was paralleled
in the data collected for this study, in which most of the festival signs were polymorphemic.
Similarly, signers tended to add a sign for NATION at the end of the names of countries. For
example, the variant CHINAOS is produced by some signers as CHINAOS*NATION although some

signers only produce cHINAOL, which means “nation” (see Figure 18). It is possible that the
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number of loan translations would be lower in conversation in comparison to the lexical

elicitation task, as their choice may be influenced by the Chinese words presented as stimuli.

CHINAO1 CHINAOS

Figure 18: Lexical variants for the concept CHINA

9.5 Traditional regional signs

Semantic category was found to be one of the three significant factors (with age and region) in
predicting the variation of traditional regional signs, with time, family members and numbers
being the more favoured categories, while colours, festivals and country names being the less
favoured categories. It is not surprising to find that traditional regional signs were not favoured
in the signs for proper names, as these signs included many borrowings such as character signs
and loan translations (see Section 9.3 and 9.4). Interestingly, traditional regional signs for
colours were also slightly disfavoured, and a few colour concepts had much larger numbers of
sign variants than others. Specifically, the concept BROWN had nine sign variants, and
ORANGE had ten sign variants. For the variants of BROWN, some Shanghai signers produced
the sign for COFFEE, and some signers produced the Chinese pun sign for ZONG’ZI, a
traditional food for the Dragon Boat Festival, in which the pronunciation of Zong is the same

as that of BROWN. There were four lexical variants identified for WHITE and BLUE.
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9.5.1 Age

Similar to the findings in the studies of BSL (Stamp et al., 2014) and NZSL (McKee & McKee,
2011), traditional regional signs were also found to be in decline among younger signers.
However, unlike studies of other sign languages which showed that younger signers were using
fewer traditional regional variants than older signers, evidence of levelling was not strong
among the younger signers in Beijing and Shanghai. As has been shown above, younger signers’
lexicon tends to include more Pinyin signs and ZS signs than older signers’, possibly as the
result of the policy of sign language standardisation that has been implemented in recent
decades. In 2018, a new standardised lexicon, named Guojia Tongyong Shouyu Changyong
Cibiao (in English “Lexicon of Common Expressions in Chinese National Sign Language”)
was published to replace the previous book named Zhongguo Shouyu. Gu (2017) states that 40%
of the ZS signs remain unchanged in the new lexicon, with 30% only partially modified. It is
likely that lexical signs used by younger signers will continue to change under the influence of
this continuing policy.

Additionally, the increasing language contact among deaf signers from different regions of
China and other countries of the world through social media and travel, as has been suggested
in previous studies (Jiang, 2012; Lu, 2012), is also likely to expose younger signers to other

signing varieties and new sign languages, and might further reduce the use of traditional

regional signs.

9.5.2 Region

Beijing signers was found to slightly favour the use of traditional regional signs than Shanghai
signers. Of the 3033 traditional regional signs collected, 1198 were identified by the Beijing
fieldworker as the traditional regional signs in Beijing variety; 1315 were identified by the

Shanghai fieldworker as the traditional regional signs in Shanghai variety; and the other 520
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were identified by fieldworkers of both regions as their traditional regional signs. An imbalance
in Beijing and Shanghai signers’ production of the traditional regional signs in each others’
regions was observed from the collected data. 66 of the 1198 traditional Beijing signs were
produced by Shanghai signers (5.6%), and 161 of the 1315 traditional Shanghai signs were
produced by Beijing signers (12.2%). The figures show that the traditional regional signs in
Shanghai variety were more frequently used by Beijing signers than vice versa, thus
contributing to the favour of traditional regional signs by Beijing signers in general (see Section
8.2.5). This finding suggests that Shanghai variety may have more influence over Beijing
variety. An investigation of the mutual intelligibility of Beijing and Shanghai varieties is

presented in Part 3.

9.6 Summary

This study analysed 4512 lexical signs produced by 60 signers in Beijing and Shanghai. The
analyses of these signs confirmed previous observations by Yau (1977) and Jiang (2012) that
lexical signs in CSL exhibited greater or lesser variation depending on semantic fields.
Borrowed signs, including character signs, loan translations and Pinyin signs were found to be
used more frequently in signs for festivals, country names and Chinese place names, while
traditional regional signs were used less frequently in these fields. Different patterns of
variation were also found in these signs in relation to the social factors of age and region. Firstly,
the preference for ZS signs and loan translations by Beijing participants are consistent with the
claim that the Beijing variety exhibits a stronger influence of spoken/written Chinese than the
Shanghai variety. Secondly, the preference for traditional regional signs by Beijing participants
may suggest a greater influence of the Shanghai variety over the Beijing variety. Moreover,
applying the apparent time hypothesis (Bailey, Tillery, & Sand, 1991), the fact that traditional
regional signs were disfavoured among younger signers indicates that language change is
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taking place, with the lexicon of younger signers tending to include more ZS signs and Pinyin
signs, but fewer character signs than middle-aged and older signs.

In general, variation in signs with regard to age and region may be the result of educational
and official policies, as well as opportunities for increased language contact via social media
and travel. The variation between different age groups relating to communication methods in
deaf schools and the influence of government promoted signs is consistent with the finding in
studies of some sign languages that lexical change has been led by changes in educational and
official policies (Bayley, Schembri & Lucas, 2015). The decreased use of traditional regional
variants among younger signers has been reported in the study of BSL by Woll, Allsop and
Sutton-Spence (1991), which attributed the change to increased exposure to other regional
varieties on television. The study in Part 3 will explore the influence of Beijing and Shanghai
varieties by investigating signers’ mutual intelligibility of the lexical signs used in these two

regions.

9.7 Limitations

This study serves as a first step in the systematic investigation of sociolinguistic variation in
lexical signs used by CSL signers. However, there are a number of limitations to the
methodology of this study, specifically in relation to relying on a single type of stimuli to elicit
lexical signs, to limited fieldworker training, to a lack of pilot sessions and to no reliability
coding of the lexical elicitation task.

The lexical signs produced by signers in Beijing and Shanghai were obtained solely through
a lexical elicitation task. As stated by McKee and McKee (2010), decontextualised elicitation
techniques do not reveal signers’ whole potential repertoire of lexical forms for a given concept,
and they also fail to capture signers’ choices of signs in different discourse conditions. In the
present study, the frequent use of loan translations and character signs might be the result of
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using decontextualised stimuli in the lexical elicitation task, although there is independent
evidence that oral influence is strong among Beijing signs.

Secondly, only written instructions on procedures for data collection were provided to the
fieldworkers. Their unfamiliarity with the equipment and procedures resulted in a number of
problems such as missing some lexical variants and recruitment of at least one ineligible
participant. These problems could have been avoided if face-to-face training had been offered
to the fieldworkers prior to the data collection.

Since only one pilot session was conducted before beginning data collection, some of the
concepts (e.g., days of the week) had later to be excluded from analysis because of repetitive
patterns of signing. Although they may still be useful to the documentation of CSL lexical
signs, the selection of concepts could have been refined had more pilot sessions been
undertaken prior to the main study.

Finally, the traditional regional variants were consulted with only one local fieldworker in
each region. The categorising of variants should have been made more valid if more native
signers were involved in consultation. In addition, other categorising of signs, such as loan
translations and non-loan translations, and the task of lemmatisation (i.e., labelling of
morphological and phonological variants) could not be double-checked and reliability of
coding assessed, due to the absence of other CSL researchers in DCAL.

In general, although there are several weaknesses in the methodology, this study is the first
to systematically investigate lexical variation in Beijing and Shanghai varieties, and thus plays
an important role in starting to understand patterns of lexical variation in the northern and

southern signing varieties in China.
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Part 3. Lexical comprehension task

The study described in Part 2 looked at sociolinguistic variation in lexical signs used by Beijing
and Shanghai signers, and it was found that signs varied with regard to factors including region,
age and semantic category. It was observed that some of the traditional regional signs used by
Shanghai signers were used more frequently by Beijing signers than vice versa. For example,
the traditional regional signs for family members used by Beijing participants: BROTHEROL,
FATHERO1, MOTHERO2 and GRANDMOTHEROL were not used by Shanghai signers, while those
used by Shanghai signers: BROTHER02, FATHERO2, MOTHERO1 and GRANDMOTHERO4, were
used by some Beijing signers. This finding in the variation study may suggest that Beijing
signers know more Shanghai variants than Shanghai signers know Beijing variants, and
possibly, therefore that Shanghai signing may have a greater influence on Beijing signing than
vice versa. To gain a better understanding of this “directional bias’ in the relationship between
Beijing and Shanghai signers’ production of signs, the study described in Part 3 looks at the
extent to which Beijing and Shanghai signers understand each others’ signs and Zhongguo
Shouyu signs. The findings of the present study are compared later with signers’ reports on
their comprehension of regional varieties of CSL, to study the language attitudes of Beijing
and Shanghai signers in the next part of this thesis.

The present part of the thesis, which comprises 3 chapters, investigates variation in
comprehension of Beijing signs, Shanghai signs, and ZS signs. Chapter 10 introduces
approaches to measure mutual intelligibility and reviews relevant research on spoken and sign
languages; Chapter 11 describes the lexical comprehension task used with the Beijing and
Shanghai participants; the results of the analyses and discussion of the results are presented in

Chapter 12.
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Chapter 10. Mutual intelligibility of languages and regional dialects

Studies of mutual intelligibility explore the extent to which speakers of two different languages
or dialects are able to understand each others’ languages or dialects. Mutual intelligibility can
be measured at different linguistic levels such as words, sentences and texts, and in relation to
both social and linguistic factors such as linguistic distance, language attitudes and language
contact (Gooskens, 2007). Techniques used to measure mutual intelligibility are generally
divided into two categories: opinion testing and functional testing (Gooskens & Van Bezooijen,
2006). Opinion testing asks how well participants think they understand the other dialect(s).
This method usually involves directly asking for participants’ opinions about the intelligibility
of other dialects, and/or using questionnaires to ask them to rate how well they think they can
understand the other dialects. Studies using these methods can either include speech samples
or not (Haugen, 1966; Tang & Van Heuven, 2007). Opinion testing is sometimes seen as a
shortcut to functional intelligibility tests because it is relatively easy for researchers to obtain
information on the intelligibility of dialects compared to functional testing. However, it only
reflects subjective ideas and sometimes a person’s report may not be in line with reality.
Gooskens (2013) has suggested that the results obtained by opinion testing should be dealt with
cautiously for this reason. Functional testing, on the other hand, measures how well other
languages or dialects are understood. Typically, this type of study counts the percentage of
words correctly translated from dialect A to dialect B (Tang & Van Heuven, 2009). The
methods used in functional testing include presenting texts in other dialects and asking
participants to answer questions relating to content, or asking participants to translate words,
sentences or texts into other varieties. For example, in a study of mutual intelligibility among
15 Chinese dialects (Tang & Van Heuven, 2009), isolated spoken words which had been audio

recorded were played to 15 subjects in a semantic categorisation task. In this task, the subjects
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were asked to classify words into one of ten different semantic categories. The subjects were
also presented with recordings of target words in sentence context and were asked to translate
the target words into the subjects’ own dialects. The results of this study were then compared
to another study of mutual intelligibility of Chinese dialects, using opinion testing (see Tang
& Van Heuven, 2007) to investigate the correlation between the two measures. The study
concluded that degree of mutual intelligibility can be determined by both opinion and
functional tests, but with functional tests better reflecting Chinese dialect classifications at

sentence level.

10.1 Intelligibility of sign languages and sign language varieties

Compared with the studies of mutual intelligibility of unrelated spoken languages, many
studies of intelligibility among different sign languages have suggested that the level of
intelligibility among sign languages is higher. Battison and Jordan (1976) stated that deaf
people who do not share the same sign language can communicate with each other more easily
than two hearing people who do not speak the same language. They explored this in a
referential communication task with signers of six different sign languages (i.e., American,
Danish, French, Chinese, Italian and Portuguese). Participants alternately served as receivers
and senders, choosing from a set of pictures based on descriptions in a foreign sign language.
Although the authors reported difficulty in the completion of the task, the result shows that the
participants achieved an average of 34% accuracy.

In another early functional testing study conducted by Faurot et al. (1999), the intelligibility
of Mexican Sign Language (LSM) to ASL signers was investigated. Participants were asked to
watch videos of LSM and answer questions relating to the content of the videos. Although

there was hardly any evidence suggesting that language contact and historical influence had
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occurred between ASL and LSM, the mean level of comprehension of LSM text was found to
be 14%.

Greenberg (1957) states that lexical similarity of over 20% in basic vocabulary between two
spoken languages indicates some historical relationship. However, the lexical similarity
between unrelated sign languages could be higher than that benchmark, and this is probably
due to the presence of iconic signs, especially in the core vocabulary of sign languages. For
example, Currie, Walters and Meier (2002) investigated the lexical similarity between Japanese
Sign Language (JSL) and Mexican Sign Language (LSM), two historically and culturally
unrelated languages, by comparing 166 lexical items elicited from two sets of flashcards
comprising Bickford’s (1991) wordlist and “a few lexical items that occurred spontaneously in
conversation” (Currie, Walters, & Meier, 2002:226). The study found that the lexical similarity
score between JSL and LSM was 23%, a number which would suggest a historical relationship
between two spoken languages using Greenberg’s definition of lexical similarity.

Ease of communication across sign languages has been attributed not only to shared
grammatical features found in many sign languages such as classifier constructions and
constructed action, but also to mouthing and availability of contextual information (for
example, see Mckee & Napier, 2002; Hiddinga & Crasborn, 2011; Safér et al., 2015; Stamp,
2015).

Séafar et al. (2015) explored the intelligibility of Flemish Sign Language (VGT) to signers
of French Belgian Sign Language (LSFB) and signers of Sign Language of the Netherlands
(NGT). VGT is the sign language used by the deaf communities of Flanders (the Dutch-
speaking area of Belgium); LSFB is used in Wallonia (the French speaking area of Belgium);
and NGT is used in the Netherlands. Four videos of two genres (narrative and informative)
were presented in VGT to test how well they were comprehended by signers of LSFB and NGT.

The study found that NGT signers performed better than signers of LSFB in comprehending

97



VGT when mouthing was present, while LSFB signers performed better than NGT signers
when mouthing was absent. Moreover, a higher degree of intelligibility was found in the
narratives, where iconic structures were more frequently used, compared to the informative
videos. The study concluded that mouthing and iconicity facilitated comprehension across sign
languages.

As well as studying the mutual intelligibility of different sign languages, Woll (1994)
studied the comprehension of regional signing varieties of BSL, investigating BSL signers’
knowledge of the signs used on the BBC television programme See Hear. In the study,
participants of two age groups (under or over 45 years of age) were first presented with a set
of cards with English words and were asked to give their signs for the words. Then a sample
of sign variants obtained in a previous study of lexical variation was shown to the participants
and they were asked about the meaning of the variants. Responses were divided into three
categories for analysis: a) those who failed to offer the correct meaning of the presented sign
variant; b) those who offered the correct meaning of the presented sign variant and who
produced the same variant in response to the presented card; c) those who offered the correct
meaning of the variant but produced a different variant in response to the presented card. The
results revealed that many younger signers in Group C had more knowledge of regional
variants than the older group. Participants were also asked in interviews to say how well they
understood different regional signing varieties of BSL, and their responses were compared to
the results of the study by Kyle and Allsop (1982), who had reported that over 40% of deaf
respondents in Bristol and surrounding areas had never met a deaf person from farther than 125
miles away. In contrast to their study, Woll reported that her subjects rated most regional
varieties as relatively easy to understand, except for Northern Irish and Scottish signing which
was rated as difficult to understand. Woll attributed this change in reports of ease of

comprehension to increased use of BSL on television.
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A recent study by Stamp et al. (2015) investigated language contact and accommodation
among 25 signers from four regions of the UK (Belfast, Glasgow, Manchester and Newcastle),
using a ‘spot the difference’ task. The study showed that signers from different regions had no
difficulty in understanding each other, and minimal examples of language accommodation
were found to contribute to the ease of communication among signers from different regions.
Stamp (2015) further studied the mutual intelligibility of lexical signs used in the four regions.
She used a lexical comprehension task to investigate the extent to which signers with different
social backgrounds were familiar with lexical variants for colour signs in eight regional
varieties of BSL. During the task, participants were presented with videos of signs for different
colours, without the presence of mouthing or context, and were asked to choose the colour best
matching the meaning of the signs. Results showed that lexical recognition was relatively poor
in BSL, with London and Birmingham colour signs being the most easily recognised by all
signers (45% for London colour signs and 42% for Birmingham colour signs), and Bristol and
Glasgow colour signs being the least frequently recognised (24% and 16% respectively). The
study concluded that mouthing and fingerspelling were the two coping strategies to assist

signers in recognising BSL regional varieties.

10.2 Comprehension of regional varieties of CSL

The two major branches of CSL are the northern and southern varieties. Although linguistic
variation has been reported to exist between northern and southern varieties of CSL (Yang &
Fischer, 2002; Fischer & Gong, 2010), whether regional variation in CSL affects the extent to
which signers of these two varieties understand each other has yet to be studied (Shen, 2008).

Liu, Gu, Cheng and Wei (2013) conducted a questionnaire-based survey with 13241
participants (deaf pupils, deaf and hearing teachers of special education, and deaf adults) from
18 regions of China. The participants were asked to report on how well they were able to
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understand signing varieties used in other regions of China, TV signing and ZS signs.
Difficulties in understanding signs not used in the participants’ own region were reported by
80.3% of deaf pupils and 78.2% of deaf adults. In addition, while over 80% of deaf participants
reported that they had tried to watch the sign language interpretation on the TV news, fewer
than 10% reported no difficulty in understanding the TV signing. Despite the reported poor
comprehension of TV interpretation, over 90% of deaf students and over 80% of deaf adults
reported that they were familiar with Zhongguo Shouyu signs. The researchers concluded that
it was necessary to promote a single variety of sign language among deaf people in China. The
findings in the study provide data on signers’ reports about the intelligibility of different
signing varieties in China, including ZS signs, but the participants’ actual comprehension was
left uninvestigated. Part 3 of the present study addresses Beijing and Shanghai participants’
actual comprehension of lexical signs used in three signing varieties in China: Beijing signs,
Shanghai signs and ZS signs.

The research questions addressed in the current study are:

1. Isthere an asymmetry in the extent to which Beijing signers understand Shanghai signs
and vice versa?

2. To what extent are signers able to understand the lexical signs promoted in Zhongguo
Shouyu?

3. How does comprehension of Beijing signs, Shanghai signs and ZS signs relate to signers’
demographic information (region, age, gender and family language), as well as to
different semantic categories (place names, food, family members, colour and time)?

The following chapter describes the lexical comprehension task as well as participant

demographics, with the results of statistical analyses and the discussion of findings presented

in Chapter 12.
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Chapter 11. Methodology

This chapter is an introduction to the lexical comprehension task used to collect data for
comparison. It begins with a description of ethics-related documentation in Section 11.1, and
then is followed by a description of the design of the lexical comprehension task in Section
11.2. Sections 11.3 and 11.4 describe the participants and the fieldworkers recruited for the
task. Details of the experimental procedure are presented in Section 11.5, and the final section

describes data coding and analysis.

11.1 Ethics approval and documentation

Similar to the procedure in Study 1, ethics approval from the university’s Research Ethics
Committee (project ID EP1201503) was obtained before conducting the comprehension study.
Participants were given an information sheet (see Appendices K in English and L in Chinese)
which includes a description of the procedure of the lexical comprehension task, compensation
for their participation, expected length of time required for the experiment, and contact details
of the researcher and her supervisors. Each participant was then asked to complete a consent
form (see Appendices M in English and N in Chinese). Since the lexical comprehension task
was conducted at the same time as the administration of the questionnaire for the study on
language attitudes (see Part 4), the consent form as well as the information sheet included
information relating to both studies. Where participants were not literate and therefore not able
to read the forms, or where further clarification was needed, the fieldworkers explained the
content in sign language. After completion of the experiment, participants were given a
debriefing form (see Appendices Q in English and R in Chinese) explaining the purpose of the
study and thanking the participants for their involvement. Each participant received a small gift

or payment to compensate them for their time.

101



11.2 Lexical Comprehension Task

To investigate signers’ comprehension of signs, a lexical comprehension task was used to elicit
responses from the participants. The experiment was designed using E-prime 2.0 (Schneider,
Eschman, & Zuccolotto, 2002), a software suite designed for psychological behavioural studies.
E-Studio is the interface where an experiment is designed and built; E-Run is used to present
the experiment to participants while recording their responses; E-Merge is used to organise the
data so that multiple data files can be merged into a target file for analysis; and E-DataAid
enables the creation of tables and graphs. The lexical comprehension task was built through E-
studio, presented to the participants via E-Run, and the responses merged through E-Merge

before being transferred to Excel and SPSS files for statistical analysis.

11.2.1 Selection of lexical signs

To study signers’ understanding of Beijing, Shanghai signs and Zhongguo Shouyu signs, the
sign variants for 76 concepts elicited from the data collected for Study 1 (see Part 2) were used
as a source to provide stimuli for the current study. At the time the lexical comprehension study
was prepared, only half of the data collected for Study 1 had been coded, covering five of the
eight investigated semantic categories. Therefore, 33 sign variants for 20 concepts in 5
semantic categories (place names, food, family members, colours and time) were selected from
the data to serve as Beijing and Shanghai stimuli for the lexical comprehension task. For the
ZS variants, only those signs judged to be created for the book, rather than collected from
regional varieties of CSL (Gu, 2017), were included as possible ZS stimuli. After consultation
with the fieldworkers, five sign variants were selected from Zhongguo Shouyu to serve as ZS
stimuli for the lexical comprehension task, including initialised signs, which used Pinyin signs
to represent the first phoneme in the pronunciation of the Chinese word for a concept, and signs

which had been found to be rarely used by Beijing and Shanghai participants in the lexical
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elicitation task. Altogether 38 sign variants, representing Beijing signs, Shanghai signs and ZS
signs, were used to investigate signers’ comprehension (see Appendix W).

Given their visual-gestural nature, sign languages are characterised by a high degree of
iconicity (Mandel, 1977). Sutton-Spence and Woll (1999) identified four categories of iconic
motivation for items in the BSL lexicon: substitutive depiction, virtual depiction, presentable
action and presentable objects. The categories were adopted by Su and Tai (2009) in their study
comparing TSL and CSL. Iconicity in sign languages may assist individuals to guess the
meanings of certain signs without having previously seen them. In order to minimise the
possibility that the target pictures were chosen by guesswork, sign variants which were highly
iconic were not included as stimuli in the lexical elicitation task. For example, the sign variant
MILKO1 (Figure 19) is a compound sign CATTLE"DRINK. The first morpheme is a substitutive
depiction of a horn and the second morpheme, DRINK, is a presentable action which depicts
holding and drinking from a cup. Variants as such were not considered as eligible stimuli for
the task. Furthermore, it had also been observed that many participants added a sign for Jie
(meaning “festival”) at the end of signs for festivals (see Section 9.2.2). The presence of a sign
meaning Jie may possibly enable participants in the comprehension task to guess that the sign

is a festival, therefore festival signs were also excluded from the comprehension task.

Figure 19: The variant MILKO1

103



11.2.2 Selection of distractors

For each sign stimulus, four pictures illustrating different possible meanings were presented to
the participants. In each set of four, only one picture matched the meaning of the stimulus, with
the other three pictures serving as distractors. All distractors were either semantically or
phonologically related to the stimulus. For example, the Shanghai variant BRowN02 (Figure 22
in Section 11.2.4) is produced with a flat B handshape located on the signer’s right cheek. This
variant was used by four Shanghai signers in the younger age group and is likely to have been
borrowed from ASL (Cormier, personal communication, 2018). The distractors selected for
this sign stimulus included a picture with a block of the colour purple, which is in the same
semantic category (colour), and a picture of a shy face (the sign SHY in BSL has a similar
location and handshape to the sign for BrowN02). All the distractors are listed in Appendix X.

The locations of the target pictures on the screen were pseudo-randomised. Participants were
instructed to choose from the four pictures the one they thought best matched the meaning of
a sign.

The sources of the images used in the lexical comprehension task included Clipart, a website
for picture downloading (subscribed to by the Deafness, Cognition and Language Research
Centre), and Google Image (free for commercial and non-commercial use), as well as photos

taken by the researcher.

11.2.3 Variant types

Since this study investigates the comprehension of Beijing, Shanghai and ZS signs, the 38
stimuli were grouped into these three major categories. In addition, under the major categories,
the Beijing and Shanghai variants were further divided into traditional and non-traditional

regional signs. The following sub-sections describe each variant type in detail.
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Traditional regional signs

The traditional regional signs used as stimuli in the lexical comprehension task were those
identified in Study 1 as signs used uniquely in a region and preferred among older signers (see
Section 7.3 in Part 2). For example, the variant BLUEO2 is a traditional regional sign in Shanghai.
In the data collected in Study 1, BLUEO2 was produced by 29 out of 30 Shanghai participants
and was confirmed by the Shanghai fieldworker as a traditional regional sign used in Shanghai.
AFTERNOONO1 was identified as a Beijing traditional regional sign. This variant was produced
by 24 out of 30 Beijing participants (see Figure 20). After discussion with the local
fieldworkers, 14 Beijing and 12 Shanghai traditional regional signs were included as the stimuli

in this group (see Appendix W).

BLUEQO2 AFTERNOONO1

Figure 20: Traditional Shanghai sign BLUEO2 and traditional Beijing sign AFTERNOONO1

Non-traditional regional signs

In general, the traditional regional signs were identified through consultation with local
fieldworkers, and most of them had been produced in the lexical variation study by a majority
of local signers, especially older signers in the regions (see Table 12 for the identified
traditional regional signs). Other signs, which were not specifically traditional regional signs,
but which were used by young and middle-aged signers rather than older signers in the regions

were included as the non-traditional regional stimuli. For example, as shown in the results in
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Part 2, younger signers produced more manual alphabet signs and ZS signs than older signers.

The use of these variants is likely to be the result of the promotion of the Pinyin manual

alphabet and Zhongguo Shouyu to the Chinese deaf community over past decades. The

fieldworkers reported that language contact with other CSL regional varieties or with, e.g.,

International Sign or ASL, had also facilitated change in signs among younger signers. Such

signs were identified as non-traditional regional signs and were also used to study signers’

comprehension. Three Beijing non-traditional regional signs and four Shanghai non-traditional

regional signs were included in the non-traditional regional group (see Appendix W).

number of local

number of local

Beijing traditional signers in Shanghai traditional . . .
regional signs lexical regional signs SIgners in lexical
elicitation task elicitation task
GRANDMOTHERO1 18 YELLOWO3 30
WHITEOL 26 YOUNGER-BROTHERO3 22
FATHERO1 22 BLUEQ2 28
BLUEO1 23 FATHERO2 30
SHANGHAIO1 26 HANGZzHOU01 19
MANTOUQ2 27 NOODLEQ2 30
NOODLEQO1 30 MANTOUOQ4 23
PEAROZ2 18 SHANGHAIQ02 30
AFTERNOONO1 24 ORANGEQ7 19
HANGZHOUO02 10 PEACHO5 25
YOUNGER-BROTHER04 9 AFTERNOONO3 30
CHONGQINGO02 13 NEXTWEEKO6 22
NEXTWEEKO1 9
FUJIANO2 20

Table 12: The Beijing and Shanghai traditional regional signs identified in the lexical elicitation task
in Study 1 (Part 2), in which the data were obtained from 30 Beijing and 30 Shanghai signers
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ZS signs

The ZS signs used as stimuli in the lexical elicitation task were selected from the authorised
book Zhongguo Shouyu. These specific signs as representative of ZS signs were selected for
the following reasons: 1) they were not produced as preferred signs by any of the Beijing or
Shanghai participants in Study 1; 2) they were reported by the fieldworkers to have been
created by the compilers of the book (it is mentioned in the book that some of the signs were
invented (Zhongguo Shouyu, 2003:1-3), although the origins of these specific signs were not
confirmed with the compilers of the book). One example is MORNINGO3, a sign introduced in
the book and produced by only one (middle-aged) participant from Shanghai in the lexical
elicitation task. This sign does not appear to have been influenced by spoken Mandarin. The
pair MORNINGO3 and AFTERNOONZS (Figure 21) may have been created for the Zhongguo
Shouyu book. Altogether five ZS signs were included as stimuli in the lexical comprehension

task (see Appendix W).

Figure 21: The ZS signs MORNINGO3 (left) and AFTERNOONZS (right) (CDPF & CAD, 2003)

11.2.4 Re-recording of lexical stimuli

To avoid the possibility that participants might know the signers who took part in the lexical
elicitation task in Part 2, the original videos were not used as stimuli in the lexical
comprehension task. Instead, the selected lexical signs were reproduced by a deaf signer from

Hong Kong. Since this signer has lived only in Hong Kong and the UK, it was felt that there
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was only a small likelihood that the signer would be known to signers in Beijing and Shanghai.
In addition, to also reduce the possibility of mouthing providing a clue to a sign’s meaning, the
model was instructed not to use mouthing when reproducing the sign variants. After recording,
the file was edited into individual video clips for use as stimuli.

When the experimental design was complete, three Chinese non-signers (with no knowledge
of sign linguistics) and two BSL signers with no knowledge of CSL were invited to take part
in a pilot study to check if there were any stimuli which could be easily guessed. An average
score of less than 25% (below chance) was obtained by the 3 Chinese non-signers, and the
average score obtained from the 2 BSL signers was around 50%. MiLk01 and the festivals were
then excluded (see Section 11.2.1), and the pilot was repeated. Once these signs were excluded,

the pilot scores dropped to near chance level.

Figure 22: The variant BROWNQ2

11.3 Participants

Sixteen local deaf signers in Beijing and seventeen signers in Shanghai, from different age
groups, genders and language backgrounds, took part in the lexical comprehension task (see
Table 13 for participant demographics), of whom twenty signers had taken part in the lexical

elicitation task.
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The numbers of signers were roughly balanced in terms of age, gender and family
background in order to make the sample sizes in each social group representative for analysis,
with two exceptions: about twice as many female signers as male signers were recruited in
Shanghai; and the number of Shanghai signers from hearing families is larger than the number
of Shanghai signers from deaf families. This is not surprising, as signers from hearing families

vastly outnumber those from deaf families (see Section 6.4).

Region Total | Age Gender Language background
18-35 36-60 61+ Female [ Male Deaf Hearing
Beijing 16 6 4 5 8 8 9 7
Shanghai 17 7 5 5 12 5 4 13
Total 33 13 9 10 20 13 13 20

Table 13: Participant demographics in the Lexical Comprehension Task

11.4 Fieldworkers

The two fieldworkers (one in Beijing and one in Shanghai) who had assisted with data
collection in Study 1 also assisted with the data collection in Study 2. As the fieldworker in
Beijing is a member of a university sign language research team, the lexical comprehension
task was carried out in the university. The recruitment of participants in Shanghai, however,
was more difficult to organise than in Beijing because the fieldworker in Shanghai is not a
research team member. The study in Shanghai was carried out in several different locations: 5
older Shanghai participants took part in a senior citizen centre where older deaf people in
Shanghai regularly gather to meet and hold activities; 2 younger participants did the lexical
comprehension task in a Starbucks café, and the setting was not very ideal with the presence
of other customers. Following completion of data collection, the fieldworkers were debriefed

and thanked for their assistance.
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11.5 Procedure

Before performing the lexical comprehension task, the participants were instructed by the
fieldworker to sit with the laptop on a table in front of them. The participants were asked to
read the instructions on the screen. These provided information about how to initiate the task
and how to give responses using the keyboard.

Once the task was initiated, the 38 sign stimuli were presented to the participants one after
another. For the presentation of each stimulus during the lexical elicitation task, a video clip of
the lexical variant appeared on the screen, and immediately after the video of the sign finished,
four pictures with numbers, images and corresponding Chinese characters appeared on the
screen. Once the participant selected one of the pictures by pressing one of the numeral keys
from 1 to 4 on the laptop keyboard, a small plus symbol (or fixation point) then appeared in
the centre of the screen and lasted for 5 seconds before the next video clip was presented.
Appendix U illustrates the task procedure.

For most participants, the 38 stimuli were presented in three sections, with each section
lasting about 5 minutes on average. Two of the three sections each consisted of twelve lexical
stimuli and one consisted of fourteen stimuli. Participants could either have a short break at the
end of each section or continue with the task by pushing a ‘continue’ button on the laptop. The
opportunity for a short break was offered between each two sections. After all the 38 items had
been presented, a slide signifying completion of the task appeared on the screen. The
participant was then given a debriefing form about the task and a small gift for their

participation.

11.6 Data coding and analysis

Prior to running the lexical comprehension task, videos of the selected sign variants, along with

their properties (meaning, semantic category, variant type), were coded in E-prime. The
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properties of stimuli were not shown to the participants during the task, but were kept for
statistical analysis of the participants’ comprehension after the task.

After completion of the task, each of the 33 participants was assigned an individual and
regional identification code to protect privacy. The responses given by each participant and the
correct responses for each lexical sign were coded, and the coding was then exported from E-
Prime to Excel for subsequent statistical analysis. Rbrul analyses were performed on the
traditional regional, non-traditional regional and ZS signs to study the sociolinguistic variation
in participants’ comprehension; for Beijing and Shanghai participants’ comprehension of each
others’ signs, repeated measures ANOVA and independent sample t-tests were used for

analysis. The next chapter presents the results of these analyses.
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Chapter 12. Results and Discussion

This chapter presents and discusses the results obtained from statistical analyses of the
participants’ comprehension of Beijing, Shanghai signs and ZS signs. Section 12.1 describes
the results of Rbrul analyses of sign comprehension in relation to social factors (region, age,
gender and family language background) and semantic categories. Section 12.2 presents the
analyses of the extent of mutual comprehension of Beijing and Shanghai participants. The
results are discussed in Section 12.3, with a summary of the chapter presented in Section 12.4.

Overall, 1254 responses were collected from 33 participants in the lexical comprehension
task (33 participants x 38 trials). The average overall score was 64.5% (809 correct trials/1254
trials), with Beijing participants correctly identifying 72.5% (441 correct trials/608 trials) of
the sign variants and Shanghai participants correctly identifying 57% (368 correct trials/646

trials) of the variants.

12.1 Effects of social and linguistic factors on participants’ performance

This section presents the Rbrul analyses of participants’ comprehension of ZS signs, traditional
regional and non-traditional regional signs in Beijing and Shanghai in terms of signers’
demographic information. Semantic category was not included in the analyses of this section
because the number of variants within each semantic category was too small (between 0 and 2
in each semantic group) to generalise representative results. Results of six Rbrul analyses are
reported in this section: two analyses were performed on participants’ comprehension of
traditional regional Beijing and Shanghai signs; two analyses were on comprehension of non-
traditional regional Beijing and Shanghai signs; the fifth analysis concerned comprehension of

ZS signs; and the final analysis addressed the general performance of the participants.
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12.1.1 Traditional regional signs in Beijing

A total of 462 responses were given by 33 participants on 14 traditional regional sign variants
in Beijing, of which 287 were correctly identified (i.e., 62.1%). Each response was coded as a
token, with the application value being the correct responses. Table 14 shows the results of

Rbrul analysis in relation to the participants’ comprehension of traditional regional signs in

Beijing.

Factor Log odds | Tokens | % of correct Centred P value
signs weight

*Region Beijing 1.878 224 0.871 0.867 <.001
Shanghai -1.878 238 0.387 0.133

Age Younger -0.249 182 0.593 0.438 0.12
Middle -0.654 154 0.695 0.658
Older -0.405 126 0.571 0.4

Gender Female 0.239 280 0.604 0.559 0.3
Male -0.239 182 0.648 0.441

Language Familial deaf -0.378 168 0.637 0.407 0.13

background | Hearing 0.378 294 0.612 0.593

*Factor groups significant at <.01. 462 tokens. Application value: correct response.
Input probability=0.712, Mean=0.621, Intercept=0.903, Deviance=408.731, random (participant)
standard deviation=0.898, random (sign variants) standard deviation=1.316

Table 14: Multiple logistic regression result for comprehension of traditional regional signs in Beijing

As shown in Table 14, region was the only significant factor associated with participants’
comprehension of traditional regional signs in Beijing? (a centred weight larger than 0.5
indicates a positive relation with participants’ performance, and a centred weight smaller than
0.5 indicates a negative relation).

The centred weight values show that the comprehension of traditional regional Beijing signs
is positively related to being from Beijing and negatively related to being from Shanghai. As

expected, Beijing participants (factor weight, 0.867) were better at understanding traditional

2 Factors that are significant in the analyses are marked with asterisks in the tables.
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Beijing regional signs than Shanghai signers (factor weight, 0.133). The other social factors,

including gender, age, language background of the participants, were not significant.

12.1.2 Traditional regional signs in Shanghai

For the Shanghai group of traditional regional signs, 396 responses (33 participants x 12 sign
variants) were recorded, of which 306 were correctly responded (i.e., 77.3%). Table 15 presents

the results of Rbrul analysis of the participants’ comprehension of traditional regional Shanghai

signs.
Factor Log Tokens | % of correct | Centred P value
odds signs weight
. Beijing -0.829 192 0.672 0.304 <.001

*Region -

Shanghai 0.829 204 0.868 0.696

Younger -0.201 156 0.769 0.45 0.209
Age Middle 0.514 132 0.833 0.626

Older -0.313 108 0.704 0.422

Female 0.343 240 0.821 0.585 0.102
Gender

Male -0.343 156 0.699 0.413
Language Familial deaf | -0.255 144 0.701 0.437 0.211
background Hearing 0.255 252 0.813 0.563

*Factor groups significant at <.01. 396 tokens. Application value: correct response.
Input probability=0.862, Mean=0.773, Intercept=1.835, Deviance=289.707, random (participant)
standard deviation=0.544, random (sign variants) standard deviation=1.829

Table 15: Multiple logistic regression result for traditional regional signs in Shanghai

As with the results of the analysis of comprehension of traditional regional Beijing signs,
region was the only variable to correlate with the comprehension of traditional regional
Shanghai signs: Shanghai participants were better at understanding the traditional regional
signs used in their own region than Beijing signers were. Age, gender and language background
were not significant in predicting the comprehension of traditional regional Shanghai signs.
The two analyses together demonstrate that Beijing and Shanghai participants performed best

at comprehending the traditional regional signs used in their own regions.
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12.1.3 Non-traditional regional signs in Beijing and Shanghai

This subsection presents the results of Rbrul analyses of non-traditional regional signs in
Beijing and Shanghai. Seven non-traditional regional signs were included in the analyses:
YOUNGER-SISTER02, MILKO3 and PEARO4 (Beijing variants); and mMILK04, FUJIANOS, WHITEO3
and BROWNOQ2 (Shanghai variants). A total of 99 responses (33 participants x 3 sign variants)
were recorded for comprehension of non-traditional Beijing signs, of which 38 were correct
(38.4%). 132 responses for comprehension of non-traditional Shanghai signs (33 participants
X 4 sign variants) were recorded, and 86 of the responses were correct (65.2%).

Table 16 shows that region (p <.001) and sign variant (p <.001) were the two factors
significantly associated with comprehension of non-traditional regional signs in Beijing.
Beijing participants (centred weight, 0.927) performed better than Shanghai participants
(centred weight, 0.073) in understanding non-traditional Beijing signs, with YOUNGER-
sISTERO2 (centred weight, 0.879) being the most frequently comprehended variant and PEARO4

the least frequently comprehended variant (centred weight, 0.067).

Factor Log odds Tokens | % of Centred P
correct weight value
signs

*Region Beijing 2.537 48 0.688 0.927 <.001

Shanghai -2.537 51 0.098 0.073

Younger -0.201 39 0.359 0.45 0.473

Age Middle 0.599 33 0.424 0.645
Older -0.398 27 0.370 0.402
Female 0.457 60 0.367 0.612 0.23
Gender Male 0.457 39 041 0.388
Language Familial deaf -0.136 36 0.41 0.466 0.721
background Hearing 0.136 63 0.333 0.534
YOUNGER- 1.981 33 0.576 0.879 <.001
. . SISTER02
Sign variants - 103 0.653 33 0.455 0.658
PEARO4 -2.634 33 0.121 0.067

*Factor groups significant at <.01. 99 tokens. Application value: correct response.
Input probability=0.24, Mean=0.384, Intercept=-1.154, Deviance=60.433, random (participant)
standard deviation=0.369

Table 16: Multiple logistic regression result for non-traditional regional signs in Beijing
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Table 17 presents the Rbrul analysis of comprehension of non-traditional regional signs in

Shanghai, with gender (p<.05), age (p<.05) and sign variants (p<.001) all significantly

associated with signers’ comprehension. Region, in contrast with the results in Tables 14 -16

above, was not significantly associated with comprehension of non-traditional regional variants

in Shanghai. Younger participants (centred weight, 0,722) showed greater comprehension of

non-traditional variants than middle-aged (centred weight, 0.593) and older participants

(centred weight, 0.209); female participants (centred weight, 0.692) performed better than male

participants (centred weight, 0.308). Among the four sign variants, MILKO4 (centred weight,

0.954) was the variant best understood, while BROWNO2 (centred weight, 0.037) was the least

frequently recognised.

Factor Log Tokens | % of correct Centred P value
odds signs weight
) Beijing -0.308 64 0.594 0.424 0.292
Region Shanghai | 0.308 | 68 0.706 0576
Young 0.953 52 0.750 0.722 0.007
*Age Middle 0.377 44 0.682 0.593
Old -1.33 36 0.472 0.209
*Gender Female 0.809 80 0.738 0.692 0.007
Male -0.809 52 0.519 0.308
Familial -0.0318 | 48 0.604 0.492 0.917
Language deaf
background Hearing 0.0318 | 84 0.679 0.508
MILKO4 3.038 33 0.970 0.954 <.001
*Sign variants FUJIANOS 1.694 33 0.909 0.845
WHITEO3 -1.466 33 0.515 0.188
BROWNO2 -3.266 33 0.212 0.037

*Factor groups significant at <.01. 132 tokens. Application value: correct response.
Input probability=0.755, Mean=0.652, Intercept=1.125, Deviance=85.104, random (participant)
standard deviation=0.132

Table 17: Multiple logistic regression result for non-traditional regional sign variants in Shanghai

In summary, the analyses of participant’s comprehension of non-traditional regional signs

show that region was the only social factor significantly associated with signers’
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comprehension of non-traditional regional signs in Beijing, while age and gender are

significantly associated with comprehension of non-traditional Shanghai signs.

12.1.4 ZS signs

Altogether 165 responses were collected from the lexical comprehension task in regard to ZS
signs (33 x 5), of which 92 were correctly identified. An Rbrul analysis shows that sign variant
(p <.001) was the only factor significantly correlated with comprehension of ZS signs (centred
weights: BROWNZS=0.01, CENTURYZS=0.372, HUBEIZS=0.63, YELLOWZS=0.753 and
MORNINGZS=0.968). Figure 23 shows the percentage of correct responses for each of the five
sign variants. BROWNZS was the least recognised ZS sign variant, while MORNINGZS was the

most frequently correctly identified.

srownzs [ 3.0%

centurvzs |GG 255

Hueeizs | ¢: o
vercowzs | 2.7
morninezs - |, oo

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 23: Percentages of correct responses to the five ZS sign variants

12.1.5 General performance

The analysis presented in this subsection (Table 18) concerns participants’ performance on

comprehension of the 38 sign variants in terms of social and linguistic factors. A total of 1254
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responses (33 participants x 38 sign variants) were identified for analysis, of which 809 were

correct responses (i.e., 64.5%).

Application value: correct answers. *Factor groups significant at p<.05.

Factor Log odds Tokens % of correct Cef‘”ed P value
signs weight
. Beijing 0.673 608 0.725 0.662
Reglon I~ anghai 0673 646 0.570 0.338 <001
Young 0.029 494 0.654 0.507
Age Middle 0.392 418 0.701 0.567 0.054
old -0.421 342 0.564 0.396
. Female 0.28 760 0.667 0.57
Gender  Flle 20.28 494 0.611 0.43 0.035
Language Familial deaf | -0.227 456 0.618 0.443 0.099
background | Hearing 0.227 798 0.660 0.557 '
Place names 1.152 264 0.799 0.76
Food 0.024 330 0.645 0.506
*Semantic | Family -0.032 198 0.641 0.492 <.001
Categorles members
Time -0.099 198 0.636 0.475
Colour -1.044 264 0.500 0.26

*Factor groups significant at <.05. 1254 tokens.
Input probability=0.688, Mean=0.645, Intercept=0.791, Deviance=1236.867, random (participant)
standard deviation=0.538, random (trials) standard deviation=1.512

Table 18: Multiple logistic regression result for general performance in lexical comprehension task

Region (p <.01), gender (p <.05) and semantic category (p <.01) were the three factors
significantly associated with comprehension, as shown in Table 18. Beijing participants
performed better than Shanghai participants; female participants performed better than male
participants; signs for Chinese place names (centred weight, 0.76) were the most frequently
comprehended, while colour (centred weight, 0.26) was the semantic group in which the

smallest number of variants were correctly identified.

12.1.6 Summary

The analyses above demonstrate that region is the major social factor predicting variation in

Beijing and Shanghai signers’ comprehension of traditional regional signs. Beijing and
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Shanghai participants were better at understanding the traditional regional signs used in their
own regions. As for the non-traditional regional signs, region, age and gender were found to
be significant factors. Beijing participants were better at understanding non-traditional regional
Beijing signs; female participants recognised more Shanghai non-traditional regional variants
than male participants; and younger and middle-aged participants comprehended more non-
traditional regional Shanghai signs than older signers did. Interestingly though, Beijing
participants performed as well as Shanghai participants in comprehension of Shanghai non-
traditional regional signs, suggesting that Shanghai variety may have greater influence on
Beijing signers than vice versa. In terms of general performance, Beijing participants were able
to comprehend more sign variants than Shanghai participants. However, this situation is not
true for ZS signs, since region was not found to be a significant factor in predicting the
comprehension of ZS signs. The extent of mutual intelligibility of Beijing and Shanghai signs

is explored further in the next section.

12.2 Mutual comprehension of lexical signs by Beijing and Shanghai participants

This section describes Beijing and Shanghai participants’ mutual comprehension of each others’
traditional regional signs. An independent-sample t-test confirmed a significant difference
between Beijing participants’ comprehension of Shanghai signs (M=0.64, SD= 0.187) and
Shanghai participants’ comprehension of Beijing signs (M=0.38, SD= 0.21); t (32) =3.86,
p=<.001, indicating that Beijing participants comprehend more traditional regional signs in
Shanghai than Shanghai participants comprehend traditional regional signs in Beijing. This
demonstrates an asymmetry between Beijing and Shanghai signers’ knowledge of each other’s

sign variants.
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12.2.1 Age and mutual intelligibility

This section analyses the performances of younger, middle-aged and older signers in relation
to comprehension of traditional regional signs in Beijing and Shanghai. In Beijing, scores were
obtained for 6 younger participants, 5 middle-aged participants and 5 older participants; in
Shanghai, scores were obtained for 7 younger participants, 6 middle-aged participants and 4
older participants. The average accuracy scores of the three age groups of Shanghai participants
in comprehending traditional Beijing regional signs are: 34% (younger participants), 49%
(middle-aged participants) and 29% (older participants); the average accuracy scores of the
three age groups of Beijing participants in comprehending traditional Shanghai regional signs
are: 69% (younger participants), 65% (middle-aged participants) and 54% (older participants).
One-way ANOVA tests were performed to investigate the effect of age on Beijing and
Shanghai participants’ comprehension of traditional signs from the other region. The analysis
of Beijing participants’ comprehension showed no significant effect of age [F (2,13) =0.984,
p=0.4]. For Shanghai participants, although there is a trend for Shanghai middle-aged signers
to comprehend more traditional regional variants in Beijing than either the older or younger
signer groups, the result still shows no significant effect of age on comprehension of Beijing

sign variants [F (2,14) =1.304, p=0.302].

12.3 Discussion

This section reviews and discusses the results obtained from the analyses in Sections 12.1 and
12.2. Section 12.3.1 offers possible reasons for Beijing signers’ better performance in
comprehending Shanghai signs than vice versa; Section 12.3.2 discusses the comprehension of
ZS signs in both regions; Section 12.3.3 discusses the variation in signers’ comprehension
related to region, age and gender; and the comprehension scores in different semantic

categories are discussed in the final section.
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12.3.1 Asymmetrical intelligibility

The analysis of Beijing and Shanghai participants’ comprehension of each other’s traditional
regional sign variants has demonstrated an asymmetrical intelligibility existing between
Beijing and Shanghai signing varieties, with Beijing participants understanding significantly
more Shanghai signs than vice versa. Early studies on spoken languages (see Haugen, 1966;
Maurud, 1976; Wolff, 1959) had identified two factors which can contribute to asymmetrical
intelligibility: language contact and language attitudes. Stamp (2015) suggests that some
varieties in sign language may be more intelligible because signers have more frequent
exposure to them via social media or widespread geographical use.

One possible influence of Shanghai signing on Beijing may have been a deaf teacher from
Shanghai, Mei Fusheng, who taught in Beijing deaf schools from his early 20s until his
retirement and is famous in the Chinese deaf community. In Mei’s (2016) autobiography, he
notes that he was born and educated in Shanghai. In 1955, he moved to Beijing and took up a
post as a child care instructor in the Beijing Second Deaf School, later serving for many years
as an art teacher in the Beijing Third Deaf School. He reports that because of the emphasis on
oralism, only a few deaf teachers were employed in the Third School: 4 deaf teachers compared
to 40 hearing teachers. Mei opposed oralism and writes that the deaf pupils always had better
interaction with the deaf teachers because “most of the hearing teachers were not even familiar
with Signed Chinese” (Mei, 2016:47). Mei’s teaching in Beijing deaf schools for many decades
may have brought some knowledge of Shanghai signing to Beijing signers. In addition, at the
time when Mei was a middle-school pupil himself in the deaf school in Nanjing, a region whose
sign variants have been said to be the closest to Shanghai variants (Yi, 2017:84), many of Mei’s
deaf classmates were from Beijing. Mei (2016:93) also notes that Shanghai signs are used by

Beijing signers who have attended universities in Shanghai. These observations described by
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Mei in the book indicate that Beijing signers may have had more exposure to Shanghai signs
than vice versa.

Apart from historical contact, language attitudes may also play a role in accounting for the
asymmetric intelligibility between Shanghai and Beijing signs. Gooskens (2007) states that if
the attitudes of speakers are more positive towards a dialect or language, they will have fewer
problems in understanding that dialect or language. The asymmetric intelligibility found in this
study suggests that Beijing and Shanghai signers might hold different attitudes to each other’s
varieties, with more positive attitudes of Beijing signers towards Shanghai variants than vice
versa. In Part 4, Beijing and Shanghai signers’ attitudes towards each other’s signing varieties
(and also to other varieties) will be explored, and the relationship between asymmetric

intelligibility and signers’ language attitudes will be further discussed in Section 17.4.1.

12.3.2 ZS signs

The result of statistical analysis, presented in Section 12.1.4, shows that Beijing and Shanghai
participants were able to comprehend an average of 56% of the ZS signs in the lexical
comprehension task. Although this finding does not seem to contradict Liu et al.’s survey
(2013), in which over 80% of the respondents reported that they had read the ZS book, signers’
actual knowledge of ZS signs was lower than might have been expected. Comprehension of
the five ZS signs (i.e., CENTURYZS, BROWNZSZS, HUBEIZS, MORNINGZS and YELLOWZS)
varied significantly, with MORNINGZS being the most well understood, and BROWNZS the least
understood (see Section 12.1.4).

CENTURYZS, BROWNZS, and YELLOWZS are all initialised signs, i.e., signs using a Pinyin
manual alphabet handshape which represents the first letter of the Chinese written equivalent
in Hanyu Pinyin (see Figure 20). Although ZS variants were rarely produced by signers as
preferred sign variants in the lexical elicitation task, over 40% of participants recognised
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CENTURYZS and YELLOWZS. However, not all the initialised signs introduced in the book were
as well understood by participants. In contrast to CENTURYZS and YELLOWZS, the variant
BROWNZS was recognised by only 1 of the 33 participants in the lexical comprehension task.
One possible reason for the low comprehension figure for BROWNZS is that BROWN may not
be a familiar concept: 3 participants in the lexical elicitation task produced no sign in response
to the stimulus for BROWN, with one signer reporting that he did not know a sign for that
concept, and the other two expressing uncertainty, perhaps suggesting the concept is rarely
used in signers’ daily life.

In the lexical elicitation task, the variant MORNINGZS was produced by only one middle-
aged Shanghai signer. However, in the comprehension task, 31 out of 33 participants chose the
correct meaning for this variant. According to the Shanghai fieldworker (personal
communication), this sign was quite well-known to signers as a ZS variant. The high level of
comprehension of this sign may be related to its iconic motivation (upward rotation of the
forearm depicting the rising of the sun) (see Figure 24) contrasted with another ZS variant
AFTERNOONZS (downward rotation of the forearm). This variant may also have been relatively
easier for most signers because knowledge of the Pinyin manual alphabet is not required for
signers to produce it. However, it was found to be seldom used among the signers during the

lexical elicitation task.

Figure 24: ZS signs BROWNZS (left) and MORNINGZS (right)
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12.3.3 Effects of social factors on the comprehension of signs

The social and demographic variables of region, age and gender were found in the analyses
(see Section 12.1) to associate with participants’ comprehension. Region was significantly
associated with comprehension of all 38 sign variants. Beijing signers’ comprehension was
higher than that of Shanghai signers. As mentioned in the previous section, Beijing signers’
exposure to Shanghai signs through historical contact may be one reason for this. Additionally,
Beijing signers’ greater familiarity with variants they do not use themselves may also be linked
to the economic, cultural and political status of Beijing as a capital city where residents may
be more likely to encounter a variety of sign variants and different sign languages. Given that
only two signing varieties were investigated in this study, it can only be said that Beijing signers
understand more Shanghai signs than vice versa. The question of whether Beijing signers
would be better than signers from other regions of China in understanding different CSL
variants requires further investigation.

The study also found that female participants significantly outperformed male participants
in understanding non-traditional regional Shanghai sign variants as well as the 38 sign variants
in general. Although gender differences have not often been reported in sociolinguistic studies
of sign languages, they have been studied in spoken languages for many years (Sapir, 1929;
Haas, 1964; Labov, 1966; Trudgill, 1972; Nordberg & Sundgren, 1998). These studies have
demonstrated that women were more likely than men to prefer prestige forms and to lead
language change through the use of innovative forms (Labov, 1990). In relation to the present
study, the greater influence of Shanghai signing over other regional varieties in CSL might be
related to women’s greater knowledge of Shanghai signs. However, gender differences may
also correlate with other social factors such as social class, age, educational background and
even the density of social networks (see Romaine, 2003), which were not investigated in the

current study. Further investigation of the relationship between gender and other social factors
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would be required to better understand the reasons for gender differences in signers’ knowledge
of regional varieties of CSL.

In the comprehension of non-traditional regional Shanghai signs, younger and middle-aged
participants recognised more of these than older participants. All four non-traditional Shanghai
variants, i.e., MILKO4, FUJIANO5, WHITEO3, BROWNO2 (possibly borrowed from ASL - see Figure
22 in Section 11.2.4) were produced only by younger Shanghai participants in the lexical
elicitation task. Larger social networks, increased mobility and advanced technological
innovations are likely factors facilitating access of younger signers to other signing varieties,
foreign sign languages such as ASL, and to International Sign, compared to middle-aged and

older signers.

12.3.4 Semantic categories

As well as region, age and gender, specific semantic categories were also significantly
associated with comprehension scores. Participants performed best at comprehension of the
signs for Chinese place names (factor weight, 0.76), while the signs for colours (factor weight,

0.26) were the least frequently understood.

Chinese place names

Eight lexical variants were included in the set of Chinese place names, and an average of 80%
of the participants could recognise these variants (see Figure 25). It is not surprising that
CHONGQING02, SHANGHAIO2 and HANGzHOUO1l were the signs most recognised by the
participants because these signs are very commonly used among CSL signers, and the signs
were included in the ZS book and described as being borrowed from local signs. SHANGHAIOL
was another variant also traditionally used by Beijing signers. Although none of the Shanghai
signers produced it as a preferred sign in the lexical elicitation task, they understood its
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meaning in the comprehension task. However, the situation is different for some of the variants
in this group. HANGzHOUO02 was a Beijing sign which many Shanghai participants, despite
appearing confused when they first saw this sign, did choose correctly. HANGzHOUO02 is a loan
translation, produced with a pronunciation pun sign representing the character for Hang and a
second sign representing the character Zhou (see Figure 17 in Section 9.3.3 for the Beijing sign
for HANGZHOU). The polymorphemic structure of the loan translation is likely to have helped
participants to decode the structure morpheme by morpheme, and the character sign might also

have facilitated understanding of the meaning even if the sign was unfamiliar.

CHONGQINGO02 I 97%
HANGZHOUO 1 |, 97 %
SHANGH A0 | . 97 %
FUJIANOS | 01%
SHANGHAIO 1 I 76%
FUTANO? | 70%
HUBEIZS | 64%
HANGZHOU02 I 43%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Figure 25: Accuracy scores for signers’ comprehension of the eight variants for Chinese place names

(HUBEIZS, FUJIANO2, CHONGQING02, FUJIANOS, SHANGHAI01, HANGZHOUO02, HANGZHOUO01,
SHNGHAI02)

In general, the relatively high level of comprehension of Chinese place name signs may be
partly accounted for by the inclusion of these natural signs in Zhongguo Shouyu. The use of
character signs is also likely to contribute to the high accuracy rate in this category. Although
character signs were considered by Su and Tai (2009) to be examples of contact signs,

distinguished from signs with iconic motivation, they can also be considered to be examples
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of virtual depiction (Sutton-Spence & Woll, 1999), i.e. tracing the shape of a referent (in this
case — a character) in signing space. As reported in the lexical variation study, semantic
categories of proper names, including Chinese place names, tend to favour the use of character
signs. The greater comprehension for character signs is at least partly because signers were
able to understand the meaning of these signs via their written equivalents. However, not all
loan signs in CSL behave like character signs. The comprehension of initialised signs is
relatively poor (as shown by the variant BROWNZS) as only the first letter of the whole syllable
for the word is represented, limiting the extent of a link via written Chinese between the sign

and its meaning.

Colours

Of the lexical variants for terms relating to colour, the signs for BROWN were the least
frequently identified by the participants (see Figure 26). BROWNO2 is a sign suspected to be
borrowed from ASL (see Figure 22 for the sign and Section 12.3.3 for the discussion of the
sign), and BROWNZS is a ZS sign (see Figure 24 for the sign and Section 11.3.2 for the

discussion of the sign).

BROWNZS [l 3%
BROWND I 21%
WHITEO]L I 4 3%
WHITEO I 529
BLUE(] I 619%
YELLOWO3 [ 7%
YELLOWZS I 73%
BLUEC2 |, 76%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Figure 26: Accuracy scores of signers’ comprehension of the eight sign variants for colours
(BROWNZS, BROWNO2, WHITEOL, WHITEO3, BLUEOL, YELLOWO3, YELLOWZS, BLUR02)

127



Therefore, one possible reason for the relatively low comprehension figure is that the sign
variants investigated in this category included two variants for BROWN, one of which is

suspected to be borrowed from ASL and the other is suspected to be an invented ZS sign.

12.4 Limitations

A number of limitations were identified in this study. Due to a lack of experience in collecting
data, the researcher and fieldworkers conducted the task with two of the Shanghai participants
in a Starbucks café, which is not an ideal location since participants may have been distracted
by the presence of other customers. Although the responses of these two participants were
collected without obvious difficulty, sites with distractions should be avoided for future data
collection. For the selection of ZS stimuli for analysis, the study focused on the modified signs
adopted in the book, i.e., signs that were not used by the Chinese deaf community. Local CSL
signs included in the book were not tested in the current study, which might lead to the
relatively low comprehension score of ZS signs. A study of the comprehension of the ZS
lexicon which included such signs (in particular place name signs) would complement the
current study and would yield a better understanding of the comprehension of the ZS

standardised lexicon.

12.5 Summary

This part of the study investigated signers’ comprehension of Beijing signs, Shanghai signs
and ZS signs. Regarding the mutual comprehension of Beijing and Shanghai signs, Beijing
participants tended to know more Shanghai signs than Shanghai participants knew Beijing
signs. This has been interpreted as having been caused by one-way historical language contact.
The ZS signs were understood to some extent, but comprehension varied for individual sign

variants. The reason for such variation is likely to have been caused by signers’ unfamiliarity
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with some of the initialised signs introduced in the book. As for sociolinguistic variation in
comprehension, factors including region, age, gender and semantic categories were associated
with variation in participants’ performance. Not surprisingly, participants performed best at
comprehending the signs used in their own regions; younger and middle-aged participants
understood more non-traditional regional Shanghai signs than the older generation of signers;
women in general performed better than men on comprehension. This study suggests that the
greater historical influence of the Shanghai variety over the Beijing variety and changes in
social networks are the major factors contributing to differences in signers’ general
performance on the comprehension task.

This study serves as a preliminary investigation of CSL signers’ knowledge of different
signing varieties used within China; it is an initial step towards gaining a better understanding
of the mutual intelligibility of northern and southern signing varieties in CSL. The study in Part
4 explores signers’ attitudes towards Beijing and Shanghai varieties and ZS signs, and will
report how signers’ language attitudes can account for the variation in production and

comprehension presented in the previous two studies in this thesis.
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Part 4. Language attitudes towards regional varieties of CSL and

Zhongguo Shouyu signs

The study of language attitudes helps to better understand the beliefs lying behind language
variation and people’s language behaviours. Preston (1999) describes three closely related
approaches: (a) to study what people say; (b) to study how people react to what is said; and (c)
to study what people say about it (see Figure 27 for approaches a, b and c). Approach a
addresses the investigations and classifications of actual language use as well as the states and
processes which govern it; approaches b and c relate to investigations of laypersons’ views of

linguistic concepts and what lies behind such views.

d — States and processes
which govern a

¥hat people say

a

Yhat people say about
1) What is said (a)

2) How it is done {a') How people react
3) How they react to it (b) to what is said

4} why they say what they say (b" & c')

b' & c' — Beliefs, attitudes, &
strategies which governb & c

C

Figure 27: Preston's three approaches to language data (1999)

Parts 2 and 3 in this thesis addressed the production and comprehension of Beijing and
Shanghai varieties. A study of signers’ attitudes towards these two varieties, exploring what
lies behind sociolinguistic variation in the production and comprehension of signs, is an
essential complement to the previous two studies. The study in Part 4 specifically looks at

Beijing and Shanghai signers’ self-reports on how well they can understand Beijing and
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Shanghai signing varieties, and Zhongguo Shouyu signs; how difficult they find it to understand
the regional varieties of CSL; and how they evaluate Beijing variety, Shanghai variety, and
Signed Chinese in terms of personal traits and job suitability of the users of these varieties. Part
4 also aims to explore how these self-reports and evaluations relate to demographic factors
(region, age, gender and family language background), and finally how the participants’
responses relate to their production and comprehension of sign variants studied in Parts 2 and
3.

Part 4 is divided into four chapters. Chapter 13 describes the literature in relation to the
theoretical approaches and methods used in language attitude studies, and reviews studies on
attitudes towards sign languages that are relevant to the current study. Chapter 14 describes the
questionnaire used to collect language attitude data. Chapter 15 presents the results of statistical
analyses of the data, and in Chapter 16, the results are interpreted and compared to the findings

presented in Parts 2 and 3.
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Chapter 13. Introduction and literature review of studies of language

attitudes

This chapter first discusses the history of research on language attitudes since the introduction
of the Matched Guised Technique (MGT) by Lambert, Hodgson, Gardner and Fillenbaum in
1960. It is then followed by an introduction to three techniques (i.e., societal treatment, direct
measurement and indirect measurement) that have been used to measure language attitudes. A
summary description of studies that are relevant to the present study is then presented and

discussed, followed at the end of the chapter by the presentation of the research questions.

13.1 Theoretical approaches to language attitudes

Attitude is defined as a psychological tendency that is expressed by evaluating a particular
entity with some degree of favour or disfavour (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Since the 1960s, a
number of important approaches and theoretical models have been developed to study language
attitudes, with a variety of models addressing different aspects. The earliest and the most well-
known of these is the Matched Guise Technique (MGT) developed by Lambert, Hodgson,
Gardner and Fillenbaum (1960). This technique explores how a speaker’s language, dialect, or
accent influences people’s trait attributions, based on Lambert’s theoretical premise of
‘perceived language features = social categorisation - trait attributions’ (Giles & Rakic,
2014). Further details of this technique are introduced in Section 13.2, which reviews the
techniques commonly used in studies of language attitudes. A framework proposed by Ryan,
Giles, and Sebastian (1982) looks at language attitudes with two dimensions: standard -
nonstandard as the vertical dimension; and decreasing vitality - increasing vitality as the
horizontal dimension. The framework divides speakers’ attitudes towards dominant varieties
and speakers’ own varieties into four patterns (A to D) in relation to solidarity and status. In

Pattern A the dominant variety is favoured by both the dominant and minority groups of
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speakers in relation to status and solidarity traits; in Pattern B there is a status preference for
the dominant variety among both groups but each group shows solidarity traits for their own
varieties; in Pattern C both groups prefer their own varieties in relation to both status and
solidarity; Pattern D is characterised by solidarity preference for the dominant variety and
status preference for the minority variety by both groups of speakers.

Giles and Raki¢ (2014) pointed out that early models for studying language attitudes,
particularly the MGT, are typically noninteractive in design, focussing on respondents’
judgements about the speakers. In recent decades, a number of models have been proposed to
emphasise social interaction in language attitude studies. These include the social process
model of language attitudes (Cargile, Giles, Ryan, & Bradac, 1994) which focuses on the
interpersonal communication between speakers and listeners; the communication ecology
model (Giles, Katz, and Myers, 2006) which argues that an individual’s attitudes are embedded
in multiple levels of social interactions including family, friends and other in-group members;
and the theory of motivated information management (TMIM) (Giles, 2011), which treats
language attitudes as a discursive ongoing event in social life, and most importantly as a
process involving sense-making by speakers.

As observed from the review presented above, the theories and frameworks proposed to
study language attitudes (for more detailed reviews, see Giles & Marlow, 2011; Giles & Rakic,
2014) have shifted towards a more complex, multidisciplinary, and interaction-based approach.
However, as research on language attitudes of CSL signers is still in its initial stages, the current

study will employ a non-interactive approach, using a questionnaire.

13.2 Techniques for the study of language attitudes

In language attitude studies, there are generally three techniques used: content analysis, direct
measurement, and indirect measurement. Content analysis (Garret, Coupland, & William, 2003)
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typically involves the study of observational and ethnographic data, or materials in the public
domain. It allows researchers to observe participants in their natural settings. Compared with
content analysis, direct approach is more intrusive in that respondents’ attitudes are elicited by
directly asking for evaluations and judgements about language varieties. Direct approach
methodology can include asking participants to provide evaluative labels for language varieties
(e.g., Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002) and to draw maps of linguistic variation and social
meanings (e.g., Ryan, Giles, & Hewstone, 1988), but the most commonly used are
questionnaires and interviews, in which participants are asked to report on their own language
attitudes based on their experiences.

Likert scales and Semantic Differential (SD) procedures (Osgood, 1964) are two of the most
common formats used in questionnaires on language attitudes. Likert scales are used to rate
attitudes by presenting statements to respondents who are then asked to rate the extent to which
they agree or disagree (Baker, 1992). The Semantic Differential procedure asks participants to
evaluate the target languages or speakers of the languages using characteristics on a bipolar
scale (e.g., educated-uneducated, honest-dishonest). SD is often used together with the
Matched-Guise Technique (e.g., Lambert, Hodgson, Gardner, & Fillenbaum, 1960), an indirect
attitude-measuring technique to elicit participants’ evaluations of language varieties.

Indirect approach requires that respondents are not informed in advance of the actual
purpose of the research (Cargile et al., 1994). The most famous method of indirect
measurement in language attitude research is the Matched Guise Technique (MGT) developed
by Lambert et al. (1960) to investigate French- and English-speaking students’ evaluation of
French and English. The study used as stimuli the recordings of short paragraphs pronounced
by speakers who were bilingual in French and English, with listener judges believing that the
audio recordings were produced by different native speakers. The judges were then asked to

attribute a number of characteristics and traits to the speakers. Lambert developed this
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technique because he believed that the responses elicited through direct approaches did not
always match people’s covert attitudes (Garret, Coupland, & Williams, 2003).

According to Giles and Marlow (2011), MGT also has the advantage of experimental control,
holding all extraneous variables (e.g., prosodic, paralinguistic, and emotional investment)
constant across the stimuli, so that the difference of responses can be attributed to the guises
being contrasted. This technique has been used in many studies of language varieties in
different regions and cultures around the world. Despite the dominant status of MGT in
language attitude research, the technique has certain flaws and a variety of modified techniques
have been developed. Many studies have sought to provide alternative approaches to address
problems related to the MGT. Agheyisi and Fishman (1970), Lee (1971), Fasold (1984) and
Hiraga (2005) criticised MGT for being ‘unnatural’ and “artificial’ in that the stimulus material
is usually in a formal register and is practised beforehand so it is not representative of real-life
speech. As alternatives, some studies chose to investigate language attitudes in more natural
settings such as face-to-face interaction (for examples, see Giles, Baker, & Fielding, 1975;
Giles & Farrar, 1979), or using recordings of spontaneous speech (for examples, see El Dash
& Tucker, 1975; Grondelaers, van Hout, & Steegs, 2010). Moreover, the “factually neutral’
passages produced in MGT experiments do not take account of how speakers modify their
language in different social situations and with different interlocutors (Garrett, Coupland, &
Williams, 2003). To tackle this problem, a number of studies have shifted their focus to the
evaluation of accommodative communication behaviour (for example, see Giles & Powesland,
1975 for “speech accommodation theory’). Such evaluation assumes that speakers’ convergent
or divergent speech styles are based on prior language attitudes, with convergence associated
with a positive attitude and divergence associated with a negative attitude towards the language
variety (Bradac, 1990). In addition, it is sometimes not possible to find a person who can

competently produce all the varieties required in MGT (Garrett, Coupland, & Williams, 2003).
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In this case, The Verbal Guise Technique (VGT) can be employed instead. The VGT uses
recordings of a number of different speakers, rather than relying on one speaker to produce
several authentic languages or varieties (for example, see Gallois & Callan, 1981; Coupland &
Bishop, 2007). Fasold (1984) employed the technique to study teachers’ attitudes towards
African-American and white children. Using video recordings with swapped sound tracks, the
teachers were asked to evaluate the speech. The study found that white children’s speech was
rated higher regardless of whether the sound tracks were switched or not. Another criticism of
MGT is that the technique focuses more on the study of accents rather than dialects, and more

on pronunciation rather than lexical, morphological and syntactic features (Giles, 1970).

13.3 Language attitudes in terms of social status and solidarity

Personality trait analyses are commonly used in language attitude studies to evaluate the overt
and covert attitudes of signers towards languages and dialects. The notion of prestige in
sociolinguistics, first used by Labov (1966), refers to linguistic behaviour motivated by societal
attitudes towards linguistic forms (Hernandez-Campoy, 2008). Attitudes have been primarily
evaluated with two dimensions: status and solidarity (Lambert et al., 1960). Status, related to
traits such as confident, good looking, intelligent, was described by Woolard (1989:90) as “the
desire to get ahead in some way”. Solidarity, which refers to friendliness and generosity, was
described as “the desire to be accepted by another group”. People who identify themselves with
the language or dialect of a speaker usually offer high ratings for solidarity, such as kind,
friendly, modest and honest.

Overt prestige is openly expressed in the linguistic behaviour of the community while covert
prestige reflects private and subconsciously favourable disposition towards certain linguistic
forms (Trudgill, 1975). Nonstandard language varieties are usually evaluated less favourably
than standard varieties in terms of traits relating to high social status, competence and
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dynamism (e.g., intelligent, enthusiastic, well-educated), but more favourably on traits
associated with high solidarity (e.g., friendly, generous, likeable) (Giles & Marlow, 2011). The
attribution of high-status traits to a language variety usually indicates an overtly positive
attitude towards the variety while traits relating to high solidarity indicate a covertly positive
attitude. Overt prestige is usually found to be associated with standard and mainstream
language varieties while covert prestige is related to non-standard and minority varieties
(Marlow & Giles, 2008). Job suitability is another technique used to evaluate attitudes
regarding the social status of a speaker, and it was first employed by Labov (1968). The
technique requires respondents to ascribe suitability for a type of occupation based on the
language variety used. For example, non-manual occupations are more likely to be described
as suitable for users of a standard or prestigious language variety, and manual occupations are

more likely to be associated with a non-standard variety.

13.4 Studies of sign language attitudes

Sign languages are usually considered to be low status minority languages, and attitudes about
sign languages parallel, to a great extent, attitudes to minority spoken languages (Burns,
Matthews, & Nolan-Conroy, 2001). Some early studies, such as Isaacs (1973), reported that
sign languages were viewed negatively by both deaf and hearing people. Kyle and Allsop
(1997)’s study of language attitudes of deaf people in the European Union reported that the
deaf respondents generally reported negative attitudes towards other deaf people.

However, attitudes to language can change over time (Baker, 1992:97) and may have
become more positive to sign language because of increased awareness of the deaf community
and linguistic research on sign languages (Burns et al., 2001). Kyle and Allsop (1982) had
reported that 40% of deaf people living in Bristol said they had never met a deaf person from
farther than 125 miles away and rated other regional varieties of BSL “difficult to understand’.
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Woll (1994) interviewed deaf signers from different regions of Britain, exploring their
comprehension of and attitudes to regional varieties of BSL. She found that attitudes towards
regional variation had substantially changed over the preceding 12 years from ‘difficult to
understand’ to ‘relatively easy to understand’. Woll noted that this change in attitudes was
likely to be associated with the establishment of television programming in sign language and
the expansion of contexts for signing in schools for the deaf and the establishment of training
for sign language interpreters.

Hill (2012) investigated 74 deaf adults’ perceptions and evaluations of three forms of
signing: ASL, Signed English, and mixed signing (or contact signing®). Using an evaluation
questionnaire, the study elicited signers’ responses on scales of agreement for traits including
purity, beauty, and smoothness for signing (related to language); and education, intelligence,
leadership, deaf cultural identity, and appearance (related to social characteristics of the
signers). ASL received the most positive evaluations on all language and social scales; Signed
English was negatively evaluated in terms of purity, beauty, leadership and deaf identity but
positively on education and intelligence; the contact signing type received a mixed evaluation.
The author noted that “the general attitude about ASL is more positive today than it was in the

1960s (Hill 2012:9).”

3 Contact signing in ASL refers to a variety of signing which occurs naturally and includes ASL and English
elements (Lucas & Valli, 1992). Contact signing ‘takes on the richness of ASL with vocabulary, nonmanual
signals, inflections in movement, and spatial locations. It can be expressed by mouthing English words fully and
fingerspelling English words or phrases’ (Hill 2012:34).
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13.5 Language attitudes to CSL

Compared to sociolinguistic studies of sign languages in many western nations, research on
Chinese Sign Language started relatively late, and there have been few published works about
language attitudes towards CSL.

Liu, Gu, Cheng and Wei (2013) used a questionnaire to investigate comprehension,
language preferences and fluency of local signing and Signed Chinese. Three groups of
respondents were included: students who attended deaf schools, special education teachers, and
deaf adults with varying occupations. 59% of the deaf adult respondents reported a preference
for their own signing varieties while 10.1% favoured Zhongguo Shouyu. This contrasts with
the responses of the hearing teachers, only 6.5% of who chose local varieties used by deaf
students as their preferred signing variety, with 34.7% preferring Zhongguo Shouyu. The
preferences of deaf students, however, were quite mixed: 33% preferred to use local varieties
and 27% preferred Zhongguo Shouyu. Fluency in Signed Chinese was found to be associated
with less severe hearing loss and older age at onset of deafness. Deaf adults who could follow
speech with a hearing aid reported higher fluency in Signed Chinese than those who were
profoundly deaf; students who had become deaf before the age of 4 reported using less Signed
Chinese than students who had become deaf after the age of 4. In addition, students with deaf
family members reported greater fluency in their own variety than students from hearing
families. As for the book Zhongguo Shouyu, while over 99% of the teachers in deaf schools
and 80% of the students reported that they had read the book Zhongguo Shouyu, fewer than
10% of the deaf participants reported no problems in understanding interpreters’ signing on the
television news. The study also reported that the largest group of users of Signed Chinese were
teachers.

While this was a pioneering survey of signers’ attitudes to varieties of CSL, including

assessment of the opinions of participants in relation to the promotion of standardised signing,
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the survey was conducted by researchers who themselves had been involved in producing the
standardised lexicon Zhongguo Shouyu. It was also mentioned in the report, although not
actually investigated, that variation in CSL causes difficulties in communication among
Chinese signers, and that therefore a standardised lexicon is necessary to help alleviate the
difficulty and enhance understanding among deaf people of China. Despite these unresearched
claims and the reflection of language planning approaches to Chinese Sign Language, the
survey has contributed to the literature on attitudes towards local varieties of CSL and official
sign forms in China, serving as an important reference for the current study.

To gain a deeper understanding of Chinese deaf people’s attitudes towards regional varieties
of CSL, the book Zhongguo Shouyu and Signed Chinese, the present study aims to investigate
deaf signers’ attitudes to different signing varieties. Following the study presented in Part 3,
which explored the comprehension of Beijing signs, Shanghai signs and ZS signs, this part of
the thesis extends the study to explore Beijing and Shanghai signers’ underlying attitudes
towards these varieties to better understand the relationship between signers’ comprehension

of signs and their covert and overt attitudes towards these varieties.

13.6 Research questions

The main research questions addressed in this study are:
1. What is the self-reported comprehension by the participants of Beijing signs, Shanghai
signs and Zhongguo Shouyu signs?
2. What attitudes of the participants towards Beijing and Shanghai varieties and Signed
Chinese can be inferred from their responses to questions about job suitability and trait

ascription?
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In order to answer the research questions, a questionnaire with 16 related questions was
designed. The next chapter, which addresses the methodology for the current study, looks at

the details of the questionnaire and describes how the data were collected and analysed.
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Chapter 14. Methodology

This chapter describes the questionnaire used to elicit Beijing and Shanghai signers’ attitudes
towards regional varieties of CSL, ZS signs and Signed Chinese. The structure of the
questionnaire and its three sub-sections (comprehension of signing varieties, personal traits,
and job suitability) are presented in Section 14.1, which is then followed by a description of
the participant demographics, data collection procedures and data analyses in Sections 14.2,

14.3 and 14.4.

14.1 The language attitudes questionnaire

The language attitudes questionnaire consists of 16 questions (see Appendices | and J for the
questionnaire in English and Chinese respectively) designed to study participants’ reports of
their comprehension of different signing varieties used in China and their attitudes towards the
Beijing variety, the Shanghai variety, Zhongguo Shouyu and Signed Chinese. Signed Chinese,
or sign-supported Chinese (Callaway, 2000), Wenfa Shouyu (“grammar signing”, Wu, 2005),
Guiyue Shouyu (“conventional signing”, Wang, 2003), Jiaoxue Shouyu (“teaching signing”,
Ha, 2002), Tongyong Shouyu (“common signing”, Gu, 2017), as discussed in Section 1.3, refers
to signing which uses the same word order as spoken Chinese (Lytle, Johnson, & Yang, 2005).

The questionnaire was presented in written Chinese and was divided into three main sections,
comprising self-ratings of comprehension of different signing varieties, using a six-point
Likert-scale (questions 1-6 in Table 19); self-ranking of comprehension of regional varieties
of signing (questions 7-11 in Tables 20-21), and evaluation of personal traits and job suitability
for users of the Beijing and Shanghai varieties and Signed Chinese (questions 12-16 in Tables
22-23). For the last group of questions, participants were told that they could choose as many
traits and jobs as they liked for people who used different signing varieties (see a full

description of the questions in Sections 14.1.2 and 14.1.3). Questionnaire respondents also
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participated in the lexical comprehension task (see Part 3) which immediately preceded the
language attitudes tasks. The questionnaire in Chinese, and the other written documents
required for the study, were first checked with a visiting researcher in London whose first
language was Chinese, and were then administered in a pilot study with a Chinese deaf signer

prior to data collection.

14.1.1 Comprehension of signing varieties

Questions 1 to 6 (Table 19) required participants to self-rate their comprehension of Beijing
signing, Shanghai signing, Zhongguo Shouyu, Signed Chinese, and the signing used by
interpreters in regional and national TV news. The responses produced by the participants for
Beijing signing, Shanghai signing and Zhongguo Shouyu signing were then compared with
their comprehension of the lexical signs presented in Part 3 of this thesis. Questions regarding
the signing produced by sign language interpreters in local TV and national TV (i.e., China
Central Television) news were included in order to provide a comparison to previous reports
about the extent of Chinese signers’ comprehension of signing used in similar public settings
(see Liu, Gu, Cheng, & Wei, 2013; Ni, 2015; Ran, 1998). For each of the six questions, a
Likert-scale ranging from 1 (cannot understand at all) to 6 (have no problem understanding)

was provided for the signers’ response.

Number | Questions

1 How well do you understand the Shanghai/Beijing signing variety? (the signing
used in the participants’ own region)
2 How well do you understand the Beijing/Shanghai signing variety? (the signing

used in each other’s regions)

How well do you understand Signed Chinese (i.e. Wenfa Shouyu)?

4 How well do you understand the signing used by sign language interpreters in
the CCTV news?
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5 How well do you understand the signing used by sign language interpreters in
local television news?
6 How well do you understand the signs promoted in the book Zhongguo Shouyu?

Table 19: Questions 1- 6 in the language attitudes questionnaire

In Questions 7 to 10, participants were asked to rank five signing varieties in terms of their

suitability (most suitable to least suitable) for use in four different contexts: 1) teaching in deaf

schools; 2) official signing in conferences; 3) sign language interpreting in national TV news;

4) sign language interpreting in local TV news. The five signing varieties were Beijing signing,

Shanghai signing, Signed Chinese, HKSL and TibSL (see Section 3.1 for a discussion of the

inclusion of HKSL and TibSL in the current study).

Number

Questions

7

If you were given a chance to vote for a signing variety to be used by sign
language interpreters in national TV news, which of the following varieties
would you vote for?

If you were given a chance to vote for a signing variety to be used by sign
language interpreters in local TV news, which of the following varieties would
you vote for?

If you were given a chance to vote for a signing variety to be used for teaching
in deaf schools, which of the following varieties would you vote for?

10

If you were given a chance to vote for a signing variety to be used as the official
sign language in a conference, which of the following varieties would you vote
for?

Table 20: Questions 7-10 in the language attitudes questionnaire

Question 11 asked participants to rank the signing varieties used in eight regions of China

in terms of their ease of comprehension (from easiest to most difficult to understand). Among

the eight regions, six are the conventional geographical regions in China above provincial,

autonomous and municipal levels:
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North China, including one municipality (Beijing), one autonomous region (Inner
Mongolia) and three provinces (e.g., Tianjin);

Northeast China, including three provinces (Jilin, Liaoning and Heilongjiang);

East China, including one municipality (Shanghai), and six provinces (e.g., Jiangsu and
Fujian);

Middle China, including one autonomous region (Guangxi), and five other provinces
(e.g., Guangzhou and Hainan);

. West China, including one municipality (Chongging), one autonomous region (Tibet)
and three provinces (e.g., Yunnan);

Northwest China, including one autonomous region (Xinjiang), and four provinces (e.g.,

Shaanxi and Gansu).

Minority ethnic groups, such as the Tibetans and the Uyghurs, reside in the autonomous

regions. CSL researchers have recently begun to investigate the signing of minority ethnic

groups and have observed that the signing varieties used in these regions are different from the

varieties used by the majority Han ethnic group (Liu et al., 2016). In the present study, the

varieties used by deaf signers living in minority ethnic regions of China are listed as a separate

option (i.e., “minority ethnic regions’) from the other varieties used in the six broader regions.

Additionally, since Hong Kong is not considered as belonging to any of the six regions, HKSL

was listed as another separate option. As a result, eight regional varieties of signing (6

geographical regions, minority ethnic groups, and Hong Kong) were offered for ranking.

Number

Question

11

Deaf people living in different parts of China have been found to use
different signing varieties. Which part of China has the sign varieties you
find most difficult to understand and which part has the signing varieties

you find easiest to understand? Please rank the regions shown below from 1

(easiest) to 8 (most difficult).

Table 21: Question 11 in the language attitudes questionnaire
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14.1.2 Personality traits

Questions 12, 13 and 14 required participants to select the best matched personal trait(s) for
signers who use Beijing signing, Shanghai signing and Signed Chinese.

Fourteen personal traits associated with status and solidarity were used for the investigation
of language attitudes. The traits related to status comprised: intelligent, well-educated,
enthusiastic, bureaucratic, snobbish, indifferent and arrogant. The traits related to solidarity

were considerate, kind, honest, modest, rough, boasting and dishonest.

Number | Questions

12 Which of the following descriptions do you think fit(s) a sign language
interpreter who prefers to use Signed Chinese?

13 Which of the following descriptions do you think fit(s) a sign language
interpreter who prefers to use Beijing signing?

14 Which of the following descriptions do you think fit(s) a sign language
interpreter who prefers to use Shanghai signing?

Table 22 : Questions 12-14 in the language attitudes questionnaire

14.1.3 Job suitability

UK studies of language variation and attitudes commonly use the ONS (Office for National
Statistics) division of occupations into 6 categories of socio-economic classes: A and B (higher
and intermediate managerial, administrative, professional occupations); C1 (supervisory,
clerical and junior managerial, administrative, professional occupations); C2 (skilled manual
occupations); D and E (semi-skilled and unskilled manual occupations, unemployed and lowest
grade occupations). A structure proposed by Lu (2002) for the study of socio-economic class
in China divides social class into ten categories: (1) managerial class of the state and civil
service; (2) business executives; (3) entrepreneurs; (4) professionals and skilled workers; (5)

civilian staff; (6) self-employed and small-business owners; (7) staff in business and service
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industries; (8) semi-manual or manual workers in secondary industry; (9) manual workers in
agriculture; (10) semi-unemployed or unemployed. Members of the deaf community, as a
marginalised group in society, are often considered to be incapable of taking on many kinds of
jobs. As a result, the range of occupations available for deaf people is limited in variety and in
lower ranked categories compared with the hearing community. The occupations selected for
investigation in the current study conform to occupations falling in categories 5 to 10 in Lu
(2002), as these are common occupations for deaf people in China.

Questions 15 and 16 asked the participants to identify the kinds of occupations which they
think were likely to be taken by signers who use Beijing signing, Shanghai signing and Signed
Chinese. The occupations were divided into two broader categories: white-collar jobs and blue-
collar jobs (see Table 23), to investigate how participants associate occupations of lower or

higher social status with their own signing varieties and with Signed Chinese.

White-collar category | waiter, babysitter, vendor, factory worker
Blue-collar category sign language teacher, leader*, online shop owner, graphic
designer

Table 23: Occupations in questions 15 and 16 in white-collar and blue-collar categories

Number | Question

Which of the following job(s) do you think is likely to be taken by signers who
use Signed Chinese?

Which of the following job(s) do you think is likely to be taken by signers who
sign Beijing/Shanghai variety?

15

16

Table 24: Questions 15 and 16 in the language attitudes questionnaire

4 The occupation leader in this study refers to the term Ling’dao, meaning officials working in government related
departments and state-owned enterprises.
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14.2 Participants

The questionnaires were completed by the 16 signers in Beijing and 17 signers in Shanghai
who also took part in the lexical comprehension task. The demographic information for
participants is thus the same as that in Part 3. All participants were born in the regions in which

they were tested and were native or near-native signers of their own regional variety.

Region Total | Age Gender Language background
18-35 36-60 61+ Female [ Male Deaf Hearing
Beijing 16 6 4 5 8 8 9 7
Shanghai 17 7 5 5 12 5 4 13
Total 33 13 9 10 20 13 13 20

Table 25: Participant demographics in the language attitude study

14.3 Data collection procedures

Data were collected with the assistance of fieldworkers who were active members of their local
deaf community. Following completion of the lexical comprehension task, the fieldworkers
checked whether the participant had participated in the lexical variation production study (see
Part 2). If the participant had participated in that study, and therefore had already completed
the personal background questionnaire (see Appendices G in English and H in Chinese), they
could immediately begin completing the attitudes questionnaire; if the participant reported that
they had not participated in the study, the fieldworker asked the participant to complete the
background questionnaire before moving on to the attitudes questionnaire. If participants were
not literate in Mandarin or had difficulty in reading, the fieldworker explained the contents of
the questionnaire using signing. During data collection in Shanghai, four older signers reported
that they had difficulty in reading the questions because font size was small. The fieldworker

therefore explained the questions to the participants and wrote down their answers for them.
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14.4 Data analyses

Completed questionnaires were collected by the fieldworkers and then passed on to the
researcher. The researcher organised the questionnaires in terms of region, assigned code
numbers to each of the completed questionnaires and then transferred the questionnaire
responses onto Excel for subsequent statistical analyses. The statistical software SPSS (version
24) was used to perform analyses on the coded data. For the Likert-scale responses relating to
comprehension of signing varieties, independent t-tests and one-way ANOVA with post hoc
tests were performed; for the analysis of judgements of suitability of varieties in different
settings, individual rankings for each setting were summed and then compared; for responses
relating to ascribed personality traits and job suitability, the sums of responses were calculated
and then ranked for comparison. Chapter 15 presents the results of analyses and chapter 16

discusses the results.
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Chapter 15. Results

This chapter consists of five sections describing the analyses of the 16 questions. Section 15.1
presents the analysis of the participants’ self-ratings of their comprehension of Beijing signing,
Shanghai signing, Signed Chinese and ZS signs. Comprehension ratings in relation to
participants’ demographic information, including age and gender, are also explored in this
section; Section 15.2 analyses participants’ perceptions of the ease and difficulty of the
varieties used in eight regions of China; Section 15.3 presents the ranking of suitability of five
regional varieties for 4 different hypothetical settings (conferences, teaching in deaf schools,
national television news, and local television news); Sections 15.4 and 15.5 look at the
participants’ ascription of personal traits and suitable occupations to signers who use Beijing

and Shanghai varieties and Signed Chinese.

15.1 Self-ratings for comprehension of Beijing and Shanghai varieties, Signed Chinese

and the signing used by interpreters in television news

This section describes the participants’ self-reports on the extent to which they understand
Beijing signing, Shanghai signing, and Signed Chinese as well as the signing used by
interpreters in television news programmes. Questions for the ratings were presented to the
participants as follows:

How much can you understand Shanghai signing / Beijing signing / Signed Chinese / ZS
signs / the signs used by the interpreters in the CCTV news / the signs used by the interpreters
in local television news?

The participants were asked to provide ratings of comprehensibility using a six-point Likert-
scale, with higher scores indicating better comprehensibility. Details of the questions in English

and Chinese are in Appendices | and J respectively.
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15.1.1 Reported comprehension of Beijing and Shanghai signing varieties

This section presents the results of statistical analyses of the Beijing and Shanghai participants’
reported comprehension of the varieties used in their own regions, as well as those used in each

other’s regions. The ratings provided by the participants are presented in Figure 28.
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Figure 28: Average scores for participants’ reported comprehension of Beijing and Shanghai signing
varieties

The average rating of Shanghai participants’ comprehension of Beijing signing is 2.47 (on
a scale of 1 - 6), whilst Beijing participants’ average rating for comprehension of Shanghai
variety is 4.18. The average rating for Shanghai participants’ comprehension of their own
variety (i.e., Shanghai signing) was 5.05, and the average rating for Beijing participants’
comprehension of Beijing signing was 4.75. According to the results of an independent t-test
(t (31)=0.781, p=0.441), there is no significant difference between Shanghai and Beijing
signers’ reports of understanding of their own varieties. Therefore, the Beijing and Shanghai

participants both reported their own varieties as relatively easy to understand.
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In relation to reported understanding of each other’s varieties, however, the t-test analysis
shows a significant difference between the two groups (t(31) =3.467, p=0.002), with Shanghai
participants reporting the Beijing variety (M=2.47, SD=1.28) as significantly more difficult to
understand than Beijing participants reporting the Shanghai variety to be (M=4.18, SD=1.55).
This indicates that Beijing signers thought they could understand Shanghai signing quite well,
while Shanghai signers thought they had relatively less understanding of Beijing signing. In
general, Beijing participants’ reported understanding of the Shanghai variety is close to their
reported ratings for understanding their own variety (M=4.75), while Shanghai participants

reported a relatively lower level of understanding of Beijing signing.

15.1.2 Reported comprehension of Signed Chinese and Zhongguo Shouyu signs

This section explores participants’ reports of the ease or difficulty understanding Signed
Chinese and ZS signs. Figure 29 shows Beijing and Shanghai participants’ average ratings for

Zhongguo Shouyu signs and Signed Chinese.
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Figure 29: Average ratings of participants’ reported comprehension of Signed Chinese and Zhongguo
Shouyu signs
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Figure 29 indicates that Shanghai participants reported an average rating of 3.88 for
understanding Signed Chinese, while Beijing participants reported a slightly greater ease of
understanding at 4.19, although the t-test analysis for Signed Chinese shows no significant
difference between Shanghai participants (M=3.882, SD=1.997) and Beijing participants
(M=4.19, SD= 1.97): t (31) =0.441, p=0.662.

The average reported rating of understanding ZS signs is 2.59 for Shanghai participants, and
3.44 for Beijing participants. Although the average reported ease of understanding Zhongguo
Shouyu signs is higher among Beijing participants (M=3.44, SD=1.36) than among Shanghai
participants (M=2.59, SD=1.5), the independent t-test analysis also shows no significant
difference between Beijing and Shanghai participants’ ratings: t (31) =1.696, p=0.374. In
conclusion, no differences were found between Beijing and Shanghai participants’ self-reports
of their understanding of Signed Chinese and Zhongguo Shouyu signs.

The descriptive statistics in Figure 29 also show that total average rating for understanding
ZS signs is 3 and that for Signed Chinese is 4.03. Independent one-sample t-tests were
performed on Beijing and Shanghai participants’ ratings to compare the reported
comprehension of Signed Chinese and Zhongguo Shouyu. Reported understanding of Signed
Chinese is significantly different from that of Zhongguo Shouyu signs: t (31) =2.41, p=0.019,
with reported comprehension of Signed Chinese (M=4.03, SD=1.96) higher than
comprehension of Zhongguo Shouyu signs (M=3, SD=1.48). Two separate analyses of
Shanghai and Beijing participants’ ratings were also performed on Beijing participants and
Shanghai participants. The results show no significant difference between Beijing participants’
ratings of ZS and Signed Chinese: t (15) =1.25, p=0.22, while Shanghai participants reported
comprehension of Signed Chinese differs from their reported comprehension of ZS: t (16)

=2.14, p=0.04. This result indicates that Shanghai participants reported having greater
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understanding of Signed Chinese than ZS signs. The discussion of these results is presented in

Section 16.1 in the next chapter.

15.1.3 Reported comprehension of television signing

This section looks at participants’ reported understanding of sign language interpreters in
national news and local television news. The same rating scale was used for questions 7 and 8
as for the previous questions (see question 7-8 in Table 20), with higher scores indicating better
comprehension: 1 (don’t understand the signing at all) to 6 (have no difficulty in understanding
the signing).

Two Shanghai participants and one Beijing participant did not provide ratings of the signing
in national TV news. Five Shanghai participants and one Beijing participant did not provide
ratings of the understanding of signing on local TV news. Therefore, 30 participants’ ratings
for the signing on national TV news (15 Beijing participants and 15 Shanghai participants) and
27 participants’ ratings for the signing used on local TV news (15 Beijing participants, 12

Shanghai participants) were available for the following analyses.
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Figure 30: Average ratings of reported comprehension of interpreters on national and local television
news
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According to Figure 30, Shanghai participants’ average rating of understanding interpreters
on local TV news is 2.92; Beijing participants” average rating is 3.33. Shanghai participants’
average rating of understanding interpreters on national TV news is 1.87; for Beijing
participants, the average rating is 2.8. The following two sections present the results of

independent t-tests performed on participants’ ratings for local and national TV news.

Signing on National Television News

Using an independent t-test, the difference between Beijing (M=2.8, SD=1.37) and Shanghai
participants (M=1.87, SD=0.92) in their ratings of understanding the interpreters on national
TV news is significant: t (28) =2.2, p=0.037). Shanghai participants reported a lower level of
comprehension than Beijing participants, meaning that Shanghai signers considered the signing

used by interpreters in national TV news more difficult to understand than Beijing signers do.

Signing on Local Television News

In contrast to the ratings for difficulty in understanding the signing used in national TV news,
no difference was found between Shanghai (M=2.92, SD=1.62) and Beijing participants’

(M=3.33; SD=1.63) ratings for local TV news: t (25) =2.2, p=0.52.

Comparison of National and Local Television signing

The last two sections presented the results of analyses of ratings of Beijing and Shanghai
participants for interpreting on television. To investigate whether there is a difference between
the signing used on national TV and that used on local TV, another independent t-test was
performed to compare participants’ general ratings for the two types of signing. Results show

that the average rating for understanding local TV news is significantly higher (M=3.15,
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SD=1.61) than the average rating for understanding national TV news (M=2.33, SD=1.24): t
(30) = -2.15, p=0.039, suggesting that the signing used by interpreters in national TV news is
considered to be more difficult to understand than the signing used by interpreters in local TV

news.

15.1.4 Comprehension in relation to age

This section presents the analyses of the participants’ reported comprehension of different
signing varieties in relation to age. The participants were categorised into three age groups (i.e.,
13 younger signers, 11 middle-aged signers and 9 older signers). Firstly, one-way analyses of
variance were used to determine whether there is an age difference in ratings for
comprehension of signing varieties used in the participants’ own regions. Three rounds of
analyses were performed: on the overall ratings, the Shanghai participants’ ratings and the
Beijing participants’ ratings. Secondly, analyses were undertaken to see if there were any age
differences in reported comprehension of the varieties used in each others’ regions, with two
rounds of one-way ANOVAs performed on Beijing participants’ ratings and Shanghai
participants’ ratings respectively. Finally, results obtained from the analyses of participants’
ratings for Signed Chinese, the signing used in national television news and in local television

news are presented below.

Ratings for the comprehension of participants’ own varieties

For the overall reported comprehension of the varieties used in the participants’ own regions,
a significant age difference was found in the one-way ANOVA [F (2, 30)=3.88, p=.032].
Applying a Bonferroni correction with a critical p value of .0167, the difference between the
average ratings by middle-aged participants (M=5.36, SD=1.03) and older participants

(M=4.11, SD=1.05) was significant (t(18)=2.68, p = .015). The difference in the average
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ratings between younger participants (M=5.08, SD=1.04) and middle-aged participants was
not significant (p=.505), and the difference in the average ratings between younger participants
and older participants was not significant, either (p=.046). Another two rounds of one-way
ANOVAs, looking at whether there are age differences in Beijing and Shanghai participants’
ratings respectively, showed no significant age difference found among Beijing participants
[F(2, 13)=0.816, p=.463], but a significant difference in the ratings by Shanghai participants
[F(2, 14)=3.851, p=.05]. However, applying a Bonferroni correction with a p value of .0167,
the results of post hoc tests of Shanghai participants’ ratings fail to show a significant difference
among the three age groups of Shanghai signers, i.e., between younger and older signers
(p=.05); between middle-aged and older signers (p=.023); and between the younger and

middle-aged groups (p=.677).

Ratings for the Comprehension of Each Others’ Varieties

The analysis found no significant age effect in participants’ overall reported comprehension of
the signing used in each other’s regions [F(2,30)=2.396, p=.108], with participants of older
(M=2.44, SD=1.88), middle (M=4, SD=1.67) and younger (M=3.31, SD=1.25) age groups
providing similar comprehension ratings.

The ratings of Beijing and Shanghai participants for the comprehension of each others’
varieties were then analysed, respectively. For Beijing participants, no significant age
difference was found in reported comprehension ratings for Shanghai signing [F(2, 13)=0.816,
p=.463]. Although the ratings provided by Shanghai participants for Beijing signing were
significantly different than ratings by Beijing participants for Shanghai signing [F(2, 14)=3.617,
p=.05], three post hoc independent-samples t-tests with a Bonferroni correction of .0167 failed

to find any significant age differences in reported comprehension of Beijing signing among the
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three age groups (between younger and middle-aged groups (p=.259); between younger and

older groups (p=.209); between middle-aged and older groups (p=.066)).

Ratings for the Comprehension of Signed Chinese

A one-way ANOVA was performed to test for age differences in participants’ overall reported
comprehension of Signed Chinese. The differences between the three age groups is significant
[F(2, 30)=9.68, p<.01]. Results of post hoc tests with a Bonferroni correction value at .0167
demonstrate that this difference is accounted for by differences between the average rating by
older participants (M=2.33, SD=1.8) and the average rating by middle-aged participants
(M=5.45, SD=0.93) (t(18)=5, p < .001), with the older participants rating their comprehension
of Signed Chinese significantly lower than the middle-aged participants. This indicates that
older participants thought that Signed Chinese was more difficult to understand than middle-
aged participants did. The difference between the rating by younger participants (M=4,
SD=1.83) and those by middle-aged participants (p=.026), and the difference between younger
participants and older participants (p=.047) were not found to be significant, applying the
Bonferroni correction.

A further analysis of the ratings of Beijing participants shows significant differences in the
ratings of younger participants (M=4.17, SD=1.6), middle-aged participants (M=5.8, SD=0.45)
and older participants (M=2.6, SD=2.19) [F(2, 13)=5.069, p=.024]. Three post hoc
independent-sample t-tests on the three age groups show that the difference between the ratings
provided by middle-aged participants and those by older participants is significant (t(8)=3.2, p
=.013). The differences of ratings between younger participants and older participants (p=.203),
and between younger participants and middle-aged participants (p=.056) did not show

significance. The ratings by the Shanghai participants also show significant age differences
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[F(2, 14)=4.246, p=.036], with the ratings provided by middle-aged participant (M=5.17,
SD=1.17) being higher than the ratings provided by older participants (M=2, SD=1.41) (t(6)=-
3.71, p<.01). The difference between the ratings by younger participants (M=3.86, SD=2.12)
and middle-aged participants (p=.206), and that between younger participants and older

participants (p=.155) were not significant.

Ratings for the Comprehension of ZS

The ratings for comprehension of ZS signs approached significance across the three age groups
[F(2, 30)=3.262, p=.052]. For Beijing participants, no age group effect was found [F(2,
13)=1.418, p=.277]. However, the ratings by Shanghai participants differed significantly across
the age groups [F(2, 14)=4.357, p=.034]. Post hoc tests using a Bonferroni correction with the
critical value of .0167 indicate a significant difference between the older group and the younger
group (t(9)=3.24, p<.01), with the older participants (M=1, SD=0) rating comprehension of ZS
signs lower than the younger participants (M=3.29, SD=1.38). No significant difference was
found between the middle-aged group (M=2.83, SD=1.47) and the younger group (p=.58), and

between the middle-aged group and the older group (p=.04).

Ratings for the Comprehension of Signing used in National and Local TV News

The three age groups provided similar ratings for comprehension of the signing used in national
TV news [F(2, 30)=1.02, p=.374] and local TV news [F(2, 30)=1.713, p=.202]. There were
also no age differences in ratings for comprehension of signing on national TV news
programmes by Shanghai participants [F(2, 12)=.62, p=.554] and Beijing participants (F(2,
12)=1.94, p=.186); or in ratings for comprehension of signing on local TV news programmes:
Shanghai participants (F(2, 9)=2.44, p=.142); Beijing participants (F(2, 12)=1.39, p=.286).
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To sum up, this section has presented analyses of participants’ reported comprehension of
Beijing signing, Shanghai signing, ZS signs, Signed Chinese and the signing used in national
and local television news in relation to age. Age differences were found in the reported
comprehension of the signing used in participant’s own varieties, Signed Chinese and ZS signs.
Older participants gave lower ratings to the comprehension of their own varieties and Signed
Chinese in general, compared with middle-aged participants; Shanghai older participants gave
lower ratings to Signed Chinese and ZS signs, compared with middle-aged and younger
participants; Beijing older participants gave lower ratings to Signed Chinese, compared with
middle-aged participants. Importantly, this age difference was not found in the earlier study
(Part 3) of participants’ actual comprehension of their own varieties and ZS signs. Discussion
of the relation between participants’ reported and actual comprehension of signs in terms of

age is presented in Section 17.4.

15.1.5 Comprehension in relation to gender

To investigate whether there is gender difference in the participants’ reported comprehension
of Beijing signs, Shanghai signs, Signed Chinese, and Zhongguo Shouyu signs as well as the
signs used by sign language interpreters in national and local television news, six rounds of
independent t-tests were performed on 33 Beijing and Shanghai participants’ ratings for
comprehension (13 men and 20 women). As shown in Table 26, no significant gender

differences were found in these analyses.

Participants’ Each’ Signed Zhongguo National | Local TV
. other’s . Shouyu
own regions . Chinese | . TV news | news
regions signs
t stat -1 0.2 0.43 0.24 0.19 1.41
p value 0.32689191 | 0.84 0.67 0.81 0.85 0.17
M (female) | 4.75 3.35 4.15 3.05 2.37 3.53
SD (female) | 1.12 1.66 1.81 1.57 1.16 1.55
M (male) 5.15 3.23 3.85 2.92 2.27 2.67
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SD (male) 1.14 1.69 2.23 1.38 1.42 1.61

Table 26: Results of independent t-tests on participants’ reported comprehension of Beijing signs,
Shanghai signs, Signed Chinese, Zhongguo Shouyu signs and the signs used in national and local TV
news, in relation to participant gender

15.1.6 Comprehension in relation to family language background

In this section, six rounds of analysis using family language background as a variable (21 from
hearing families and 12 from deaf families) were performed on the participants’ ratings of
comprehension. No significant differences were found, with participants from deaf families
and from hearing families providing similar ratings of comprehension of Beijing signs,
Shanghai signs, Signed Chinese, ZS signs and the signs used in national and local television

news (see Table 27).

Participants’ Each , | Signed | Zhongguo National Local
. others . ) TV
own regions - Chinese | Shouyu signs | TV news

regions news
t stat 1.68 -0.65 0.59 0 -0.41 0.59
p value 0.1 0.52 0.56 1 0.69 0.56
M (deaf)® 4.5 3.58 3.75 3 2.45 2.9
SD (deaf) 1 2.1 2.14 1.76 1.21 1.73
M (hearing) 5.15 3.14 4.19 3 2.26 3.29
SD (hearing) | 1.15 1.35 1.89 1.34 1.28 1.57

Table 27: Results of independent t-tests on participants’ ratings of comprehension of Beijing signs,
Shanghai signs, Signed Chinese, Zhongguo Shouyu signs and the signs used in national and local TV
news, in relation to family language backgrounds

5> To investigate reported understanding of participants’ own varieties and each other’s varieties, the participants’
region of origin was confirmed for each of the two groups of family language backgrounds, i.e., deaf vs. hearing,
in order to ensure that their origins corresponded with their ratings, i.e., Beijing participants provided ratings for
the Beijing variety and Shanghai participants provided ratings for the Shanghai variety in the “participants’ own
variety’ group; and Shanghai participants provided ratings for the Beijing variety and Beijing participants
provided ratings for the Shanghai variety in the ‘each other’s regions’ group.
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15.2 Ranking of signing varieties used in eight regions of China in terms of difficulty

This section presents the analyses of Question 11: Which part of China do you think has the
most difficult signing variety and which part has the easiest signing variety to understand? The
regions offered for ranking comprised: North China, Northeast China, East China, Middle
China, West China, Northwest China, Minority ethnic regions and Hong Kong. Participants
were asked to rank the signing varieties used in these regions from the easiest to understand (1)
to the most difficult to understand (8).

The average rankings given by the participants for each of the eight regions were calculated,
and then the average rankings of Beijing and Shanghai participants were compared to see if
there were any differences between the two groups of signers. The calculated rankings for the
regions are arranged from the easiest (1) to the most difficult (8) in ascending order in terms

of Shanghai participants’ rankings and are presented in Figure 31.
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Figure 31: Average rankings of participants’ reported difficulty in understanding signing varieties
used in eight regions in China
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Figure 31 indicates prominent difference between Beijing and Shanghai participants’
rankings in relation to the varieties in East China, Hong Kong, North China and Northeast
China. The average ranking by Shanghai signers for HKSL was the second easiest to
understand, while Beijing signers’ average rating for HKSL was the second most difficult to
understand; for the signing varieties used in North China, Shanghai signers ranked them as the
third easiest to understand while Beijing signers ranked them as the easiest to understand; for
the varieties used in East China, Shanghai signers ranked them as the easiest to understand
while Beijing signers ranked them as the third easiest to understand; for Northeast China,
Beijing signers ranked them as the second easiest to understand while Shanghai signers ranked
them as the fourth easiest to understand. Beijing and Shanghai participants’ ratings for the other
regions, including minority, Northwest China, West China and Middle China showed little
difference.

In general, participants ranked the regions of their own signing variety as the easiest to
understand, i.e., Shanghai participants ranked the varieties used in East China as the easiest to
understand, and Beijing participants ranked the varieties used in North China as the easiest.

For Shanghai participants, HKSL was the second easiest variety to understand, after the
varieties used in East China; while for Beijing participants, HKSL was the second most
difficult variety to understand. It is not surprising to find that Shanghai participants ranked
HKSL as relatively easy to understand, since Shanghai signs have been shown to be highly
similar to HKSL signs (Woodward, 1993). However, it is worth noting that Beijing signers
tended to think HKSL as difficult to understand although the studies in Part 1 and Part 2 showed
that Beijing signers understood many Shanghai signs and produced some of the Shanghai
traditional regional signs. Since Hong Kong is located in the south of China and Beijing is in
North China, limitations on contact between the two signing varieties may have led Beijing

signers to not recognise that they may possibly understand more HKSL signs than expect.
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15.3 Ratings of suitability of five regional varieties for different settings

Questions 7-10 (Table 20) asked participants to rank the suitability of five signing varieties
(Beijing signing, Shanghai signing, Signed Chinese, Tibet signing and Hong Kong Sign
Language) for use in four different settings (conferences, teaching, national TV news, and local
TV news).

Participants were asked to rank the five signing varieties for use in the four settings, with
the highest rank being 5 (the most preferred), and the lowest (the least preferred) being 1. The
average rankings of signing varieties for each setting were calculated and are presented in
Figure 32.

The average rankings of Beijing participants are as followed, from the most preferred to the
least preferred varieties: Beijing—Signed Chinese—Shanghai—Hong Kong—Tibet. The
average rankings of Shanghai participants are as followed: Shanghai—Hong Kong—Beijing—

Signed Chinese—Tibet.
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Figure 32: Average rankings for signing varieties to be used in conference, teaching in deaf schools,
in local and national TV news: a) Beijing participants (N=16); b) Shanghai participants (N=17)

The figure above indicates that the rankings are similar for all four contexts of use. Tibet
received an equal ranking from both Beijing and Shanghai participants as the least
recommended regional variety for use in conferences, for teaching in deaf schools and on
television. Likewise, the signing varieties used in the participants’ own regions were ranked as

the most preferred varieties, with the rankings for each others’ signing varieties in between.
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Similar to the rankings of difficulty in understanding signing varieties in eight regions in China,
Shanghai participants ranked HKSL as the second most preferred variety after their own variety,
while Beijing participants ranked HKSL as the second least preferred variety. Signed Chinese
was ranked as the second most preferred variety by Beijing participants and as the second least

preferred variety by Shanghai participants.

15.4 Personal traits

This section explores participants’ attribution of personal traits to sign language interpreters
who use Beijing signing, Shanghai signing and Signed Chinese, asking participants to choose
from a list of 14 personal traits the one(s) best matched to interpreters who use these varieties.
The questions on personal traits were presented as: Which of the following descriptions fit a
sign language interpreter who uses Beijing signing/Shanghai signing/Signed Chinese? The 3
positive traits for status were: intelligent, well-educated and enthusiastic; the 4 positive traits
for solidarity were considerate, kind, honest and modest; the 4 negative traits for status were
bureaucratic, snobbish, indifferent, and arrogant; and the 3 negative traits for solidarity were
rough, boasting and dishonest.

In the following sub-sections, the selections of traits are summed and ranked to provide
information on the attitudes the participants held towards Beijing and Shanghai signing
varieties and Signed Chinese. The factors of ‘gender’ and ‘family language background” were
excluded from the analysis, given that they had not been found to be significant in predicting
the ratings of ease of comprehension of varieties in Sections 15.1.4 and 15.1.5. The two social

factors of ‘region’ and ‘age’ are analysed in the following sections.
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15.4.1 Traits related to high status

The number of participants who selected each of the three traits related to high status
(intelligent, well-educated and enthusiastic) was calculated. Table 28 presents the three
positive status traits for interpreters who prefer the Shanghai variety, the Beijing variety and
Signed Chinese respectively. The traits that are most frequently selected among the three
signing varieties are highlighted in bold. Where the numbers selecting the three traits are even

or nearly even, then no highlight is added.

Total selection of positive status traits | intelligent | well-educated | enthusiastic
Shanghai signing 22 7 12

Beijing signing 16 7 9

Signed Chinese 15 8 15
Selections by Shanghai participants intelligent | well-educated | enthusiastic
Shanghai signing 12 3 8

Beijing signing 7 2 2

Signed Chinese 8 5 4
Selections by Beijing participants intelligent | well-educated | enthusiastic
Shanghai signing 10 4 4

Beijing signing 9 5 7

Signed Chinese 7 3 11

Table 28: Sums of selected traits related to status for Shanghai signing, Beijing signing and Signed
Chinese; bolded entries indicate the most frequently selected traits among the three signing varieties

In general, the trait intelligent was most frequently selected (22 participants) for Shanghai
signing, and enthusiastic was most frequently selected for Signed Chinese (15 participants).
The analysis of Shanghai participants’ responses shows that positive status traits were most
frequently selected for their own variety ( a total of 23: 12 intelligent + 3 well-educated + 8
enthusiastic ), with a low number of status traits ascribed to users of the Beijing variety (a total

of 11: 7 intelligent + 2 well-educated + 2 enthusiastic). Beijing participants frequently
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ascribed positive status traits to their own variety (a total of 21: 9 intelligent + 5 well-educated
+ 7 enthusiastic) and to Signed Chinese (a total of 21: 7 intelligent + 3 well-educated + 11
enthusiastic), compared to positive traits ascribed to Shanghai signing (a total of 18: 10
intelligent + 4 well-educated + 4 enthusiastic). In general, both Beijing and Shanghai
participants tended to ascribe positive status traits to their own varieties, with Beijing
participants also associating Signed Chinese with positive status traits.

The trait well-educated was selected much less frequently than the other two positive traits
for status. It is recognised that deaf people’s access to education is often more limited than
hearing people’s. However, well-educated was also selected no more frequently for Signed
Chinese than signers’ own varieties, despite the promotion of Signed Chinese by teachers in

deaf schools in contrast to the use of local signing varieties (Callaway, 2000).

15.4.2 Traits related to solidarity

Table 29 presents the selections by Beijing and Shanghai participants of four positive solidarity
traits (considerate, kind, honest, modest) for Shanghai signing, Beijing signing and Signed

Chinese.

Total selections of positive solidarity traits | Considerate | kind | honest | modest
Shanghai signing 19 17 |15 12
Beijing signing 17 16 |14 15
Signed Chinese 20 15 |13 11
Selections by Shanghai participants Considerate | kind | honest | modest
Shanghai signing 12 9 9 6
Beijing signing 5 5 3 3)
Signed Chinese 10 4 5 6
Selections by Beijing participants Considerate | kind | honest | modest
Shanghai signing 7 8 6 6
Beijing signing 12 11 |11 10
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Signed Chinese 10 (11 |8 |5 |

Table 29: Sums of selected positive traits related to solidarity for Shanghai signing, Beijing signing
and Signed Chinese; bolded entries indicate the most frequently selected traits

In general, the participants’ choices of the positive solidarity traits favoured for each signing
variety are roughly similar for Beijing signing, Shanghai signing and Signed Chinese. However,
the trait selections by Beijing and Shanghai participants respectively demonstrate an
overwhelming tendency for the participants to attribute positive solidarity traits to users of their
own regional variety, i.e., the traits considerate, kind, honest and modest were most frequently
selected by the Shanghai participants for users of Shanghai signing (a total of 36: 12
considerate + 9 kind + 9 honest + 6 modest); and Beijing participants attributed positive
solidarity traits to the Beijing variety (a total of 44: 12 considerate + 11 kind + 11 honest + 10
modest). Beijing participants also associated the use of Signed Chinese with the positive
solidarity traits considerate and kind.

The findings of positive solidarity traits to signers’ own variety is consistent with previous
findings that users of sign language dialects hold positive attitudes towards their own variety

(e.g., Hill, 2012).

15.4.3 Negative traits

This section presents participants’ ascription of negative traits to Beijing and Shanghai signing
varieties and Signed Chinese. The negative traits for status employed in the current study are
bureaucratic, snobbish, indifferent; and the negative traits for solidarity: arrogant; rough,
boasting and dishonest. Table 30 shows the participants’ selections of negative traits for users

of the three varieties.

Total selections of Status traits Solidarity traits
negative traits
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bureauc | snobbish | indifferent | arrogant | boasting | dishonest | rough
ratic
Shanghai signing 7 4 6 4 3 6 5
Beijing signing 11 2 6 3 4 6 4
Signed Chinese 13 2 5 6 2 3 2
Selections by Status traits Solidarity traits

Shanghai participants

bureauc | snobbish | indifferent | arrogant | boasting | dishonest | rough
ratic
Shanghai signing 2 0 1 0 1 2 1
Beijing signing 8 1 3 2 2 4 2
Signed Chinese 10 0 2 5 0 1 0
Selections by Beijing | Status traits Solidarity traits

participants

bureauc | snobbish | indifferent | arrogant | boasting | dishonest | rough
ratic
Shanghai signing 5 4 5 4 2 4 4
Beijing signing 3 1 3 1 2 2 2
Signed Chinese 3 2 3 1 2 2 2

Table 30: Sums of negative status and solidarity traits ascribed to interpreters who use Beijing
signing, Shanghai signing and Signed Chinese

According to the total selections, Bureaucratic and arrogant were the most frequently
selected negative status traits for Signed Chinese, compared to traits ascribed to Shanghai and
Beijing varieties. The ascription of negative status traits to signers who use Signed Chinese
was found in both groups, but more strongly in Shanghai participants (with 10 participants
selecting bureaucratic and 5 selecting arrogant) compared to Beijing participants (where only
3 participants selected bureaucratic and 1 participant selected arrogant). In addition, Shanghai
and Beijing participants also differed in their assignment of bureaucratic for each others’
varieties. 8 Shanghai participants selected bureaucratic for Beijing signing; while only 3
Beijing participants selected bureaucratic for Shanghai signing. However, negative traits in
general tended to be more frequently ascribed to the Shanghai variety by Beijing participants

(a total of 28) than to Signed Chinese (15) and Beijing signing (14).
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To sum up, both Beijing and Shanghai participants tended to associate their own varieties
with positive solidarity. Although positive status was also associated with participants’ own
varieties, the trait well-educated was less frequently selected than the other two positive status
traits intelligent and enthusiastic. Negative traits tended to be associated by Shanghai signers
with the Beijing variety and Signed Chinese; while Beijing signers tended to ascribe negative
traits only to the Shanghai variety.

Differences in the status and solidarity traits ascribed by Beijing and Shanghai participants
to users of Signed Chinese, together with their rankings of Signed Chinese as the second most
preferred variety for different settings (see Section 15.3), indicate that Beijing signers hold a
more positive attitude to Signed Chinese than to Shanghai signing. Section 15.5 further
explores participant attitudes towards Beijing signing, Shanghai signing and Signed Chinese

in relation to participants’ selection of occupations for users of different varieties.

15.4.4 Trait ascription in terms of age

The participants’ ascriptions of personality traits to Beijing signing, Shanghai signing and
Signed Chinese in terms of age are presented in this section.

As shown in Table 31, participants across all three age groups generally tended to ascribe
positive solidarity traits to the three varieties, compared to positive status traits and negative
solidarity and status traits. 62 positive solidarity traits were ascribed to the Beijing variety,
compared to 28 positive status traits and 40 negative traits; similarly, 63 positive solidarity
traits were ascribed to the Shanghai variety and 59 to Signed Chinese by Beijing participants,

while no more than 40 status traits and negative traits were ascribed to these two varieties.
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status solidarity | negative
Beijing variety younger 11 19 19
middle-aged |5 20 10
older 12 23 11
Total 28 62 40
Shanghai variety younger 19 25 10
middle-aged | 11 17 11
older 10 21 13
Total 40 63 34
Signed Chinese younger 10 18 21
middle-aged | 13 22 4
older 15 19 8
Total 38 59 33

Table 31: Sums of positive status and solidarity traits and negative traits ascribed by participants of in
the different age groups

The negative traits tended to be more often selected for the three varieties in general by
younger participants than middle-aged and older participants. The negative traits were selected
50 times (19 for Beijing variety + 10 for Shanghai variety + 21 for Signed Chinese) by younger
participants, 25 times (10 for Beijing variety + 11 for Shanghai variety + 4 for Signed Chinese)
by middle-aged participants, and 32 times (11 for Beijing variety + 13 for Shanghai variety +
8 for Signed Chinese) by older participants. Among the three signing varieties, the Beijing
variety and Signed Chinese tended to be viewed negatively by younger signers, with 19
negative traits ascribed to the Beijing variety and 21 to Signed Chinese whilst only 10 ascribed
to Shanghai variety (see Figure 33). To the contrary, negative traits tended to be less frequently

ascribed to the Beijing variety and to Signed Chinese by middle-aged and older signers.
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Figure 33: Ascriptions of negative traits to Beijing and Shanghai varieties and to Signed Chinese

Finally, positive status traits were more often ascribed to Shanghai variety by the younger
participants. Positive status traits were selected 19 times by younger participants, but only 11
times by middle-aged and 10 times by older participants (see Figure 34).

In conclusion, the participants of all the three age groups expressed a covertly positive
attitude towards all three types of signing, with the positive solidarity traits selected more
frequently than the positive status traits or either of the negative traits; the younger participants
tended to have more positive attitudes towards status in relation to the Shanghai variety than
middle-aged and older participants; they also tended to think less negatively of Shanghai

variety than middle-aged and older participants.
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Figure 34: Ascriptions of positive status traits to Beijing and Shanghai varieties and to Signed
Chinese

15.5 Job suitability

This section investigates participants’ language attitudes by examining their evaluation of
suitable jobs for signers using regional varieties and Signed Chinese. The questions relating to
job suitability are: Which of the following job(s) do you think is likely to be taken by signers
who use your own signing variety/Signed Chinese? Participants were asked to choose as many
options as they liked from eight given occupations. The eight options were: teacher, leader,
graphic designer, online shop owner, vendor, factory worker, restaurant waiter and babysitter.
Participants’ selections of suitable jobs were summed up and ranked from the most to the least
suitable. The rankings for the signing varieties used in the participants’ own regions and for

Signed Chinese are presented in Figures 35 and 36 respectively.
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15.5.1 Job selection for Signed Chinese

Figure 35 shows the job selection by Beijing and Shanghai participants for signers who use
Signed Chinese, ranking from the most suitable on the left to the least suitable on the right in

terms of Beijing participants’ selection.
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Figure 35: Sums of jobs selected by Beijing and Shanghai participants as suitable for signers who use
Signed Chinese

As shown in the figure, the occupations identified by Beijing participants as suitable for
Signed Chinese users tended to be teacher (selected by 9 participants) and leader (selected by
7 participants); the other occupations were much less frequently selected, and the occupation
babysitter was selected by none of the Beijing participants. Similarly, the two most frequently
selected occupations by Shanghai participants as suitable for Signed Chinese users are leader
(selected by 11 participants) and teacher (selected by 9 participants). The total number of
participants who selected the two occupations teacher and leader was 36 (16 Beijing
participants and 20 Shanghai participants), constituting 58% of all the selections for Signed

Chinese. Since teacher and leader are both white-collar occupations, the results suggest that
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both Beijing and Shanghai signers associate the use of Signed Chinese with relatively high
social status, although they differed in the ascriptions of negative traits to users of Signed
Chinese (see Section 15.4.3).

The following section looks at participants’ selections of occupation for signers who use

their own signing varieties (i.e., Beijing and Shanghai varieties).

15.5.2 Selections of suitable jobs for signers who use regional varieties

Figure 36 shows the occupations selected by the Beijing and Shanghai participants as suitable
for signers who use the signing varieties in their own regions, i.e., Beijing participants were
asked to choose suitable jobs for signers who use Beijing signing, and Shanghai participants
were asked to choose suitable jobs for those who use Shanghai signing. The selections of
occupations offered by Beijing and Shanghai participants are ranked from the most frequently

selected occupation on the left to the least selected occupation on the right.
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Figure 36: Sums of jobs selected by Beijing and Shanghai participants as suitable for signers who use
their own regional variety
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In general, the occupations selected most frequently as suitable for signers using their own
regional variety include teacher (selected by 25 participants), waiter (8 participants), leader (7
- Beijing participants only) and factory worker (6 participants). Two of the occupations
(teacher and leader) are white collar occupations, while the other frequently selected
occupations (waiter and factory worker) are blue collar occupations.

When responses were examined by region, differences were apparent between Beijing and
Shanghai participants. The occupation leader was selected by 7 Beijing participants as suitable
for Beijing variety users; however, it was selected by none of the Shanghai participants for
Shanghai variety users, despite teacher being selected by roughly the same number of
participants in both regions. This result may indicate that, as well as positive attitudes held
towards Signed Chinese, Beijing signers may also hold positive attitudes towards their own
variety. Given that Beijing is the capital city of China, it is possible that Beijing signers may
associate their variety with higher social status. Another possibility is that there are regional
differences in the employment of deaf people in leader roles, with more such positions
available in Beijing.

To sum up, Beijing and Shanghai participants’ views on Signed Chinese are generally
similar; they tended to view that white collar occupations such as teacher and leader are
suitable for users of Signed Chinese. However, the two groups expressed different views in
relation to their own regional variety, with Beijing participants associating their variety more

often with white collar occupations than Shanghai participants did.
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Chapter 16. Discussion

This chapter discusses the results of analyses presented in Chapter 15. Section 16.1 considers
the participants’ reported comprehension of the signing varieties used in the participants’ own
region, the varieties used in each others’ regions and Zhongguo Shouyu signs, and then
compares reported comprehension with participants’ actual performance in the lexical
comprehension task presented in Part 3. Attitudes towards the signing in television news
programmes are also discussed. In Section 16.2, the participants’ rankings of difficulty in
understanding the signing varieties used in eight broader regions in China are discussed, and
differences in ratings by Beijing and Shanghai participants towards regional varieties in CSL
are explored. In Section 16.3, the attitudes of the participants towards Beijing and Shanghai
varieties and Signed Chinese, which were studied by means of selection of personal traits and
jobs associated with each variety, are summarised and discussed. This is then followed by a

presentation of the limitations identified in this study and a summary.

16.1 Reported comprehension of signing varieties

Region and age were found to be the two significant factors accounting for the differences in
participants’ reported comprehension in this study. Beijing signers rated the Shanghai variety
twice as easy to understand as Shanghai signers rated the Beijing variety, and older signers
reported the lowest level of comprehension of their own varieties, Signed Chinese and ZS signs,
compared to middle-aged and younger signers.

The following two subsections compare participants’ reported ease of comprehension with
their actual performance in the lexical comprehension task presented in Part 3. The ratings of
ease of comprehending signing used by interpreters in television news programmes are

discussed in Section 16.1.3.
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16.1.1 Comparison of Beijing and Shanghai participants’ reports of comprehension ease and

difficulty with their performance on the comprehension task

It is not surprising that both Shanghai and Beijing participants rated the varieties used in their
own regions as the easiest to understand. In the lexical comprehension study, the participants
also scored best at comprehending traditional regional signs from their own varieties (see
Section 12.1.1 and Section 12.1.2). In relation to comprehension of each others’ varieties,
Shanghai participants rated the Beijing signs twice as difficult to understand as Beijing
participants rated Shanghai signs. This is also consistent with their actual performance in the
lexical comprehension task, where Shanghai participants understood an average of 30.6% of
the Beijing lexical signs, while Beijing participants understood 65.6% of the Shanghai lexical
signs. In relation to reported comprehension of Zhongguo Shouyu signs, the ratings given by
Beijing participants and Shanghai participants did not differ significantly (see Section 15.1.2),
and the analysis of participants’ actual comprehension scores showed that Beijing signers and
Shanghai signers understood a similar number of ZS signs (see Section 12.4). In general,
Beijing and Shanghai participants’ reported comprehension of Beijing signs, Shanghai signs

and ZS signs were consistent with their actual comprehension scores presented in Part 3.

16.1.2 Age difference

In most of the analyses of reported comprehension (see Section 15.1 for analyses of reported
comprehension of the varieties used in signers’ own regions, Signed Chinese and Zhongguo
Shouyu), older participants’ ratings, especially those of Shanghai participants, are significantly
lower than those of middle-aged participants. However, the Rbrul analyses in the lexical
comprehension study showed that age was not a significant factor in predicting signers’ actual
comprehension of ZS signs and signs used in the signers’ own regions (see Section 12.1.2); the

older participants were able to understand as many ZS signs and their own region’s signs as
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younger and middle-aged participants, indicating that older signers’ reported level of
comprehension of these varieties is lower than their actual comprehension. This finding to
some extent echoes earlier studies comparing BSL signers’ reported judgements about
comprehension and their actual comprehension of regional varieties (Kyle & Allsop, 1982;
Woll, 1991). The relationship between signers’ reported comprehension and actual

comprehension is further discussed in Section 17.4.

16.1.3 Attitudes towards the signing in television news programmes

The signing used by sign language interpreters in local television news programmes was rated
by participants as easier to understand than the signing used in the national television news. It
is possible that sign language interpreters on local TV news use more local signs than the
national TV news, since a majority of the sign language interpreters in local TV news
programmes are also teachers in local deaf schools (Liu, Gu, Cheng, & Wei, 2013).

However, despite reporting that it was relatively easier to understand local news interpreting,
the signing used by interpreters in both local and national television news was generally rated
as quite difficult to understand. Liu et al. (2013) found that less than 10% of deaf respondents
reported that they could fully understand television signing, and noted that the difficulty of
understanding television signing was associated with inconsistency in the signing used by sign
language interpreters. The study also reports that 58.8% of the television sign language
interpreters used at least two varieties of signing; 32.6% mainly used Zhongguo Shouyu; 7.8%
used local signing and a small percentage used signs invented by the interpreters themselves.
Meng and Han (2015) suggested that the difficulty of understanding television signing was
likely to be associated with such factors as the relatively late recognition of sign language
interpreting as a profession in China and the lack of systematic training provided to sign
language interpreters. Sign language interpreting as a profession was not officially recognised
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by the Chinese authorities before 2007, the year in which the Ministry of Human Resources
and Social Security (2008) first recognised it as one of the ten new occupations in China. These
factors may contribute in some degree to the low level of reported comprehension of television

signing by Beijing and Shanghai participants.

16.2 Comprehension of regional varieties of CSL

It had been reported by Woodward (1993) that Shanghai signing and HKSL have about 66%
to 68% cognate signs, and that HKSL could be regarded as a variety of Shanghai signing. In
the lexical comprehension study, the Beijing participants had demonstrated good
comprehension of Shanghai signs. However, in the reports of perceived difficulty in
comprehension, Beijing participants considered HKSL as the most difficult regional variety to
understand, followed by the signing varieties used by minority ethnic groups. Similarly, in the
rankings of the suitability of the different varieties for use in conferences, teaching and
television news (see Section 15.3), HKSL was ranked second to TibSL as the least suitable
variety. The reasons that Beijing signers viewed HKSL as a relatively difficult variety to
understand may be related to geographical distance and a lack of historical contact directly
with Hong Kong signers. Beijing is located in the north of China, while Hong Kong is in the
south coast of China, and historical record of contact between signers from Beijing and Hong
Kong is limited. A study of the mutual intelligibility of signing used by Beijing, Shanghai and
Hong Kong signers may provide further explanations of Beijing signers’ attitudes towards

HKSL.
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16.3 Language attitudes related to status and solidarity

The participants’ selections of personal traits and suitable jobs as presented in Sections 15.4
and 15.5 have revealed varying patterns of attitudes to the varieties used in their own regions
and to Signed Chinese.

Among the positive status traits, enthusiastic was frequently selected for signers who use
Signed Chinese. Among occupations, teacher and leader were most frequently selected for
Signed Chinese. Although the findings indicate that signers from both regions associated
Signed Chinese with overt prestige, Shanghai participants did not rate Signed Chinese as a
desirable variety for use in public settings, including teaching in deaf schools, use at
conferences and on TV news programmes. Shanghai participants also tended to attribute the
negative traits bureaucratic and arrogant to users of Signed Chinese, while Beijing participants
did not. Therefore, although Signed Chinese enjoys overt prestige among Shanghai participants,
they did not hold covertly positive attitudes towards Signed Chinese as Beijing participants did.

In relation to the attitudes towards signers from the participants’ own regions, different
patterns emerged. In relation to positive solidarity traits, participants from both regions selected
considerate, kind, honest and modest for their own varieties. However, for the identification of
suitable occupations, 7 Beijing participants selected leaders for signers who used Beijing
signing, while none of the Shanghai participants selected this occupation for their variety. This
indicates that Beijing participants tended to associate their own variety with high positive status
and solidarity, while Shanghai participants associated the Shanghai variety with low positive
status and high positive solidarity. As Beijing is the capital city of China, deaf signers in Beijing
may think of their variety as more prestigious then the varieties used in other regions of China.
As well as their own variety, Beijing participants also tended to associate Signed Chinese with
high positive status and high positive solidarity. It may be due to the geo-political status of

Beijing signing and the political status of Signed Chinese that both the Beijing variety and
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Signed Chinese were considered to be prestigious by Beijing participants. In addition, lexical
similarities between Beijing signing and Signed Chinese may also account for their shared
higher status. As reported in the study of lexical variation in this thesis, Zhongguo Shouyu signs
shared more similarity with Beijing signs than with Shanghai signs (see Section 8.2.1), and ZS
and Beijing signing share a number of lexical features (see Section 9.1.1). In future studies, it
would be important to investigate the linguistic distance between Beijing and Zhongguo
Shouyu signs in order to better understand the language attitudes of Beijing signers.

The analysis of age differences in participants’ attitudes to Beijing and Shanghai varieties
and to Signed Chinese indicates that all participants generally tended to ascribe positive
solidarity features to users of all three varieties. Since sign language is the participants’ first
language, they are more likely to show emotional closeness to it despite the overtly negative
views of sign language users in the majority society. Younger participants tended to associate
Shanghai signing with higher social status than middle-aged and older signers did. This may
suggest that the Shanghai variety is considered as a prestigious variety of CSL among younger
signers. An increase in social prestige associated with the Shanghai variety thus may have an

influence on the lexicon of younger CSL signers.

16.4 Study Limitations

The present study is one of the first to investigate Chinese signers’ attitudes towards signing
varieties, and a number of limitations have been observed in the methodology and analyses.
Firstly, the number of participants recruited for this study is rather small. Although the
sample size permitted statistically meaningful results relating to participants’ ratings of
comprehension, the sample size became underpowered in the analysis of attitudes relating to

status and solidarity traits of signers using different varieties. As a result, it has not been
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possible to fully analyse the relationship between participants’ demographic information and
their language attitudes, particularly for the data on the attribution of personality traits.

Additionally, the questions on personality traits and occupations included multiple options,
which enabled participants to select which traits to comment on. However, the number of
selected traits obtained for analyses was generally too small to produce statistically analysable
results. This shortcoming might be avoided if a Semantic Differential approach (Osgood, 1964)
was adopted, in which a scale is located between a pair of polar adjectives, with the participants
required to respond to each of the traits. The SD approach ensures that a full set of responses
are collected from each participant.

Another shortcoming relating to the design of the questionnaire is that only direct questions
were used to elicit responses in the study. As mentioned in Garret, Coupland and Williams
(2003), the direct approach is intrusive, and it may be difficult using this method to elicit
‘private attitudes’ from respondents. However, given the visual qualities of sign languages, the
indirect approach used with spoken languages may not be easily adaptable to sign language

studies at present.

16.5 Summary

The study in this part of the thesis explored Beijing and Shanghai signers’ reports of
comprehension of different signing varieties used in China, and investigated signers’ attitudes
towards Beijing and Shanghai varieties and towards Signed Chinese through trait ascription
and job selection. Region- and age-related differences were observed in participants’ ratings of
comprehension of different varieties. Beijing signers rated the Shanghai variety twice as easy
to understand as Shanghai signers rated the Beijing variety; older participants reported greater

difficulty in comprehending different varieties than younger and middle-aged signers.
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Both Beijing and Shanghai participants held positive attitudes towards their own signing
variety in terms of solidarity, and positive attitudes towards Signed Chinese in terms of status.
Beijing participants tended to associate their own variety with relatively high status and high
solidarity, while Shanghai participants tended to associate their own variety with low status
and high solidarity. As discussed in previous chapters, each of the 14 personal traits used for
the study were selected by varying numbers of participants. The numbers of selections for all

personal traits are presented in Figure 37.
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Figure 37: Frequency of selections of the 14 personal traits

In general, the findings in the current study mirror studies of spoken languages (Lambert,
Hodgeson, Gardner, & Fillenbaum, 1960; Cargile & Giles, 1998; Marlow & Giles, 2008) in
that the users of a minority language variety demonstrate solidarity with their own variety and
assign status to the standard variety. Because spoken languages are dominant in mainstream
society, being able to use Signed Chinese, which is heavily influenced by Chinese, may
indicate a high level of skill in Mandarin and written Chinese. In Chinese deaf schools, Signed
Chinese is always encouraged while natural signing is discouraged because teachers believe
that being fluent in CSL may hinder the deaf child’s ability to read and write (Callaway, 2000).
The association of education with Signed Chinese may thus contribute to the positive attitudes
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towards Signed Chinese expressed by signers from both Shanghai and Beijing. However, the
three varieties examined in the study were generally ascribed with low social status. Although
the Deaf community constitutes only a small group in a hearing world, language is an integral
part of identity, and sign language is inseparable from the deaf community. Revised language
policies, which would include providing institutional support and official recognition of sign
language, would improve signers’ as well as the public’s attitudes towards sign language, and

thus would help in enhancing the social status as well as the wellbeing of deaf people in China.

186



Part 5. Conclusions

The current thesis has explored the sociolinguistic variation of Beijing and Shanghai varieties
of CSL by investigating the lexical production, comprehension and language attitudes of deaf
signers in Beijing and Shanghai. Given that CSL is relatively understudied particularly from a
sociolinguistic perspective, the three studies together have yielded a number of important
findings which can improve our understanding of CSL regional varieties and thus lay the
groundwork for future studies on regional variation of CSL.

The final part of this thesis, which consists of two chapters, provides a summary of the
general discussions for the three studies as a whole, addresses possible implications of the
studies, makes suggestions for future research based on the current studies, and finally
concludes the thesis. Chapter 17 returns to the overarching research questions which guide the
three studies and then discusses their relationships. Chapter 18 addresses the implications of

this thesis and proposes a number of directions for future studies.
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Chapter 17. General discussion

The overarching research question addressed in the thesis is: How do sociolinguistic factors
affect the production and comprehension of - and attitudes towards - the lexical signs used by
Beijing and Shanghai deaf signers, and how do these three aspects relate to each other? The
research questions are addressed with three studies on lexical variation, lexical comprehension
and language attitudes in the thesis.

In Study 1, a review of the literature on variation studies of CSL demonstrated that lexical
variation had been observed between the Beijing and Shanghai varieties, with the Shanghai
variety being the most influential variety in CSL and the Beijing variety showing stronger
influence from Mandarin. The research questions in Study 1 are: (1) How does the production
of lexical signs vary in relation to the participants’ demographic information and the semantic
categories of the signs? (2) Do Shanghai and Beijing signers differ in their production of
traditional regional signs, ZS signs as well as the borrowed signs from spoken Chinese? (3)
Does lexical variation suggest any language change in CSL?

The finding that some of the Shanghai traditional regional signs were favoured by Beijing
signers than vice versa suggests that the Shanghai variety may be the more influential variety.
This leads to the further exploration of mutual intelligibility and signers’ language attitudes
towards Beijing and Shanghai signing varieties as well as to ZS signs in the following two
studies.

Study 2 aims to answer two questions: (1) Is there an asymmetry in the extent to which
Beijing signers understand Shanghai signs and vice versa? (2) To what extent are signers able
to understand the lexical signs promoted in Zhongguo Shouyu? (3) How does comprehension

of Beijing signs, Shanghai signs and ZS signs relate to signers’ demographic background

188



(region, age, gender and family language), as well as to different semantic categories (place
names, food, family members, colour and time)?

The research questions addressed in Study 3 include: (1) What is the self-reported
comprehension by the participants of Beijing signs, Shanghai signs and Zhongguo Shouyu
signs? (2) What attitudes of the participants towards Beijing and Shanghai varieties and Signed
Chinese can be inferred from their responses to questions about job suitability and trait
ascription?

The following sections 17.1 to 17.3 summarise the findings of Studies 1 to 3 respectively

and Section 17.4 discusses these findings in relation to the overall research questions.

17.1 Study 1: Lexical Variation in Beijing and Shanghai Signing Varieties

The results of Study 1 showed that lexical variation in the Beijing and Shanghai varieties is
conditioned by three factors: age, region and semantic category (see Section 8.2). Beijing
signers were found to slightly favour the use of traditional regional signs compared to Shanghai
signers, and Beijing signers produced loan translations and ZS signs more frequently than
Shanghai signers. Younger signers produced traditional regional signs and character signs less
frequently than middle-aged and older signers, whilst favouring the use of Pinyin signs and ZS
signs. The signs for Chinese place names, colours, country names and festivals were found to
change at a faster rate compared to the signs for time, family members, numbers and food.
Certain Shanghai traditional regional signs were observed to be used by some Beijing

participants, but Beijing traditional regional signs were rarely used by Shanghai participants.

17.2 Study 2: Lexical comprehension of Beijing and Shanghai Signing Varieties

To address the question of whether Beijing signers understand more Shanghai signs than the

other way around, the results in Study 2 showed that asymmetrical intelligibility exists between
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Beijing and Shanghai signers, with Beijing signers able to understand significantly more
Shanghai signs than vice versa, thus suggesting that Beijing signers’ knowledge of the
Shanghai variety is more extensive than Shanghai signers’ knowledge of Beijing variety. The
study proposes that historical contact of signs between the two regions is a major reason for
the asymmetrical intelligibility.

As for the comprehension of ZS signs, the study showed that Beijing and Shanghai
participants were able to comprehend an average of 56% of the ZS signs in the lexical
comprehension task, which is likely to be caused by the inclusion of both natural signs adopted
from CSL and invented signs in the Zhongguo Shouyu lexicon.

In addition, Study 2 also found that the signers’ comprehension of the traditional regional
and non-traditional regional signs varied with their demographic information including region,
age and gender. Beijing signers were found to have more extensive knowledge of signs than
Shanghai signers in their general performance; female signers outperformed male signers in
the comprehension task, even though in Study 1 gender was not found to be an indicator of
lexical variation; the younger and middle-aged participants recognised more Shanghai signs
than the older generation of signers. Finally, participants performed better at comprehending

the signs for Chinese place names and food than the signs for family members, time and colours.

17.3 Study 3: Language attitudes of Beijing and Shanghai Signers

Part 4 investigated the attitudes of Beijing and Shanghai signers towards regional varieties of
CSL, with particular attention paid to Beijing and Shanghai varieties, as well as Signed Chinese.
The results showed that region and age are the two significant factors accounting for the
variation in participants’ reported comprehension of different signing varieties. Beijing signers
tended to consider the Shanghai variety twice as easy to understand than Shanghai signers
considered the Beijing variety. Older signers reported the lowest level of knowledge of Beijing,
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Shanghai, and ZS signs as well as Signed Chinese among the three age groups. The study
further explored the signers’ attitudes towards Beijing, Shanghai and Signed Chinese through
personal trait ascription and job selection. Signers of both regions were found to ascribe their
own varieties with high solidarity, and at the same time, Beijing signers also tended to ascribe
Beijing variety with high social status. Signed Chinese was ascribed by both Beijing and
Shanghai signers with traits of higher social status, although a covertly positive attitude towards

Signed Chinese was not found among the Shanghai signers in this study.

17.4 Discussion of overall findings

Drawing on the findings in this thesis, signers’ production, comprehension and attitudes of the
lexical signs used in Beijing and Shanghai signing varied with their demographic information
including region, age and gender, as well as semantic category. This section summarises the
findings in the three studies and discusses their relationships in terms of region, gender, age
and semantic category.

The results in Study 1, 2 and 3 showed that variation in Beijing signers’ production and
comprehension of Shanghai signs was generally consistent. Specifically, Beijing signers
preferred to produce some of the Shanghai traditional regional signs, and they were able to
comprehend more Shanghai signs, which they themselves were also aware of according to their
reported comprehension of Shanghai signs. Beijing signers’ attitude towards the Shanghai
variety, however, was not consistent with their production and comprehension, i.e., although
showing a good level of comprehension and production of Shanghai signs, Beijing signers did
not have positive attitudes towards the Shanghai variety. There were also differences between
Beijing and Shanghai signers’ production and comprehension of ZS signs. The lexical variation
study showed that Beijing signers produced more ZS signs compared to Shanghai signers. The
lexical comprehension study, however, showed that there was no significant difference in the
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comprehension of ZS signs between Beijing and Shanghai signers, i.e., Beijing and Shanghai
signers tended to have equal knowledge of ZS signs. As for the study of language attitudes in
Part 4, signers of both regions viewed ZS signs and Signed Chinese (ZS signs are considered
by many deaf people as a part of Signed Chinese) with an overtly positive attitude, i.e., they
tended to associate the use of Signed Chinese with high social status. However, Shanghai
signers’ preferential attitudes towards Signed Chinese appeared less strong than Beijing
participants, since Shanghai signers tended to ascribe negative traits of social status to Signed
Chinese, but Beijing participants did not. The less positive attitude towards Signed Chinese
and ZS signs by Shanghai signers may explain their disfavouring of ZS signs in the production
study, although their recognition of ZS signs was equal to that of Beijing signers.

The lexical comprehension study found that female signers outperformed male signers in
recognising regional variants and ZS signs in general, but gender was not found to be an
indicator of lexical variation in production, i.e., the production of traditional regional signs,
loan signs and ZS signs by women showed no difference from the production of these signs by
men.

As for age, the ratings provided by older signers in the language attitude study (see Section
15.1.4 for the analysis of reported comprehension of the varieties used in signers’ own regions,
Signed Chinese and Zhongguo Shouyu signs) showed that older signers tended to rate the
comprehension of signs significantly lower than the signers in the other two groups did. In the
lexical comprehension study, however, older participants and participants of the other age
groups actually performed equally well in recognising ZS signs and signs in general.

The signs for Chinese place names were found to be changing at a faster rate than the signs
for colours, country names, festivals, time, family members, numbers and food in the
production study. Meanwhile, the signers in the lexical comprehension task performed best at

understanding the signs for Chinese place names compared to other semantic categories.
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17.4.1 Asymmetrical intelligibility and language attitudes

Although Beijing signers were found to produce and know more Shanghai signs than vice versa,
they did not show a particular preference towards the Shanghai variety over their own variety

in the language attitude study. Neither did Shanghai signers show a preference towards the

Beijing variety over the Shanghai variety and HKSL. On the contrary, signers of both regions

favoured their own varieties over other varieties of CSL (including Signed Chinese) in the

ranking of varieties to be used for interpretation in television, for teaching in class and for use

in conferences. In the literature on spoken languages (for example, see Haugen, 1966; Wolff,

1959), language contact and attitudes are described as the two major reasons for asymmetrical

intelligibility. The findings in this thesis together suggest that the asymmetrical intelligibility

between Beijing and Shanghai may be a result of historical language contact (see Section 12.3.1)
rather than language attitudes.

Stamp’s (2013) study mentioned that the hierarchical structure of regional varieties in terms
of social status, commonly found in spoken languages, was not prominent in BSL varieties, as
BSL regional varieties developed separately in school-based communities. The current study,
however, showed that Beijing signers ascribed high social status to their own signing variety.
It is possibly because the Beijing signing variety is used in the cultural, political, and economic
centre of China that signers may associate their variety with the high prestige of Beijing. High
prestige of the Beijing variety, however, was not the case for Shanghai signers who, although
associated the Shanghai variety with relatively low social status, demonstrated high solidarity
towards their own variety. Shanghai signing has demonstrated its strong vitality by influencing
other signing varieties through historical contact (see Section 3.1). An investigation in future
studies of how signers from the other regions of China perceive Beijing and Shanghai varieties

would widen our understanding of the relationship between the two varieties and social status.
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17.4.2 Production and Comprehension of the signs by older signers

The inconsistency found in the study between older signers’ beliefs and their actual
comprehension suggests that the signers were possibly unaware of the changes occurring in
their actual knowledge of CSL regional varieties.

In a survey conducted by Kyle and Allsop (1982), 40% of the participants in the Bristol deaf
community reported that they had rarely met deaf people from further than 125 miles away,
and half of the participants reported that they had great difficulties in understanding deaf people
from geographically distant areas. Ten years later, Woll (1991) investigated signers’ views on
the level of difficulty of comprehending regional signing varieties in BSL, and also looked at
signers’ comprehension of different regional varieties of BSL. Although most signers still rated
regional varieties as relatively difficult to understand (with older signers outperforming
younger signers in the comprehension task), regional varieties were not found to be as difficult
to understand as had been claimed by the participants. The change from the earlier study was
suggested by Woll to be the result of increased exposure to regional varieties of BSL on
television, which had become possible ten years earlier, facilitating comprehension of different
regional varieties, although signers’ ratings of their comprehension remained unchanged.
Similarly, in the current study, the older signers’ beliefs did not match their actual knowledge.
Although the ratings of their comprehension tended to be lower than middle-aged and younger
signers, their actual comprehension of regional and ZS signs was not different. It is possible
that at one time, knowledge of CSL regional varieties was more limited. However, exposure to
other varieties of CSL has increased within recent decades, possibly as a result of the frequent
use of ZS signs on television, increasing opportunities for travel due to economic development,

and advances in social media which enable communications with signers from other regions.

194



17.4.3 Standardisation

Signed Chinese and ZS signs were found in this study to enjoy social prestige by both Beijing
and Shanghai signers over their own varieties. This may be due to oralism having been the
dominant approach to communication in deaf schools of China for decades. Signed Chinese,
which follows the syntax of spoken Chinese and uses the ZS lexicon, has been promoted in
public and educational settings as a part of the government’s language planning relating to the
sign languages used in China. Contrary to the overtly positive attitudes held by signers,
however, these varieties have largely not been adopted by deaf people, many of whom reported
that they seldom used ZS signs in their daily communication with other deaf people, and that
the signing used by interpreters on television, as well as the signing used by hearing teachers
in deaf schools was difficult to understand (Shen, 2008). The standardisation of signing in
China, which has proceeded for over five decades since 1959, seems to have yielded limited
results. As shown in the comprehension study, half of the ZS signs were incomprehensible to
the participants, and were particularly disfavoured by Shanghai signers. The term Chinese Sign
Language remains confusing to the public, including some hearing teachers in deaf schools,
who equate ZS signs with the lexical signs used by members of the deaf community (Shen,
2008). This confusion is at least partly caused by the use of the same term ‘Chinese Sign
Language’ for deaf community signs and the title of the ZS book. The findings may also reflect
a lack of recognition of the minority linguistic and cultural status of the deaf community in

China.

17.4.4 Language change

The production and comprehension of lexical signs by Beijing and Shanghai signers as well as
their language attitudes have demonstrated a number of patterns which reflect the complexity

of language change occurring within these two regions. Although the use of ZS signs has been
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generally reported to have enjoyed low popularity among the deaf people in China (for example,
see Gu, Liu, Dong, & Wang, 2005; Liu, Gu, Chen, & Wei, 2013), the increasing use of Pinyin
and ZS signs among younger signers reflects a change led by the government’s language
planning on sign language standardisation. With the publication of a new common lexicon to
replace the former ZS lexicon in 2018, it remains unclear whether Pinyin signs and the former
ZS lexicon will continue to be used by younger signers in the future. However, although the
participants tended to associate the officially promoted signs with high social status, high
solidarity was found towards the signers’ own varieties. In the language attitude evaluation
model proposed by Giles and Ryan (1982), the vitality of nonstandard varieties increases if
they are used in more formal status-stressing situations as well in as solidarity-stressing
situations. Recent attention paid to linguistic research on CSL, the change of government
language policy on sign language, and the active engagement of Chinese deaf young people in
deaf-related events taking place at home and abroad may play important roles in strengthening
signers’ deaf identity and their bond with sign language, which might consequently increase
the vitality of local signs.

As for language change in relation to different varieties, the findings of the lexical
production and comprehension studies together showed that the Shanghai variety has greater
influence than the Beijing variety, and the language attitude study demonstrated that younger
signers tended to associate the Shanghai variety with high social status. This might suggest that
Shanghai signing will continue to influence other regional varieties of CSL. A study to explore
accommodation strategies in communication among signers from different regions of China
may provide support for the impact of language contact and predict change in regional varieties

of CSL in the future.
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Chapter 18. Implications and future research

18.1 Implication of the studies

The investigation described in this thesis serves as the first systematic study of sociolinguistic
variation in Beijing and Shanghai signing varieties, and thus has both theoretical and practical
implications. The following section presents the implications of the current research for
sociolinguistic research in general, language planning, language attitude, and public
understanding of CSL regional variants.

Both linguistic and sociolinguistic research on CSL has been limited. The sociolinguistic
studies of CSL carried out previously have either been based on a small number of participants
or have considered a limited range of social factors (for example, see Jiang, 2012). The current
study is the first to systematically explore the sociolinguistic factors which impact on variation
in sign production, comprehension, and language attitudes, based on data collected from a
reasonably large number of deaf signers in Beijing and Shanghai. The findings show for the
first-time patterns of lexical variation in relation to signers’ social backgrounds and semantic
categories, providing valuable resource for future study of sociolinguistic variation of Chinese
Sign Language. The study is also an important work for spoken language sociolinguists in
China to recognise the deaf community as a minority cultural and linguistic community, and
the finding on the use of loan signs from spoken Chinese may also be useful for future study
of cross-dialect communication in the Chinese hearing community.

The current study looked at variation in relation to the officially promoted lexicon Zhongguo
Shouyu. ZS signs, although some are understood by Beijing and Shanghai signers and enjoy
overt prestige, were rarely produced by the signers themselves and were not favoured for use
in educational and public settings. The authorities have become aware of problems with ZS
and issued a new version of the lexicon ‘Chinese National Sign Language’ in 2018. Invented
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or modified signs are no longer mentioned as part of the lexicon, and a new principle for the
selection of signs for this lexicon is ‘conventionalization (among the Deaf community)’.
Meanwhile, the editor of the book described a majority of the newly adopted signs as those
widely used in the daily life of Chinese deaf people and in deaf schools (Gu, 2018). This
suggests that the authorities are paying increasing attention to the natural signs used by the deaf
community of China and are trying to avoid including modified signs into the standardised
lexicon. The new language policy is in agreement with the implications of the present study.
The collection and study of deaf community signs will serve as a useful resource in future
planning of language policies which value the social, cultural and linguistic aspects of the
Chinese deaf community. Furthermore, lessons on the use of real language in the standardised
lexicon can be learnt from the BSL SignBank, which was built based on data collected from
signers with a variety of social backgrounds for the BSL Corpus Project (e.g., Cormier et al.,
2012; Stamp et al., 2014).

The language attitude study investigated in the thesis was conducted via a questionnaire and
has explored Beijing and Shanghai signers’ attitudes towards regional varieties of CSL,
Zhongguo Shouyu, and Signed Chinese. Other approaches which are interaction-based (e.g.
Giles, Katz, & Myers, 2006; Giles, 2011) can be adopted to further study CSL signers’
language attitudes on regional signing varieties and provide more details and support to the
findings of the current study.

Finally, the findings from the present study may increase public understanding about
regional signs being associated with different social groups of signers. For example, hearing
teachers in deaf schools may become more accepting of different signs used by deaf students
and may become less likely to see Signed Chinese as the only option for instruction; and
interpreters may become more aware of lexical choices and how to adjust them when

interpreting for different groups of deaf people.
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18.2 Suggestions for future research

The current study has investigated sociolinguistic variation in the lexical signs used by Beijing
and Shanghai deaf signers, and has shown that their production and comprehension of lexical
signs and their language attitudes are conditioned by social and linguistic factors. The study
serves as a preliminary study of sociolinguistic variation in CSL, and lays the groundwork for
further investigations of sociolinguistic variation in other signing varieties of CSL (Section
18.2.1), language accommodation among signers of different regional varieties (Section
18.2.2), phonological variation of Beijing and Shanghai signs (Section 18.2.3), as well as
variation in relation to the social factors which are unique to the deaf community (Section
18.2.4). The investigation of these aspects in future studies will surely improve our

understanding of the sociolinguistic variation of regional varieties of CSL.

18.2.1 Sociolinguistic studies of the signing varieties used in China

This thesis has primarily investigated the sociolinguistic variation of Beijing and Shanghai
varieties. As a relatively new research field, variation in other regional varieties of CSL remains
unexplored. For example, the lexical signs used by signers of minority ethnic groups and in
remote regions such as Tibet had previously been observed to show great differences from the
signs used by signers of the Han ethnic group (Hofer, 2017; Yang, 2015). An investigation into
lexical variation across CSL varieties would enable us to gain a much clearer view of how
variations pattern in relation to broader regions of China and minority ethnic groups. Future
sociolinguistic research on regional varieties can start by exchanging data among existing CSL
datasets. Since 2010, several CSL datasets have been built by researchers in special education
and linguistics at different institutions in China, many of which have obtained lexical data from
several regional varieties of CSL. It is also important to base future studies on multiple data

types in order to obtain results that are more generalisable. The data in the present study were
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collected by means of a lexical elicitation task in which individual lexical signs were elicited
from the participants. It would be better for future lexical studies to include more naturalistic
data such as conversations and narratives to be able to explore the use of signs in context.
This study has revealed that asymmetrical intelligibility exists between Beijing and
Shanghai signing varieties and has provided indications that the Shanghai variety is more
influential than the Beijing variety. The question of whether the Shanghai variety has
comparable influence over other signing varieties is still unclear. A study of lexical
comprehension between the Shanghai variety and other regional varieties of CSL will help

better understand the extent of influence of Shanghai signing.

18.2.2 Language accommodation

Through evidence of synchronic variation occurring among the older and younger signers, this
study has provided evidence of diachronic language change, with historical contact and
language policies proposed as the two major factors influencing change. A study of language
accommodation among signers from different regions would help to reveal the extent of contact
between varieties of CSL and in turn predict language change. Accommodation among BSL
signers was studied by Stamp et al. (2015) who found accommodation on the lexical level was
low and regional contact was not the best predictor for lexical change in BSL. A study of
accommodating strategies used by CSL signers would contribute to research on language
variation and change in sign languages. Moreover, the current thesis has demonstrated in the
language attitude study that Beijing and Shanghai signers both showed preferences towards
their own varieties over other regional varieties and that Beijing signers tended to associate the
Beijing variety with high social status. It is possible that as Beijing and Shanghai are the two
most developed regions in China, these two varieties are more influential than other regional
varieties of CSL. However, it remains unclear whether or not the regional varieties of CSL, are
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structured hierarchically, as spoken languages are. Sutton-Spence and Woll (1999) noted that
within a minority group like the deaf community, hierarchies or social distinctions may not be
quite as prominent as they are in the surrounding hearing community. A study on the
convergent and divergent behaviours of signers during communication may help to reveal
whether hierarchical structure in relation to social status exists among the regional varieties of

CSL.

18.2.3 Phonological variation

Although the focus of the present study has been lexical variation, phonological variation in
the lexical variants investigated in this study was also coded to help identify the status of lexical
variants. Several phonological processes such as lowering of signs and ‘weak drop’ (i.e.,
deletion of the subordinate hand in two-handed signs) were observed to occur in the data. Thus
these data can serve as a resource for future research on phonological variation in Beijing and
Shanghai signs and can be compared to studies of these phenomena in other sign languages
(For example, see Fenlon, Schembri, Rentelis, & Cormier, 2013; Lucas et al., 2002; McKee,

McKee, & Major, 2011; Schembri, McKee, Johnston, & Goswell, 2009).

18.2.4 Variation related to other social variables

Most of the social variables examined in the current thesis (i.e., region, age, gender) are
commonly used in sociolinguistic research on both spoken and signed languages. Although the
investigation of theses social variables is necessary for the general understanding of variation
patterns within signing varieties of CSL, the examining of other social factors which have been
found unique in affecting variation in sign languages (e.g., Lucas et al., 2001) should also be
included in the future agenda of research on variation in CSL. Unlike the acquisition of spoken

languages in hearing children, most deaf children are born to hearing parents and acquire sign
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languages relatively late in childhood, which makes the linguistic biographies of deaf people
more diverse than the hearing community. Therefore, a study of variation in relation to factors
such as type of schooling, location of school, age of onset of deafness, and age of exposure to

sign language can surely widen our understanding of sociolinguistic variation in CSL.

18.3 Final remarks

The studies in this thesis have revealed a complex relationship among CSL regional varieties
and the officially promoted lexicon; further investigation of the depth and width of
sociolinguistic variation in CSL is a priority. This research has expanded our knowledge of
sociolinguistics-driven lexical variation in Beijing and Shanghai signers, and surely will

provide insights for future research on lexical variation in CSL.

202



References

Agheyisi, R., & Fishman, J. A. (1970). Language Attitude Studies: A Brief Survey of
Methodological approaches. Anthropological Linguistics, 12, 137-157.

Aldersson, R. R., & McEntee-Atalianis, L. J. (2008). A Lexical Comparison of Signs from
Icelandic and Danish Sign Languages. Sign Language Studies, 9(1), 45-87.

Ann, J. (2001). Bilingualism and Language Contact. In C. Lucas (Ed.), The Sociolinguistic of
Sign Languages (pp. 33-60). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Bailey, G., Wikle, T., Tillery, J., & Sand, L. (1991). The Apparent Time Construct. Language
Variation and Change, 3, 241-264.

Baker, C. (1992). Attitudes and Language. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.

Battison, R., & Jordan, I. K. (1976). A Referential Communication Experiment with Foreign
Sign Languages. Sign Language Studies, 10(1), 69-80.

Bayley, R., Schembri, A. C., & Lucas, C. (2015). Variation and Change in Sign Languages.
In A. C. Schembri & C. Lucas (Eds.), Sociolinguistics and Deaf Communities (pp.
61-94). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Bickford, J. A. (1991). Lexical Variation in Mexican Sign Language. Sign Language Studies,
72, 241-276.

Bradac, J. J. (1990). Language Attitudes and Impression Formation. In H. Giles & W.P.
Robinson (Eds.) The Handbook of Language and Social Psychology (pp. 387-412).
Chichester, UK: Wiley.

Breckler, S. J. (1984). Empirical Validation of Affect, Behavior, and Cognition as Distinct
Components of Attitude. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 47, 1191-
1250.

Brentari, D. (1998). A Prosodic Model of Sign Language Phonology. London: the MIT Press.

Burns, S., Matthews, P. A., & Nolan-Conroy, E. (2001). Language Attitudes. In C. Lucas
(Eds.), The Sociolinguistics of Sign Languages (pp. 181-216). Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Callaway, A. (1999). Considering Sign Bilingual Education in Cultural Context: A Survey of
Deaf Schools in Jiangsu Province, China. Deafness & Education International, 1,
34-46.

Callaway, A. (2000). Deaf Children in China, Washington, D. C.: Gallaudet University

Press.

203



Cargile, A. C., & Giles, H. (1998). Language Attitudes toward Varieties of English: an
American-Japanese Context, Journal of Applied Communication Research, 26,
338-356.

Cargile, A. C., Giles H., Ryan E. B., & Bradac, J. J. (1994). Language Attitudes as a Social
Process: A Conceptual Model and New Directions. Language & Communication,
14, 211-236.

Carranza, M. A., & Ryan, E. B. (1975). Evaluative Reactions of Bilingual Anglo and
Mexican American Adolescents toward Speakers of English and Spanish.
International Journal of the Sociology of Language, 6, 83-104.

Carter, A. (1911). The School for Chinese Deaf: The Story of Our Deaf Girls. Shanghai:
Commercial Press.

China Disabled Persons’ Federation (CDPF)., & China Association of the Deaf (CAD).
(Eds.) (2003). Zhongguo Shouyu (Revised Edition). Beijing: Huaxia Publishing
House.

Cormier, K., Fenlon, J., Gulamani, S., & Smith, S. (2015). BSL Corpus Annotation
Conventions, v. 2.1. Retrieved from http://www.bslcorpusproject.org/wp-
content/uploads/BSLCorpus_AnnotationConventions_v2.1 July2015.pdf. London:
Deafness, Cognition and Language Research Centre, University College London

Cormier, K., Fenlon, J., Johnston, T., Rentelis, R., Schembri, A., Rowley, K., Adam, R.,
Woll, B. (2012). From Corpus to Lexical Database to Online Dictionary: Issues in
Annotation of the BSL Corpus and the Development of BSL SignBank. In
Proceedings of the 5th Workshop on the Representation and Processing of Sign
Languages: Interactions between Corpus and Lexicon. International Conference on
Language Resources and Evaluation, Istanbul, Turkey, 7-12. Paris: European
Language Resources Association.

Coupland, N., & Bishop, H. (2007). Ideologised Values for British Accents 1. Journal of
Sociolinguistics, 11(1), 74-93.

Crowley, T., & Bowern, C. (2010). An Introduction to Historical Linguistics. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Currie, A.-M., Walters, K. and Meier, R. P. (2002). A Crosslinguistic Examination of the
Lexicons of Four Signed Languages. In R. Meier, K. Cormier, & D. Quinto-Pozos
(Eds.), Modality and Structure in Signed and Spoken Languages (pp. 224-236).
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

204



Dai, M., & Song, P. C. (1999). Meng Yuan Yi Dangnian (When Dreams Come True, We will
Remember). Shanghai: Shanghai Education Press.

Eagly, A. H., and Chaiken, S. (1993). The Psychology of Attitudes. Fort Worth: Harcourt,
Brace & Jovanovich.

El-Dash, L., & Tucker, G. R. (1975). Subjective Reactions to Various Speech Styles in
Egypt. International Journal of the Sociology of Language, 1975(6), 33-54.

Fasold, R. (1984). The Sociology of Society. Oxford: Blackwell.

Faurot, K., Dellinger, D., Eatough, A., & Parkhurst, S. (1999). The Identity of Mexican Sign
as a Language. Unpublished manuscript. Summer Institute of Linguistics.

Fenlon, J., Cormier, K., & Schembri, A. (2015). Building BSL SignBank: The Lemma
Dilemma Revisited. International Journal of Lexicography, 28, 169-206.

Fenlon, J., Schembri, A., Johnston, T., & Cormier, K. (2014). Documentary and Corpus
Approaches to Sign Language Research. In E. Orfanidou, B. Woll, & G. Morgan
(Eds.), Research Methods in Sign Language Studies: A Practical Guide (pp. 156-
172). Chichester: Wiley Blackwell.

Fenlon, J., Schembri, A., Rentelis, R., & Cormier, K. (2013). Variation in Handshape and
Orientation in British Sign Language: The Case of the ‘1’hand
Configuration. Language & Communication, 33(1), 69-91.

Fischer, S., & Gong, Q. (2010). Variation in East Asian Sign Language Structures. In
Brentari D. (Ed.) Sign Languages: A Cambridge Language Survey (pp. 499-518).
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Fiske, S. T., Cuddy, A. J., Glick, P., & Xu, J. (2002). A Model of (Often Mixed) Stereotype
Content: Competence and Warmth Respectively Follow from Perceived Status and
Competition. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82: 878-902.

Fu, Y., & Mei, C. (1986). Longren Shouyu Gailun (An Introduction to the Deaf Sign
Language). Shanghai: Xuelin Press.

Gallois, C., & Callan, V. J. (1981). Personality Impressions Elicited by Accented English
Speech. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 12(3), 347-359.

Gao, Y., & Gu, D. (2013). Zhongguo Shouyu de Fazhan Lishi Huigu (A Historical Review of
the Development of Chinese Sign Language). Contemporary Linguistics, 1, 94-
100.

Garrett, P. (2001). Language Attitudes and Sociolinguistics. Journal of Sociolinguistics, 5,
626-631.

205



Garrett, P. (2010). Attitudes to Language. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Garrett, P., Coupland, N., & Williams, A. (2003). Investigating Language Attitudes: Social
Meanings of Dialect, Ethnicity and Performance. Cardiff: University of Wales
Press.

Geraci, C., Battaglia, K., Cardinaletti, A., Cecchetto, C., Donati, C., Giudice, S., &
Mereghetti, E. (2011). The LIS Corpus Project: A Discussion of Sociolinguistic
Variation in the Lexicon. Sign Language Studies, 4, 528-574.

Giles, H. (1970). Evaluative Reactions to Accents. Educational Review, 22, 211-227.

Giles, H. (2011). Language Attitudes: The Role of Motivated Information Management.
Canadian Issues, Fall, 28-34.

Giles, H., Baker, S., & Fielding, G. (1975). Communication Length as a Behavioral Index of
Accent Prejudice. Linguistics, 13(166), 73-82.

Giles, H., & Coupland, N. (1991). Language Attitudes: Discursive, Contextual, and
Gerontological Considerations. In A.G. Reynolds (Ed.), Bilingualism,
Multiculturalism, and Second Language Learning: The McGill Conference in
Honor of Wallace E. Lambert (pp. 21-42). Hillsdale, HJ: Erlbaum.

Giles, H., & Farrar, K. (1979). Some Behavioural Consequences of Speech and Dress
Styles. British Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 18, 209-210.

Giles, H., Katz, V., & Myers, P. (2006). Language Attitudes and the Role of Community
Infrastructure: Communication Ecology Model. Moderna sprak, 100, 38-54.

Giles, H., & Marlow, M. L. (2011). Theorizing Language Attitudes Existing Frameworks, an
Integrative Model, and New Directions. In C. Salmon (Ed.), Communication
Yearbook 35 (pp. 161-197). Mahwah: Erlbaum.

Giles, H., & Powesland, P. F. (1975). Speech Style and Social Evaluation. London: Academic
Press.

Giles, H., & Raki¢, T. (2014). Language Attitudes: Social Determinants and Consequences of
Language Variation. The Oxford Handbook of Language and Social Psychology
(pp. 11-26). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Giles, H., & Ryan, E. B. (1982). Prolegomena for Developing a Social Psychological Theory
of Language Attitudes. In E. B. Ryan & H. Giles (Eds.), Attitudes towards
Language Variation, 208-223. London: Edward Arnold.

206



Gong, Q. (2009). Long Jiaoyu Zhong Shouyu He Hanyu Wenti De Yuyanxue Fenxi (A
Linguistics Discussion on Issues of Chinese Sign Language and Chinese in Deaf
Education). Chinese Journal of Special Education, 3, 63-67.

Gooskens, C. (2007). The Contribution of Linguistic Factors to the Intelligibility of Closely
Related Languages. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development, 28,
445-467.

Gooskens, C. (2013). Oxford Handbooks Online. Retrieved from
http://www.oxfordhandbooks.com!/.

Gooskens, C., & Bezooijen, R. V. (2006). Mutual Comprehensibility of Written Afrikaans
and Dutch: Symmetrical or Asymmetrical?. Literary and Linguistic Computing, 21,
543-557.

Greenberg, J. H. (1957). Essays in Linguistics. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Grondelaers, S., Van Hout, R., & Steegs, M. (2010). Evaluating Regional Accent Variation in
Standard Dutch. Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 29(1), 101-116.

Gu, D. Q. (2017). Woguo Tongyong Shouyu de Fazhan Yange (3). Modern Special
Education, 9, 11-13.

Gu, D., Liu, Y., Dong, X., & Wang, Y. (2005). Guanyu Zhongguo Shouyu Tuiguang yu
Yanjiu Qingkuang de Diaocha Fenxi (An Investigation on Popularization and
Research of Chinese Sign Language). Chinese Journal of Special Education, 4, 3-
10.

Gudschinsky, S. C. (1956). The ABC's of Lexicostatistics (Glottochronology). Word, 12,
175-210.

Guo, D. S., & Cao, L. Q. (1994). Chuanjiaoshi yu Jindai Zhongguo Qi’an Jiaoyu (Missionary

and Chinese Deaf Education). Modern Chinese History Study, 3, 36-48.

Ha, P. A. (2002). Liangzhong Butong de Shouyu (Two Kinds of Different Sign Languages).
Chinese Journal of Special Education, 3, 42-46.

Haas, M. R. (1964). Men's and Women's Speech in Koasati. In D. Hymes (Ed.), Language in
Culture and Society. New York: Harper & Row.

Haugen, E. (1966). Semicommunication: The Language Gap in Scandinavia. Sociological
Inquiry, 36, 280-297.

He, X. (2016). How Chinese Hearing Parents Support Their Deaf Children to be Ready for
and Educated at Mainstream Schools in Beijing, China. Newcastle: Northumbria
University. Doctoral dissertation.

207



Hernandez-Campoy, J. M. (2008). Overt and Covert Prestige in Late Middle English: A Case
Study in East Anglia. Folia Linguistica Historica, 42, 1-26.

Hiddinga, A., & Crasborn, O. (2011). Signed Languages and Globalization. Language in
Society, 40, 483-505.

Hill, J. C. (2012). Language Attitudes in the American Deaf Community. Washington, D.C.:
Gallaudet University Press.

Hiraga, Y. (2005). British Attitudes towards Six Varieties of English in the USA and Britain.
World Englishes, 24, 289-308.

Hofer, T. (2017). Is Lhasa Tibetan Sign Language Emerging, Endangered, or
Both?. International Journal of the Sociology of Language, 2017(245), 113-145.

Isaacs, M. (1973). Attitudes Toward the College Deaf Student: Stereotype or" Kernel of
Truth™?. In Proceedings of Eastern Psychological Association Annual Convention.
Washington, D.C.: Sheraton Park Hotel.

Jiang, C. (2012). Shanghai Shouyu Minci Shoushi Shou Nianling Yinxiang Bianyi de
Diaocha Yanjiu (A Survey of Age-specific Variations in Noun Signs of Shanghai
Sign Language). Chinese Journal of Special Education, 3, 47-51.

Jiang, C., & Gong, Q. H. (2014). Shanghai Shouyu Jinjiyu de Diaocha Yanjiu (A Study of the
Socially Unacceptable Signs in Shanghai Sign Language). Shanghai: Fudan
University. Doctoral dissertation.

Jiang, X. Y. (2003). Dui Zhongguo Shouyu Xiuding Yijian de Diaocha Baogao (The Survey
of the Deaf and Teachers on popularization of Chinese Sign Language). Chinese
Journal of Special Education, 3, 28-32.

Johnson, D. E. (2009). Getting off the GoldVarb Standard: Introducing Rbrul for Mixed-
effects Variable Rule Analysis. Language and Linguistics Compass, 3, 359-383.

Johnson, K. (2003). Deaf Education in China: 2002-2020. Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota. Doctoral dissertation.

Johnston, T. (1996). Function and Medium in the Forms of Linguistic Expression Found in a
Sign Language. International Review of Sign Linguistics, 1, 57-94.

Johnston, T. (2003). BSL, Auslan and NZSL: Three Signed Languages or One?, Theoretical
Issues in Sign Language Research Conference, Amsterdam, 47-609.

Johnston, T., & Schembri, A. (2007). Australian Sign Language (Auslan): An Introduction to
Sign Language Linguistics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

208



Kannapell, B. (1989). An Examination of Deaf College Students' Attitudes toward ASL and
English. In C. Lucas (Ed.), The Sociolinguistics of the Deaf Community (pp. 191-
210). Washington, D.C: Gallaudet University Press.

Knops, U., & van Hout, R. (1988). Language Attitudes in the Dutch language Area: an
Introduction. In U. Knops & R. van Hout (Eds.), Language Attitudes in the Dutch
Language Area (pp. 1-23). Dordrecht, Netherlands: Foris Publications.

Kramarae, C. (1982). Gender: How She Speaks. In E.B. Ryan and H. Giles (Eds.), Attitudes
towards Language Variation: Social and Applied Contexts (pp. 84-98). London:
Edward Arnold.

Kyle, J., G., & Allsop, L. (1982). Deaf People and the Community: Final Report to Nuffield
Foundation. Bristol: School of Education, University of Bristol.

Kyle, J. G., & Allsop, L. (1997). Sign on Europe: A Study of Deaf People and Sign Language
in the European Union. Bristol: Centre for Deaf Studies, University of Bristol.

Labov, W. (1963). The Social Motivation of a Sound Change. Word, 19, 273-307.

Labov, W. (1966). The Social Stratification of English in New York City. Washington, D.C.:
Centre for Applied Linguistics.

Labov, W. (1968). A Study of the Non-Standard English of Negro and Puerto Rican Speakers
in New York City. Volume 11: The Use of Language in the Speech Community.
Retrieved from https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED028424.

Labov, W. (1990). The Intersection of Sex and Social Class in the Course of Linguistic
Change. Language Variation and Change, 2, 205-244.

Lam, S. (2011). Verb Agreement in Hong Kong Sign Language. Contemporary Linguistics,
13(2), 124-133.

Lambert, W. E., Hodgson, R. C., Gardner, R. C., & Fillenbaum, S. (1960). Evaluational
Reactions to Spoken Languages. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 60,
44-45,

LaPiere, R. T. (1934). Attitudes vs. Actions. Social Forces, 13, 230-237.

Lee, R. R. (1971). Dialect Perception: A Critical Review and Re-evaluation. Quarterly
Journal of Speech, 57, 410-417.

Lee, J. (2011). Negation in Hong Kong Sign Language. Contemporary Linguistics, 13(2),
109-115.

Leeson, L., & Grehan, C. (2004). To the Lexicon and Beyond: The Effect of Gender on
Variation in Irish Sign Language. In M. V. Herreweghe & M. Vermeerbergen

209



(Eds.), To the Lexicon and Beyond: Sociolinguistics in European Deaf
Communities (pp. 39-73). Washington, D.C.: Gallaudet University Press.
LeMaster, B. (2003). School Language and Shifts in Irish Deaf Identity. In L. Monaghan, C.
Schmaling, K. Nakamura, & G. H. Turner (Eds.), Many Ways to be Deaf:
International Variation in Deaf communities (pp. 153-172). Washington, D. C.:

Gallaudet University Press.

Lin, C. M.-C., Gerner de Garcia, B., & Chen-Pichler, D. (2009). Standardizing Chinese Sign
Language for Use in Post-secondary Education. Current Issues in Language
Planning, 10(3), pp. 327-337.

Liu, H. Y. (2013). Leixingxue Shijiao xia de Shouyu Daici Xitong Yanjiu (The Pronominal
System of Sign Languages from a Typological Perspective). Chinese Journal of
Special Education, 5, 21-25.

Liu, Y. H., Gu, D. Q., Cheng. L., Wei, D., Cheng, X., & Huo, W. (2016). Woguo Qige
Shaoshu Minzu Shiyong Shouyu Zhuangkuang de Diaocha (The Survey of Using
Sign Language in Seven Ethnic Groups in China). Journal of Educational Studies,
12, 96-103.

Liu, Y. H., Gu, D. Q., Cheng. L., & Wei, D. (2013). Woguo Shouyu Shiyong Zhuangkuang
de Diaocha Yanjiu (Survey of Sign Language Use in China). Applied Linguistics,
2, 35-48.

Liu, Z. X. (1994). Faguo Chuanjiaoshi Chuangban de Shanghai Diyisuo Longxiao (The First
Deaf School Founded by French Missionaries in Shanghai). Journal of Modern
Special Education, 3, 42.

Lu, X. Y. (2002). Social Mobility in Contemporary China. Beijing: Social Sciences
Academic Press.

Lu, Y. (2012). Shanghai Shouyu Bianyi Yanjiu (A Study of Variation in Shanghai Sign
Language). Shanghai: Fudan University. Doctoral dissertation.

Lucas, C. (2001). The Sociolinguistics of Sign Language. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Lucas, C., Bayley, R., & Valli, C. (2003). What's Your Sign for Pizza?: An Introduction to
Variation in American Sign Language. Washington, D. C.: Gallaudet University
Press.

Lucas, C., Bayley, R., Rose, M., & Wulf, A. (2002). Location Variation in American Sign
Language. Sign Language Studies, 4, 407-440.

210



Lucas, C., Bayley, R., Valli, C. Rose, M., & Wulf, A. (2001). Sociolinguistic Variation. In C.
Lucas (Ed.), The Sociolinguistics of Sign Languages (pp. 61-111), Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Lytle, R. R., Johnson, K. E., & Yang, J. (2005). Deaf Education in China: History, Current
Issues, and Emerging Deaf VVoices. American Annals of the Deaf, 5, 457-4609.

Mandel, M. 1977. Iconic Devices in American Sign Language. In L. Friedman (Ed.), On the
Other Hand: New Perspectives on American Sign Language (pp. 57-107). New
York, NY: Academic Press.

Marlow, M. L., & Giles, H. (2008). “Who You Tink You, Talkin Propah?” Hawaiian Pidgin
Demarginalised. Journal of Multicultural Discourses, 3(1), 53-68.

Mauk, C. E., & Tyrone, M. E. (2012). Location in ASL: Insights from Phonetic Variation.
Sign Language & Linguistics, 15, 128-146.

McKee, D., & Kennedy, G. (2000). Lexical Comparison of Signs from American, Australian,
British and New Zealand Sign Languages. In K. Emmorey & L. L. Harlan (Eds.),
The Signs of Language Revisited: An Anthology to Honor Ursula Bellugi and
Edward Klima (pp. 49-76). Mahwah, New York: Lawrence Erlbaum.

McKee, D., Mckee, R., & Major, G. (2011). Numeral Variation in New Zealand Sign
Language. Sign Language Studies, 12(1), 72-97.

McKee, R., & McKee, D. (2011). Old Signs, New Signs, Whose Signs?: Sociolinguistic
Variation in the NZSL Lexicon. Sign Language Studies, 11(4), 485-527.

McKee, R. L., & Napier, J. (2002). Interpreting into International Sign Pidgin: An Analysis.
Sign Language & Linguistics, 5, 27-54.

Mei, Fu. S. (2016). Longjiaoyu, Wo Youhua Yaoshuo (Deaf Education Issues Speak Out).
Beijing: China Light Industry Press.

Meier, R. P. (1991). Language Acquisition by Deaf Children. American Scientist, 79, 60-70.

Meng, F. L., & Han, L. Z. (2015). Woguo Gaoxiao Shouyu Fanyi Zhiye Xianzhuang Fenxi
(Status Analysis of Sign Language Translation Occupation in Higher Institutions in
China—Taking Zhongzhou University as an Example). Journal of Zhongzhou
University, 2, 112-116.

Ministry of Education of the People's Republic of China (2018). Press Conference of the
Vocabulary of National Common Sign language and National General Braille
Program was Held in Beijing. Retrieved from
http://www.moe.gov.cn/s78/A19/moe_814/201806/t20180625 340966.html

211



Ministry of Human Resources and Social Security of the People's Republic of China (2008).
Notice on Printing and Distributing the Standards for the National Occupations.
Retrieved from
http://www.mohrss.gov.cn/gkml/zcfg/gfxwj/201407/t20140717_136522.html.

Mitchell, R. E., & Karchmer, M. (2004). Chasing the Mythical Ten Percent: Parental Hearing
Status of Deaf and Hard of Hearing Students in the United States. Sign Language
Studies, 4, 138-163.

Mudgett-DeCaro, P. A., & DeCaro, J. J. (2006). Postsecondary Education for Deaf People in
China: Issues, Roles, Responsibilities and Recommendations. PEN-
INTERNATIONAL and NTID. Retrieved from
www.pen.ntid.rit.edu/pdf/chinarpt06.

Ni, L. (2013). Shouyu Dongci Diaocha Baogao (A Survey of Verbs in Sign Language).
Chinese Journal of Special Education, 7, 42-48.

Ni, L. (2015). Lun Shouyu Xinwen Jiemu zhong Shouyu Yiyuan de Juese Dingwei (The Role
of Sign Language Interpreters in Television News). Shanghai Journal of
Translators, 1, 46-50.

Nordberg, B., & Sundgren, E. (1998). On Observing Language Change: A Swedish Case
Study. FUMS Rapport, (190). Institutionen for nordiska sprak vid Uppsala
Universitet.

Nyst, V. (2015Db). Sign Language Fieldwork. In E. Orfanidou, B. Woll, & G. Morgan
(Eds.), Research Methods in Sign Language Studies: A Practical Guide (pp. 107-
122). Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell.

Osgood, C. E. (1964). Semantic Differential Technique in the Comparative Study of
Cultures. American Anthropologist, 66, 171-200.

Osugi, Y. (2012). Lexical Sharing Phenomenon among Sign Language Users in Japan.
Japanese Journal of Sign Linguistics, 21, 15-24.

Osugi, Y., Supalla, T., & Webb, R. (1999). The Use of Word Elicitation to Identify
Distinctive Gestural Systems on Amami Island. Sign Language and Linguistics, 2,
87-112.

Parkhurst, S., & Parkhurst, D. (2003). Lexical Comparisons of Signed Languages and the
Effects of Iconicity. Work Papers of the Summer Institute of Linguistics, University
of North Dakota Session, 47, 1-17.

Pear, T. H. (1931). Voice and Personality. London: Wiley.

212



Phua, S. Y. (2004). The Language Skills of Singaporean Deaf Children Using Total
Communication. Singapore: National University of Singapore. Doctoral
dissertation.

Piao, Y. (1984). The Deaf and Sign Language in China. The International Sign Language
Workshop. Bristol: University of Bristol.

Piao, Y. (1992). Teshu Jiaoyu Gailun (An Introduction to Special Education). Beijing, Hua
Xia Press.

Preston, D. R. (Ed.) (1999). Handbook of Perceptual Dialectology (Vol. 1). Amsterdam: John
Benjamins Publishing.

Ran, M. (1998). Shouyu Xinwen Shoushi de Diaocha yu Yanjiu (A Survey and Reflection on
the TV Ratings of Sign Language News). Chinese Disabled People, 9, 11-13.

Romaine, S. (1995). Bilingualism. London: Wiley Blackwell.

Romaine, S. (2003). Variation in Language and Gender. In J. Holmes & M. Meyerhoff
(Eds.), The Handbook of Language and Gender (pp. 98-118). Malden,

MA: Blackwell.

Ryan, E. B., Giles, H., & Hewstone, M. (1988). The Measurement of Language Attitudes. In
Ammon, U., Dittmar, N., & Mattheier, K. J (Eds), Sociolinguistics: An
International Handbook of the Science of Language and Society, 2, 1068-1081.
Berlin: DeGruyter.

Ryan, E. B., Giles, H., & Sebastian R. J. (1982). An Integrative Perspective for the Study of
Attitudes toward Language Variation. In E.B. Ryan & H. Giles (Eds.), Attitudes
towards Language Variation: Social and Applied Contexts (pp. 1-19), London:
Edward Arnold.

Saféar, A., Laurence, M., Thierry, H., Ellen, N., Danny D. W., & Ellen, O. (2015). Mutual
Intelligibility among the Sign Languages of Belgium and the Netherlands.
Linguistics, 53, 353-374.

Sankoff, D., Tagliamonte, S. A., & Smith, E. (2005). Goldvarb X: A Variable Rule
Application for Macintosh and Windows. Toronto: Department of Linguistics,
University of Toronto. Retrieved from
http://individual.utoronto.ca/tagliamonte/goldvarb.html.

Sapir, E. (1929). Male and Female Forms of Speech in Yana. Reprinted in D. Mandelbaum
(ed.) (1949), Selected Writings of Edward Sapir in Language, Culture and

Personality. Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press.

213



Schembri, A. (2008). British Sign Language Corpus Project: Open Access Archives and the
Observer’s Paradox. Proceedings of the Workshop on the Representation and
Processing of Sign Languages. Portoroz: Language Resources and Evaluation
Conference.

Schembri, A., Fenlon, J., & Cormier, R. (2014). British Sign Language Corpus Project: A
Corpus of Digital Video Data and Annotations of British Sign Language 2008-
2014. Retrieved from https://bslcorpusproject.org/.

Schembri, A., Fenlon, J., Rentelis, R., Reynolds, S., & Cormier, K. (2013). Building the
British Sign Language Corpus. Language Documentation and Conservation, 7,
136-154.

Schembri, A., McKee, D., McKee, R., Pivac, S., Johnston, T., & Goswell, D. (2009).
Phonological Variation and Change in Australian and New Zealand Sign
Languages: The location Variable. Language Variation and Change, 21, 193-231.

Schneider, W., Eschman, A., & Zuccolotto, A. (2002). E-Prime: User's guide. Pittsburgh:
Psychology Software Tools, Inc.

Shanghai Local Record Office (1998). Teshu Jiaoyu (Special Education). Retrieved from
http://www.shtong.gov.cn/node2/node4/node2249/changning/node15433/node434

23/node63090/userobject1ai29091.html.

Shao, J. (2014). A lexical Comparative Study Between Chinese Sign Language and Shanghai
Sign Language. Nijmegen: Radboud University Nijmegen. Unpublished master’s
thesis

Shen, D., & Zhou, P. (2016). Shouyu Zhe (The Signer). The Paper. Retrieved from
https://www.thepaper.cn/newsDetail_forward_1468935.

Shen, J. Y. (1964). Woguo Shouzhi Zimu de Yanjin. Wenzi Gaige, 3, 5-7.

Shen, Y. (2008). Shouyu Duoyangxing Biaozhunhua ji Shouyu Yuyan Jianshe de Wenti yu
Sikao (A Study on Diversification, Standardization and Development of Sign
Language). Chinese Journal of Special Education, 6, 34-40.

Shen, Y. L. (1998). Longxiao Shuangyu Jiaoxue Jianshu (Introduction of Bilingual Teaching
in Schools for the Deaf). Chinese Journal of Special Education, 4, 37-39.

Sloetjes, H., & Wittenburg, P. (2008). Annotation by Category -- ELAN and ISO DCR. In
Proceedings of the 6™ International Conference on Language Resources and

Evaluation (LREC).

214



Stamp, R. (2013). Sociolinguistic Variation, Language Change and Contact in the British
Sign Language (BSL) Lexicon. London: University College London. Doctoral
dissertation.

Stamp, R. (2015). Do Signers Understand Regional Varieties of a Sign Language? A Lexical
Recognition Experiment. Journal of Deaf Studies and Deaf Education, 21, 83-93.

Stamp, R., Schembri, A., Fenlon, J., & Rentelis, R. (2015). Sociolinguistic Variation and
Change in British Sign Language Number Signs: Evidence of Leveling?. Sign
Language Studies, 15(2), 151-181.

Stamp, R., Schembri, A., Fenlon, J., Rentelis, R., Woll, B., & Cormier, K. (2014). Lexical
Variation and Change in British Sign Language. PloS one, 9. Retrieved from
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0094053.

Stamp, R., Schembri, A., Evans, B. G., & Cormier, K. (2015). Regional Sign Language
Varieties in Contact: Investigating Patterns of Accommaodation. Journal of Deaf
Studies and Deaf Education, 21, 70-82.

Stamp, R., Schembri, A., Fenlon, J., & Rentelis, R. (2015). Sociolinguistic Variation and
Change in British Sign Language Number Signs: Evidence of Levelling? Sign
Language Studies, 15(2), 151-181.

Su, S., & Tal, J. H. (2009). Lexical Comparison of Signs from Taiwan, Chinese, Japanese,
and American Sign Languages: Taking Iconicity into Account. In H. T. James & J.
Tsay (Eds.), Taiwan Sign Language and Beyond (pp. 149-176). Taiwan: The
Taiwan Institute for the Humanities, National Chung Cheng University.

Sutton-Spence, R., & Woll, B. (1999). The Linguistics of British Sign Language: An
Introduction. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Sutton-Spence, R., Woll, B., & Alisop, L. (1990). Variation and Recent Change in
Fingerspelling in British Sign Language. Language Variation and Change, 2, 313-
330.

Swadesh, M. (1950). Salish Internal Relationships. International Journal of American
Linguistics, 16, 157-167.

Swadesh, M. (1955). Towards Greater Accuracy in Lexicostatistic Dating. International
Journal of American Linguistics, 21, 121-137.

Sze, F, Lo, C,, Lo, L., & Chu, K. (2011). Early Deaf Education in Hong Kong and Its
Relation With the Origin of Hong Kong Sign Language. Educational Journal,

215



39(1-2), 139-156. Retrieved from http://hkier.fed.cuhk.edu.hk/journal/wp-
content/uploads/2012/03/ej_v39n1-2 139-156.pdf.

Sze, F. (2011). Topic Constructions in Hong Kong Sign Language. Contemporary
Linguistics, 13(2), 99-189.

Tang, C., & Van Heuven, V. J. (2007). Mutual Intelligibility and Similarity of Chinese

Dialects: Predicting Judgments from Objective Measures. Linguistics in the
Netherlands, 24, 223-234.

Tang, C. & Van Heuven, V. J. (2009). Mutual Intelligibility of Chinese Dialects
Experimentally Tested. Lingua, 119, 709-732.

Tang, G. (2007). Hong Kong Sign Language. Hong Kong: The Chinese University Press.

The National Social Science Fund of China (2015). Jiyu Hanyu he Bufen Shaoshu Minzu
Yuyan de Shouyu Yuliaoku Jianshe Yanjiu Zhongqi Jiancha Qingkuang. Retrieved
from http://www.npopss-cn.gov.cn/n/2015/0730/c357614-27385401.html.

Trotter, J. W. (1989). An Examination of Language Attitudes of Teachers of the Deaf. In C.
Lucas (Ed.), The Sociolinguistics of the Deaf Community (pp. 211-228).
Washington, D.C: Gallaudet University Press.

Trudgill, P. (1972). Sex, Covert Prestige and Linguistic Change in the Urban British English
of Norwich. Language in society, 1, 179-195.

Trudgill, P. (1975). Accent, Dialect and the School. London: Edward Arnold.

Trudgill, P. (2000). Sociolinguistics: An Introduction to Language and Society. London:
Penguin Books.

Van Hout, R., & Knops, U. (Eds.) (1988). Language Attitudes in the Dutch Language Area
(Vol. 5). Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.

Vanhecke, E., & De Weerdt, K. (2004). Regional Variation in Flemish Sign Language. In M.
van Herreweghe & M. Vermeerbergen (Eds.), To the Lexicon and Beyond:
Sociolinguistics in European Deaf Communities, 27-38. Washington, D.C.:
Gallaudet University Press.

Wang, D. (2003). Ziran Shouyu yu Guiyue Shouyu zhi Yanjiu (Study of Natural Sign
Language and Conventional Sign Language). Chinese Journal of Special
Education, 3, 33-39.

Watson, B. (1971). Records of the Grand Historian of China. New York: Columbia
University Press.

216


http://hkier.fed.cuhk.edu.hk/journal/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/ej_v39n1-2_139-156.pdf
http://hkier.fed.cuhk.edu.hk/journal/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/ej_v39n1-2_139-156.pdf

Weinreich, U., Labov, W., & Herzog, M. (1968). Empirical Foundations for a Theory of
Language Change. Austin: University of Texas Press.

Wilkinson, A. (1965). Spoken English. Birmingham: University of Birmingham, Faculty of
Education.

Woll, B. (1984). The Comparative Study of Different Sign Languages. In F. Loncke, P.
Boyes-Braem, & Y. Lebrun (Eds.), Recent Research on European Sign Languages:
Preliminary Analyses (pp. 79-91). Lisse: Swets and Zeitlinger.

Woll, B. (1987). Historical and Comparative Aspects of British Sign Language. In J. Kyle
(Ed.), Sign and School: Using Signs in Deaf Children's Development (pp. 12-34).
Clevedon: Multilingual Matters Ltd.

Woll, B. (1991). Sign Language on Television. Bristol: Centre for Deaf Studies, University of
Bristol.

Woll, B. (1994). The Influence of Television on the Deaf Community in Britain. In I.
Ahlgren, B. Bergman, & M. Brennan (Eds.), Perspectives on Sign Language Use:
Papers from the Fifth International Symposium on Sign Language Research:
Volume 2 (pp. 293-301), Durham: The International Sign Linguistics Association.

Woll, B., Allsop, L., & Sutton-Spence, R. (1991). Variation and Recent Change in British
Sign Language: Final report to the ESRC. Swindon: ESRC.

Wolff, H. (1959). Intelligibility and Inter-ethnic Attitudes. Anthropological linguistics, 1, 34-
41.

Woodward, J. (1978). Historical Bases of American Sign Language. In P, Siple (Ed.),
Understanding Language Through Sign Language Research (pp. 333-348). New
York: Academic Press.

Woodward, J. (1991). Sign Language Varieties in Costa Rica. Sign Language Studies, 73,
329-345.

Woodward, J. (1993). Intuitive Judgments of Hong Kong Signers about the Relationship of
Sign Language Varieties in Hong Kong and Shanghai. CUHK papers in
Linguistics, 4, 88-96.

Woodward, J. (1993). The Relationship of Sign Language Varieties in India, Pakistan &
Nepal. Sign Language Studies, 78, 15-22.

Woodward, J. (1996). Modern Standard Thai Sign Language, Influence from ASL, and its
Relationship to Original Thai Sign Varieties. Sign Language Studies, 92, 227-252.

217



Woodward, J. (2003). 15 Sign Languages and Deaf Identities in Thailand and Viet Nam. In
L. Monaghan, C. Schmaling, K. Nakamura, & G. H. Turner (Eds.), Many Ways to
be Deaf: International Variation in Deaf communities (pp. 283-301). Washington,
D. C.: Gallaudet University Press.

Woolard, K. A. (1989). Double talk: Bilingualism and the Politics of Ethnicity in Catalonia.
Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Wu, L. (2005). Taolun Ziran Shouyu he Wenfa Shouyu de Jige Wenti (Discussion on Natural
Sign Language and Grammar Sign Language). Chinese Journal of Special
Education, 9, 45-49.

Xiao, X., & Li, F. (2013). Sign Language Interpreting on Chinese TV: a Survey on User
Perspectives. Perspectives: Studies in Translation Theory and Practice, 21(1), pp.
100-116.

Xu, W. (2006). A Comparison of Chinese and Taiwan Sign Languages: Towards a New
Model for Sign Language Comparison. Columbus: Ohio University MA Thesis.

Yang, J. H. (2008). Sign Language and Oral/Written Language in Deaf Education in China.
In C. Plaza-Pust & E. Morales-Lopez (Eds.), Sign bilingualism: Language
Development, Interaction and Maintenance in Sign Language Contact Situations
(pp. 297-331), Amsterdam: John Benhamins.

Yang, J. H. (2015). Chinese Sign Language. In J. B. Jepsen, G. De Clerck, S. Lutalo-Kiingi,
& W. B. McGregor (Eds.), Sign Languages of the World: A comparative handbook
(pp. 177-194). Berlin: De Gruyter.

Yang, J. H. (2016). Numeral Signs and Compounding in Chinese Sign Language
(CSL). Semantic Fields in Sign Languages: Colour, Kinship and Quantification, 6,
253.

Yang, J. H., & Fischer, S. D. (2002). Expressing Negation in Chinese Sign Language. Sign
Language & Linguistics, 5, 167-202.

Yau, S. C. (1977). The Chinese Signs: Lexicon of the Standard Sign Language for the Deaf in
China. Hong Kong: Chiu Ming Publishing Company.

Yau, S. C. (1996). The Weight of Tradition in the Formation of the Name Signs of the Deaf
in China. Diogenes, 44(175), 55-65.

Yau, S. C., & He, J. (1989). How Deaf Children in a Chinese School Get their Name
Signs. Sign Language Studies, 18(65), 305.

218



Ye, L., & Piao, Y. (1995). Teshu Jiaoyuxue (Study on Special Education). Fujian: Fujian
Education Press.

Yi, Y. M. (2017). Hanyu Shouzhi Zimu zai Shanghai Shouyu he Nanjing Shouyu zhong de
Shiyong Qingkuang (Survey on the Using Situation of Chinese Finger Alphabet in
Shanghai Sign Language and Nanjing Sign Language). Journal of Jinling Institute
of Technology, 31(1), 83-87.

Zhang, J. S., & Zhao, B. B. (2011). Zhongguo Shouyu de Yinxixue Yanjiu (A phonological
Study of Chinese Sign Language). Chinese Journal of Special Education, 8, 26-31.

Zhao, X. A. (1999). Zhongguo Shouyu Yanjiu (A study on Chinese Sign Language). Beijing,
Huaxia Press.

Zhao, X. C.,Ren, Y. Y., & Ding, Y. (2017). Guojia Shouyu Cihui Yuliaoku de Jianshe yu
Shiyong (On the Construction and Application of China’s Sign Language
Vocabulary Corpus). Chinese Journal of Special Education, 1, 43-47.

Zhou, Y. G. (1980). The Chinese Finger Alphabet and the Chinese Finger Syllabary. Sign
Language Studies, 28, 209-216.

219



Appendix A: Information sheet for Lexical Elicitation Task (English)

Information Sheet for Participants in Research Studies

You will be given a copy of this information sheet.

Title of project: Sign language, spoken language, gesture and the relationship between them
Specific Study: Documenting lexical signs in China

This study has been approved by the UCL Research Ethics Committee, Project ID EP/2015/3
Director: Prof Bencie Woll

UCL Deafness, Cognition and Language Research Centre

Dept of Experimental Psychology

49 Gordon Square, London WC1H OPD

b.woll@ucl.ac.uk

Tel 020 7679 8670

Experimenter:
Name: Yunyi Ma
Email Address: yunyi.ma.14@ucl.ac.uk

Contact Info: WeChat account: mayunyi

We would like to invite you to participate in this research project. You should only participate if you want to;
choosing not to take part will not disadvantage you in any way. Before you decide whether you want to take
part, please read the following information carefully and discuss it with others if you wish. Ask us if there is
anything that is not clear, or if you would like more information.

This research is to record and study the signs used by deaf people with each other in China. 60 participants
will be included in this filming task. The participants will all be deaf people who learn to sign before the age of
7. Each filming session will consist of only one deaf participant (plus the research assistant). First, 109
PowerPoint slides with images will appear on a laptop screen, and then you will be asked to produce
corresponding signs to the images on the slides. No images are presented in the last two slides. Finally, you
will be asked to answer a questionnaire about your sign language use and social background. The
fieldworker can assist you in completing the questionnaire if needed.

Your responses will be coded by an identifying code, and not associated to your identity. Data will be
confidentially secured in our laboratory and accessed only by our research staff; data resulting from these
experiments will be composite data from multiple participants. We may ask you to provide contact details to
participate in future related studies, but this contact information will be kept separate from your data.

There are no known risks associated with participation in this experiment. Because there are no known
benefits associated with participation, you will be paid X ¥ as compensation for your time, which should last
around 10 minutes).

It is up to you to decide whether or not to take part. If you choose not to participate, you won't incur any
penalties or lose any benefits to which you might have been entitled. However, if you do decide to take part,
you will be given this information sheet to keep and asked to sign a consent form. Even after agreeing to
take part, you can still withdraw at any time and without giving a reason.

All data will be collected and stored in accordance with the UK Data Protection Act 1998.

Following your participation in the study, we will provide you with further information regarding the specifics
of the study, and you may contact the experimenters if you desire more information (Yunyi, Ma,

yunyi.ma.14@ucl.ac.uk; or Prof. Bencie Woll, b.woll@ucl.ac.uk and Dr. Kearsy Cormier,

k.cormier@ucl.ac.uk, who are supervising these studies).
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Appendix B: Information sheet for Lexical Elicitation Task (Chinese)

MERRS
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(Gizth, yunyima.l4@ucl.ac.uk) 6HHFITETEELR ( Bencie Woll (2, b.woll@ucl.ac.uk ;

Kearsy Cormier 1, k.cormier@ucl.ac.uk)

WREFAES 5, HEESETROFERER.
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Appendix C: Informed consent form for Lexical Elicitation Task (English)

Informed Consent Form for Participants in Research Studies

This form is to be completed independently by the participant after reading the Information Sheet and having
listened to (or seen in BSL) an explanation about the research.

Title of project: Sign language, spoken language, gesture and the relationship between them
Specific Study: Documenting lexical signs in China
This study has been approved by the UCL Research Ethics Committee, Project ID EP/2015/3
Director: Prof Bencie Woll

UCL Deafness, Cognition and Language Research Centre

Dept of Experimental Psychology

49 Gordon Square, London WC1H 0PD

b.woll@ucl.ac.uk

Tel 020 7679 8670

Experimenter:
Name: Yunyi Ma

Email Address: yunyi.ma.14@ucl.ac.uk

Contact Info: WeChat account: mayunyi

Participant's Statement

| agree that

YES | NO

| have read the information sheet and the project has been explained to me orally / in sign
language

| have had the opportunity to ask questions and discuss the study

| have received satisfactory answers to all my questions or have been advised of an individual
to contact for answers to pertinent questions about the research and my rights as a participant
and whom to contact in the event of a research-related injury

| am being paid for my assistance in this research and that some of my personal details may be
passed to UCL for administration purposes

| understand that | am free to withdraw from the study without penalty if | so wish

| consent to the processing of my personal information for the purposes of this study only and
that it will not be used for any other purpose

| understand that such information will be treated as strictly confidential and handled in
accordance with the provisions of the Data Protection Act 1998

| agree for the data | provide to be archived at the UK Data Archive or other UCL-approved
archive

| understand that other genuine researchers will have access to this data only if they agree to preserve the
confidentiality of the information as requested in this form.

Signed: Date:

Investigator’s Statement

confirm that | have carefully explained the purpose of the study to the participant and outlined any
reasonably foreseeable risks or benefits (where applicable).

Signed: Date:
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Appendix D: Informed consent form for Lexical Elicitation Task (Chinese)

BE5RER
TEERA DI SE BRI .
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HF4E: b.woll@ucl.ac.uk
BXA HLTH: 0044 020 76798670
+ BAN:
4 Siglh
WR4E: yunyi.ma. 14@ucl. ac. uk
BRAELE: BE WES: mayunyi
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el AR BERL X FE, ASal Al HARET % .
S HRFTRFEE.

MR E 1) 1998 Hdk fririk, TATUHE NG SRS
. MLIRIORER.

RO HINERASEIN L, R TN 2 fEE 2K
skl XIERIORER.

BRI E R AR BB B A E AR R T, X
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Appendix E: Video consent form for Lexical Elicitation Task (English)

Video Consent Form for Participants in Research Studies

This form is to be completed independently by the participant after reading the Information Sheet and having
listened to (or seen in sign language) an explanation about the research.

Title of project: Sign language, spoken language, gesture and the relationship between them
Specific Study: Documenting lexical signs in China
This study has been approved by the UCL Research Ethics Committee, Project ID EP/2015/3
Director: Prof Bencie Woll

UCL Deafness, Cognition and Language Research Centre

Dept of Experimental Psychology

49 Gordon Square, London WC1H OPD

b.woll@ucl.ac.uk

Tel 020 7679 8670

Experimenter:
Name: Yunyi Ma
Email Address: yunyi.ma.14@ucl.ac.uk

Contact Info: WeChat account: mayunyi

Your responses will be video-recorded in the course of this study. We will label all data with identifying
numbers rather than your name or any other information associated with your identity. However, because
face information is important in BSL and in some gesture studies, it may not be possible to fully conceal your
identity. Therefore, we will seek your specific consent for the different possible uses of still images or video
clips from which you might be recognised. We will only use your still or video images in those circumstances
for which you have explicitly given consent.

Please mark “YES” if you give permission for us to use images or brief clips from your video data for a
particular purpose, “NO” if you do not give permission.
Do you give permission for this use?
1. Analysis of your responses by research staff YES NO
All of the following uses are strictly optional and will not affect your
participation in this study. Please feel free to respond “NQ" for any
reason. You do not need to provide any explanation to the researcher.
2. Presentations at academic research conferences YES NO
3. Academic publications reporting the results of these studies,
including journal articles, book chapters, technical reports,

reports to funding bodies YES NO

4. Educational uses in classroom settings to demonstrate
the research methods and/or outcomes YES NO

5. Academic Web pages describing the research methods

and/or methods and/or outcomes YES NO

6. Media reports of the research: a. Print YES NO
b. Television YES NO

c. Internet YES NO

7. Community relations: presentations of the research to
groups/organisations within the Deaf community YES NO
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8. Presentations where video recording or photography is allowed YES NO
which could then appear publicly — e.g. internet

Please note any additional concerns or restrictions on the reverse of this sheet.

£ T 1= o O Date: ...oovvveeieiieineenen

Name (Ple@Se PriNt) ......cuiiiit et e e ettt e e e e e e raenaas
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Appendix F: Video consent form for Lexical Elicitation Task (Chinese)
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Appendix G: Questionnaire for participants’ background information (English)

Documenting lexical signs in China

Questionnaire
Date: / / Date of birth: ! / Gender M/F
Name:
Contact details:
1. Were you born in China? yves [ no [l

2. Which hand do you use most for writing: right [ left O either [

3. Which hand do you use most for signing: right [ left O either []

4. Where did you learn to sign? Tick all that apply

at home with parents | at school with teachers O
at home with siblings | at school with other children [
at home with tutor d with friends O
with family outside the home O other O
5. Are/were your parents deaf or hearing?
mother deaf [ hard of hearing [] hearing []
father deaf [ hard of hearing [J hearing []

6. What is/was the main communication form of your mother with you? Please choose only one

Natural signing(Bejjing/Shanghai signing) O CSL O
mandarin | writing O
Fingerspelling | other spoken language [

UCL, Department of Language and Psychology Science
DCAL (Deafness, Cognition and Language Research Center)

49 Gordon Square
London

WC1H OPD
England
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gesture/home-signs O other signed language [
sign and speech O
O

N/A

7. What is/was the main communication form of your father with you? Please choose only one

Natural signing(Beijing/ Shanghai signing) O CSL O
mandarin O writing O

Fingerspelling O other spoken language [1

gesture/home-signs ] other signed language [

sign and speech O

N/A O

If both your parents are hearing, go to question 10. If one or both of your parents are deaf, go to

question 8.

8. Where do your deaf parents come from/grow up? Answer only where necessary
mother NA O
father A O

9. If one of your parents is/was deaf, did they attend a school for the deaf?

mother yes [ no O A O
father yes [ no | NnA O
If you answered yes above, which school did they attend?
mother nvA - O
father NA O
10. Do you have any deaf brothers or sisters who use sign language? yes [ no[J

If you answered yes, please specify which siblings use sign language.
younger brother(s)
younger sister(s)
__ older brother(s)

older sister(s)
11. Are/were your grandparents deaf?

Mother’s father ves [ no O
Mother’s mother ves [ no O
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Father’s father yes [J
Father’'s mother yes O

12. Do/did your grandparents use sign language?

Mother's father yes [
Mother’'s mother yes [
Father’s father yes [
Father’s mother yes [J

13. Do you have a deaf partner/spouse?

14. Does your partner/spouse use sign language?

15. Do you have deaf children? yes
16. Do you sign to your children (hearing/deaf)?

17. Do you have other deaf relatives who sign?

If yes who?

no

no

no
no
no

no

yes

yes

yes

yes

o0 OD0O0O0O oo

O 3

no

no

O

no

no

O
O

no partner

no partner

no children O

O

O

no children

00O

18. What is the highest level of education you have passed? Please tick only one

Went to school but did no exams
Primary school

Secondary school

High school

University degree or above

ooooo

19. How old were you when you left full-time education? Please tick only one

15 years or younger
16-19 years
20 years or older

still in full time education

20. Which school(s) did/do you attend? Please put down both primary and secondary schools (please

indicate if they were deaf or hearing schools).

oo0oo
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21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

Were these schools boarding schools?

Primary school yes | no |
Secondary school yes O no |
What language did your teachers use IN class at primary school? Tick all that apply

sign [ speech [] sign & speech []

What language did you use IN class at secondary school? Tick all that apply
sign - [ speech [] sign & speech []

At primary school, how did you communicate with other deaf students? Tick all that apply
sign - [J speech [ sign & speech [] writing [J gesture [] NA O

At secondary school, how did you communicate with other deaf students? Tick all that apply
sign - [J speech [] sign & speech [] writing [] gesture [] N/A [

Were you born in this region (Beijing/Shanghai)? yes a no [

If you were not born in this region, how long have you lived/worked in this

region?

27. In what places (if any) have you lived in until now? Please list them here. If you have not lived in any
other places, leave this question blank and go to question 26
28. In which places listed in question 25 (above) have you lived in for more than one year?
29. Which of the following describes your involvement within the Chinese Deaf community? Tick more
than one if necessary
deaf friends |
deaf events |
deaf clubs O
deaf churches O
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30. Are the majority of your friends Deaf or hearing? Or do you have approximately equal numbers of Deaf

and hearing friends?

Deaf [ hearing [ equal [

31. How would you rate your signing? (1 is not very good at all, 7 is excellent) Please choose only one

10 20

3sd 40 s0 eOdO 70

32. Apart from Chinese and sign language, do you use any other languages (signed or spoken/written)?

yes O no O

If you answered no, please go to question 32.

If yes, which languages (signed or spoken/written) do you use?

33. If you answered yes to question 30, please state where you use/used these languages. Tick all that

apply
at home
in school
at work
when abroad

other

OoOoood

34. Which is your preferred language? Please choose only one

Natural signing (or Beijing/Shanghai sighing) O
CSL A
Mandarin O

another spoken language

O
another signed language O

35. How do you communicate with (you may tick more than one box):

hearing people in your family
other deaf people in your family
deaf friends

hearing friends

deaf people at work

hearing people at work

hearing people you do not know

deaf people you do not know

36. Have you ever taught CSL?

sign[_] speech[ ] sign & speech[ ] writing [] gesture[]
sign[_] speech[ ] sign & speech[ ] writing [] gesture[]
sign[_] speech[ ] sign & speech[ ] writing [] gesture[]
sign[_] speech[ ] sign & speech[ ] writing [] gesture[]
sign] speech[] sign & speechl] writing [] gesture[1
sign] speech[] sign & speech] writing [] gesture[1
sign[] speech[] sign & speech] writing [] gesture[1
sign[_] speech["] sign & speech[ ] writing [[] gesture[]

yes [J no O

37. Have you ever had training to teach CSL? ves O no O
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Appendix H: Questionnaire for participants’ background information (Chinese)
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Appendix I: Language attitude questionnaire (English)

Name:

1. How well do you understand Beijing signing variety? (Please tick one of the numbers in the given scale
ranging from (1) | cannot understand at all, to (6) | can understand very well)

1-2-3-4-5-6

2. How well do you understand Shanghai signing variety? (Please tick one of the numbers in the given
scale ranging from (1) | cannot understand at all, to (6) | can understand very well)

1-2-3-4-5-6

3. How well do you understand Signed Chinese? (Please tick one of the numbers in the given scale
ranging from (1) not understand at all, to (6) have no problem understanding)
1-2-3-4-5-6

4. How well do you understand the signing used by sign language interpreters in the CCTV news? (Please
tick one of the numbers in the given scale ranging from (1) | cannot understand at all, to (6) | can
understand very well)

1-2-3-4-5-6 N/A | don’t watch CCTC news

5. How well do you understand the signing used by sign language interpreters in local television news?
(Please tick one of the numbers in the given scale ranging from (1) don’t know the signs at all, to (6)
have no problem producing the signs)

1-2-3-4-5-6 N/A | don’t watch local TV news

6. How well do you understand Zhongguo Shouyu? (Please tick one of the numbers in the given scale
ranging from (1) don’t know the signs at all, to (6) have no problem producing the signs)

1-2-3-4-5-6

7. If you were given a chance to vote for a signing variety to be used by sign language interpreters in
national TV news, which of the following varieties would you vote for? Please indicate your
preference of signing by ordering them in numbers.

Your local signing
Beijing/Shanghai signing
Signed Chinese

Tibet signing

Hong Kong signing

OooOoC

Others (please add)
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8.

10.

11.

If you were given a chance to vote for a signing variety to be used by sign language interpreters in
local TV news, which of the following varieties would you vote for? Please indicate your preference of
signing by ordering them in numbers.

Your local signing
Beijing/Shanghai signing
Signed Chinese

Tibet signing

Hong Kong signing

oo

Others (please add)

If you were given a chance to vote for a signing variety to be used for teaching in deaf schools, which
of the following varieties would you vote for? Please indicate your preference of signing by ordering
them in numbers.

Your local signing
Beijing/Shanghai signing

Signed Chinese
Tibet signing
Hong Kong signing

o oo

Others (please add)

If you were given a chance to vote for a signing variety to be used as the official sign language in a
conference, which of the following varieties would you vote for? Please indicate your preference of
signing by ordering them in numbers.

Your local signing
Beijing/Shanghai signing
Signed Chinese

Tibet signing

Hong Kong signing

ooogd

Others (please add)

Deaf people living in different parts of China were found to use different signing varieties. Which part
of China do you think has the most difficult signing varieties and which part has the easiest signing
varieties to understand? Please rank them in numeric order ranging from 1 (easiest to understand) to
8 (most difficult to understand).

[] Northern China (e.g., Beijing signing, Tianjin signing)

[] North Eastern China (e.g., Liaoning signing, Dalian signing, Dalian signing)

[] Eastern China (e.g., Shanghai signing, Anhui signing, Fujian signing, Shandong signing)

[] Mid China (e.g., Henan signing, Hunan signing, Guangdong signing, Guangxi signing, Shenzhen
signing)

[] Western China (Sichuan signing, Chongging signing, Yunnan signing)

[] North Western China (e.g., Shanxi signing, Ningxia signing, Xinjiang signing)

[] Minority Ethnic regions

[] Hong Kong signing

Other (please add)
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12. Which of the following descriptions do you think fits a sign language interpreter who prefers to use
Signed Chinese? (multiple choices available)

Considerate
Bureaucratic
Kind
Enthusiastic
Rough
Snobbish
Smart
Indifferent
Honest
Arrogant
Well-educated
Boasting
Modest
Dishonest

S3TATTSE 020 oW

13. Which of the following descriptions do you think fits a sign language interpreter who prefers to use
Beijing signing? (multiple choices available)

Modest
Arrogant
Enthusiastic
Boasting
Kind

Honest
Dishonest
Rough
Indifferent
Smart
Snobbish
Well-educated
Bureaucratic
Considerate

337 AT TSR o0 a0 o

14. Which of the following descriptions do you think fits a sign language interpreter who prefers to use
Shanghai signing? (multiple choices available)

Dishonest
Enthusiastic
Boasting
Considerate
Bureaucratic
Kind

Rough
Indifferent
Honest
Arrogant

T T S@mho Q0 T o
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Modest

Smart
Snobbish
Well-educated

23 -7~

15. Which of the following job(s) do you think is likely to be taken by signers who use Signed Chinese
(multiple choices available)

Restaurant waiter/waitress

Sign language teacher

Leaders in a state-owned company
Monthly Babysitter

Vendors selling breakfast on the street
Taobao online shop owner

Factory worker

Graphic designer

S o0 o

16. Which of the following job(s) do you think is likely to be taken by signers who uses Beijing/Shanghai
signing? (multiple choices available)

Restaurant waiter/waitress

Sign language teacher

Leaders in a state-owned company
Monthly Babysitter

Vendors selling breakfast on the street
Taobao online shop owner

Factory worker

Graphic designer

S S0 Qo0 T
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Appendix J: Language attitude questionnaire (Chinese)

e

1.

BEMNIERFIENEREZTY (BENTEFFE-—NEFITE, 108K
TEBMEIERFIEMRRBE, 6 ' RETEEBIERTIE)

1-2-3-4-5-6

BEXN EBFIENERERLTS (BENTHEFRE—IEFITE, 108K
TEBEMELBFIEUNCREBEE, 6 v RETEER LETIE)

1-2-3-4-5-6

BEXNOEFIENERERLTY (BENTEFRE-NEFITE, 128K
TEBMEEFIEMCRBIE, 6 4 RETEEMBIUETIE)

1-2-3-4-5-6

BEXhREME FE 30 00 EPHEFENERERTD. (BENUTH
FHRE—PMEFE, 1 A'REEFBAEZT B FERNENTFERR", KSR
1, 6 A REETEIERT EEFIEIENTE)

1-2-3-4-5-6 O BosBABLHE 30 9" X HE

BEXMERBNE / DESAAHTEN DT E PREETENEREETS.
CATEL T RE— M HFHTE, 1 Res BN B FEmEnTiE
o, KB, 6 H RERSERDEETENRNTE)

1-2-3-4-5-6 O FEEELILRBEMNE / LBBEAEHH
i1

BENPEFEREBPFEELAERERND. LA RATEENERRB
FEFIEEL, ACRBE, 6 A'REZTEERRRBPHFIEEL)

1-2-3-4-5-6
RELE—MIE, EH—MFBEEESUAFTEFEFERNFFER BOEsE
SRAEMMFE? BRI TFERLETHRF 1 AREURENTFIE, KXE
B, 5 AmATTERIENFIE,
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10.

O XCEFIE
O EigFiE
O ER=FiE
O P#TFiE
O &BFE
Htt (3BHM)

RixAE—PRE, EE—MFEELHBEAFBPHFERFEA, B
SR EREWMAFIE? BLEUTFIEF LBFHF 1 ARE TEENTFIE, K
RIBRE, 5 ARAIUBEIENTFIE,

0 AFE
0 b8FE
0 5FE
O EHFE
0 &AFE
it (M)

BERE—ITKRE, EH—MFEEERTEAREFTE BOEBERS
WA FIE? IBLE U T FIERLEFHF 1 ARETRENTIE, KRB, 5
AN R FIE.

O SCGEAFE
O EBFIE
O JE=FIE
O mEFIE
O /HEFE
Hth (FAM)

BRER—MRE, BE—HFEEHFEFEASHERES, BRLRHY
ZRAWHTFIE? FLUTFEFLHTHR, L HRE TRBNTE, Ao
R 5 HBRTREOTIE.

O CEFIB
O EB/FE
O JE=FIE
O AEFIE
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11.

12.

13.

O &BFE
Hth (157700)

FETEZMHNZAERANFIEFERRNER. BAAMDHITHNFIERE
B M TNFIEREZER? BXUTFERRF®THF. LU&E
7B, ACKBIE, 10 RMEER.

O et X BFIE
O FIEHX e FiE
O ERBXFIE
O £t XFE
O X MFIE
O At XF15E
O DEHRENFIE
L]
H

EBTIE
fto (3700)

(BIgn: JEmFIE, REFIE)

(Blgn: TTFiE, KEFIE)

(Blgn: L/FIE, RBFIE WEFE UERFE)
(Blgn: SAEFIE, WEFE T RFE T EFE)
(Blgn: WINFiE, EXFIE =ETFIE)

(Bign: BREFIE, TEFIB)

(Blan: #FHEEFIE, AEFIE, NERGHFIB)

58] I TSR LEFER

Zik)

M AETE
BEEEH
EZR
R A M
e
HFER
B BA
AR

W SE
S
SE ]
. REE
m. 3R

—XxT T SQ@ o o0 T

0] A T R Ha A

Zit)

At AEE
EREH
ER

poliEEcinl

o 0o o

EE—%

Iigk

REMAOCEFEEABFESNFTIERE? (I

EE—RERERILRFEEAFRESNTIEE (¥

244



e
TR
53 BH
A8
st
At
BT
vk

W

IR

S - xT T SQ o

14. FE A THREE R IEE—2
Zik)

hite N8
ERER
£5
AR
it
#HFIR
B
A8
s
At
B2
e £
W

R

Iigk

S 3 FT T SQ@mo o0 T

15, BEEA— FREARETREACETE? (THSH)

BTSSR
FiEHD
BAMS
B
EREREEH IR
I ITA
PRI
BEEE

SQ +ho o0 o

16. NN~ FBEARE THEMILFFE / LEFE?

REM LB FEEAFES N FIESE?

(TIAZiE)

(=]

245



SQ ho o0 o

BTRS A
FEHID
BAMS
B
EREREEH IR
I ITA
FEEI
BEEE

246



Appendix K: Participant information sheet for Lexical Comprehension Task and

Language Attitude Study (English)

Information Sheet for Participants in Research Studies
You will be given a copy of this information sheet.

Title of project: Sign language, spoken language, gesture and the relationship between them
Specific study: Language attitude study of Beijing and Shanghai signing varieties

This study has been approved by the UCL Research Ethics Committee, Project ID EP/2015/3

Director: Prof Bencie Woll
UCL Deafness, Cognition and Language Research Centre
Dept of Experimental Psychology
49 Gordon Square, London WC1H OPD
b.woll@ucl.ac.uk
Tel 020 7679 8670

Experimenter:

NAME: Yunyi Ma
EMAIL: Yunyi.ma.14@ucl.ac.uk
Tel: 07341486359

We would like to invite you to participate in this research project. You should only participate if you want to;
choosing not to take part will not disadvantage you in any way. Before you decide whether you want to take
part, please read the following information carefully and discuss it with others if you wish. Ask us if there is
anything that is not clear or you would like more information.

Thirty (30) participants will take part in this study. All participants are recruited though local Deaf fieldworkers.
In the lexical recognition task, you will see video clips showing a signer producing signs used in China, and
then you will see four responses following each video clip. You will be asked to judge which one of the four
responses is the meaning of the video clip, by pressing the buttons on the response you choose.

You will be given a practice trial, and you may ask us any questions before you begin the task. The task
should take about 30-40 minutes to finish. There will be a practice session and an actual session. There will
be 3 signs presented in the practice session and 38 signs presented in the actual session. The actual session
consists of three blocks of task, with 12 or 13 signs presented in each block, and there will be a break between
each block.

In addition to the lexical recognition task, there is a questionnaire on your views about different kinds of
signing situations. Also, there is a brief questionnaire on some information about you. If you participated in
the last experiment organized by the researcher and have filled the same questionnaire, you can skip this
questionnaire.

Your responses will be coded by an identifying code, which is not associated to your identity. We may ask
you to provide contact details to participate in future related studies, but this contact information will be kept
separate from your data.

There are no known risks associated with participation in this experiment. Because there are no known benefits
associated with the participation, you will be paid or given a small gift for your participation.

It is up to you to decide whether to take part. If you choose not to participate, you will not incur any penalties
or lose any benefits to which you might have been entitled. However, if you do decide to take part, you will
be given this information sheet to keep and asked to sign a consent form. Even after agreeing to take part,
you can still withdraw at any time and without giving a reason.
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All data will be collected, stored and/ or reused in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998, UCL
Retention Schedule, UCL Research Data Policy, and UCL Staff IPR Policy.

Following your participation in the study, we will provide you with further information regarding the specifics
of the study, and you may contact the experimenter if you desire more information (Yunyi Ma, Tel
0741486359); or Prof. Bencie Woll, b.woll@ucl.ac.uk and Dr. Kearsy Cormier, k.cormier@ucl.ac.uk, who are
supervising these studies)
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Appendix L: Participant information sheet for Lexical Comprehension Task and
Language Attitude Study (Chinese)

HMERE
THE&MR: Fi&, A, FHERHEMEXER
MRER: PEILRS LEFETFNESSERR

i A Bencie Woll ##%
REARFFR (UCL) BA, INMEREBEEHRFI
IMERBERFEZER
HRFH: b.woll@ucl.ac.uk
BEZEiE: 0044 020 76798670

xR A
W& OiEts

BB%S: yunyi.ma.l4@ucl.ac.uk
BAEIN: M55 mayunyi

FERBES 5L R . AFEERBNELTRNA T RUERHTEEREE, BRMARR
ERSMEHEIRENRE. ARREESERBESINPAZTZN, BHFANEXEMERES
MERE, BTNSMHmANE. MRENSUTHATENEEZL, I2EBTHRESHER, BFERK
MEE .

ZMREIE NS E5ERSN, MESSEEHLHEAMTHRTES. ERBTR—TIM _LZ®
ESUR—TRREESFEES . AN LETESS, BEEBR B DMFERLUN, SRIMEET
MET, BOESEHMHFW—ERFEXEAATFIETORE, HERAALRNER LEFS
fatgsg 123 A g TIERE . AIENES AR, BR#HT—REEES . EEREST, X 384AF
LI 3 H, ABEZEETNEFREERSNE, by NEFREHTESR. BEHNE
BHRE—MERRERAE, ZEEEXTENEMERATERARRDFENEE. MREZFRES T
ZMRABRNIERFIFRDLES, EEFTHERS—NIXTENESERNESE, UREZHSNTIZ
5%, BEMBES.

BHEZESEARDERIRE, FEFRENDIAGE. IXFNAEERETBRE, REH
RARTUER ., EHASHERERRATIRA T EREMRFTHESERERKR, ZEPAGRE
AEMEPTEFIER—RIAM. AT REENSS, RNESLERAERMIL IR . B551%
Tt S AR 8] R EL 4 40-60 4.

EUBARZS5RIMR. WREABSEEUMR, TULHKFMHRE, BRZEAET, MRER
EZ5, BNMRERRSIWLAAR, FEFREXNDAERES, FERAERSESZRRBIRIRES
REF. MEEEEFZE, BORY NERTRHELF AR HIZMR.

PrA BRMIR SRR ER =458 <7 22 E 1998 FRRIFE.

EEREREHZE, OREHFETHBRIMARAERIEGTEAENA, BEMHARAN (BiBfE,
yunyi.ma.14@ucl.ac.uk) =H{EZEHSFINEEELZ (Bencie Woll 3%, b.woll@ucl.ac.uk ; Kearsy Cormier {&+,
k.cormier@ucl.ac.uk)

MRERBSEXMAR, BEESETRNEER.
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Appendix M: Consent form for Lexical Comprehension Task and Language Attitude

Study (English)

Informed Consent Form for Participants in Research Studies

This form is to be completed independently by the participant after reading the Information Sheet and having
listened to (or seen in CSL) an explanation about the research.

Title of project: Sign language, spoken language, gesture and the relationship between them
Specific study: Language attitude study of Beijing and Shanghai signing varieties

This study has been approved by the UCL Research Ethics Committee, Project ID EP/2015/3

Director: Prof Bencie Woll
UCL Deafness, Cognition and Language Research Centre
Dept of Experimental Psychology
49 Gordon Square, London WC1H OPD
b.woll@ucl.ac.uk
Tel 020 7679 8670

Experimenter:
NAME: Yunyi Ma
EMAIL: Yunyi.ma.14@ucl.ac.uk
Tel: 07341486359

Participant's Statement

L eeetteteeiiietttieanettteeettteaneentteastttteannnennnnns , agree that:

e | have read the information sheet and the project has been explained to me orally / in sign
language
e | have had the opportunity to ask questions and discuss the study

e | have received satisfactory answers to all my questions or have been advised of an individual to
contact for answers to pertinent questions about the research and my rights as a participant and
whom to contact in the event of a research-related injury

e | am being paid or given a small gift for my assistance in this research
e | understand that | am free to withdraw from the study without penalty if | so wish
e | consent to the processing of my personal information for the purposes of this study

e | understand that such information will be treated as strictly confidential and handled in accordance
with the provisions of the Data Protection Act 1998 and UCL Retention Schedule

e Research data from this project will be archived securely by UCL in accordance with the UCL Records
Retention Schedule. (Please tick here if you do not want your research data to be archived) L]

e Research data from this project may be re-used for other research in accordance with the UCL
Research Data Policy and UCL Staff IPR Policy. (Please tick here if you do not want your research

data to be used in this way)

Signed: Date:

Investigator’s Statement

L) eeeteetitiiiit ittt i et e s et teeteseeseseaannes , confirm that | have carefully explained the purpose of
the study to the participant and outlined any reasonably foreseeable risks or benefits (where applicable).
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Signed: Date:

251



Appendix N: Consent form for Lexical Comprehension Task and Language Attitude
Study (Chinese)

S5RBER
BERINIEEZRESHEANTFAFEFERTRERESIZERSR.
B &#F: Fi&8, Oi8, FRRHEEXR
MRaEHR: PELERSEEFETANESSEWRR
REAFZZREARREZRS (MERS: EP201503) EREIZMHFRE T,
= AN Bencie Woll 3%

RBARFEZER (UCL) EA, INHIKXIBEHRFIL
IMERBERFZER

HR#E: b.woll@ucl.ac.uk

BEZH1E: 0044 020 76798670

R A
W OiEth

BB%S: yunyi.ma.l4@ucl.ac.uk
BERBIE B (=S mayunyi

HEZRRTSEZEMRELE, XNZHRE T RENT #.

MNXMARAAEAHTT, REREFSFEEANET T VL,

BRI ESE T HRENEE,

ZE5ZMREES, HRBEENAREM.

BOIMEEHREIZARERSE, FEAZENEFE.
XU R RIERE
BErxHRERN REN A TRXIMMAR, NJATFEMEEA
%, WhtEFRTEE.

RIBEER 1998 FRRIPE, BEFESHXFNGESES™E
RE ., W FRRIERE,
BARFINERASHEIMN E, REFMAARARTEEE
XEEIERL, XTI R RIERE,

X R AR BT RIEE TS AT HMAEXNERTR
F. BN REERCBERNEZZEAERAREBOR.
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Appendix O: Debriefing form for Lexical Elicitation Task (English)

Debriefing form

Sign languages have been recognized as natural languages by linguists since 1960s in western
countries. Like spoken languages in any nations, sign languages were found in each nation to
have their “dialects” in different areas.

The studies in these “dialects” in many nations such as Britain, Australia, Italy and Japan
have shown that the social factors of a deaf signer such as age, gender, region, educational
background and ethnicity can influence the signs used by deaf people.

In this study, we investigate the signing used by deaf people living in Beijing and Shanghai
of China and see how social factors can influence the signs produced by Beijing and Shanghai
signers.

The result of this study will not include the participant’s name or other identifying
characteristics. If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact either myself
or my supervisor.

We will be recording others in your community, so please do not share the aim of this

research, as we want to elicit signing that is as natural as possible.
Thank you for your participation in this research.
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Appendix P: Debriefing form for Lexical Elicitation Task (Chinese)

W5t B rYi BA

20 22 60 FHR, FIEFRAERTERBIAAZERIES . REENIESEHER
ROE—#, SENFELFEER. BRCANTFIEEZFMIMREBERETFIE X
EFE ERATFIE BERAMNIFE BRFFEURBATES. ZEMRNERE
T, FEMNHERE FlwmER MH thE BEETREEMER IEAERNT
BIEERE, #MERTIENER.

AEXMFARF A, HAXHER LM EA#TERNRE UEMRREE
AMFEITENZER, HFOMERRXEZRAHTER. XMARNEREAZE

THRIREFBNEAIDNAGE . MREFEARER, BEFNFSKSEAKR.

HTHRMNEZETRERNHMEANSEITRS], BEARRRIINM1EERIZMRNE
B, EfESRITH &R BANTFH.

WHENEE 555,
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Appendix Q: Debriefing form for Lexical Comprehension Task and Language Attitude

Study (English)

Debriefing form

Beijing and Shanghai signing varieties are widely known as the two most influential signing
varieties in northern and southern China. In the first study of sign variation among Shanghai
Deaf signers, it was observed that the variants for a concept used by Deaf people from these
two regions are often very different, and Beijing lexical signs share appear more similar with
the lexical signs introduced in the book Zhongguo Shouyu (the 3" edition).

In this study, we investigate Deaf signers’ understanding of signs used in each other’s region
and their attitude to both, to observe how variation relates to signers’ age, gender, family
background and educational background. Our comprehension study also includes signs used in
Zhongguo Shouyu because we want to see how the signing used in Beijing and Shanghai relates
to it.

We will be asking others in your community to participant in this experiment, so please do

not share the aim of this study, as we want to elicit responses that are as natural as possible.
Thank you for your participation in this research.
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Appendix R: Debriefing form for Lexical Comprehension Task and Language Attitude

Study (Chinese)

SK%e J5 15 BA

ERFIENMLEEFERTEFELTERNRNIEES X, AIERFENLE
FBELERFNOPRFTEI, XNTE—MIL, ERFENLBFEREES
AENMNITE. X—LREEFEILR EBMANEANTRILI AN
BE, XEPHNFIERCRREAERFIERL, EEFESCMNEPETFIES
C ("EH) .

XIKLERASAFEENEFUREFDIAER . WREB EfT0) B 5
8], BFHRARIMH T IR (EZRABERES).

BETRERIFEMEARASEX—KR, ATHERNEIRERNIR
#iE, BEEDIMNITERRLEAET, HENMIIEEARLR B,

BRBHENSESNES.
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Appendix S: Lexical signs excluded from data analysis in Study 1 (Part 2)

Concept Number of excluded lexical items
THREE 1
FOUR
SIX
EIGHT
ELEVEN
TWELVE
TIBET
CHONGQING
FUJIAN
MACAU
BROWN
PURPLE
ORNAGE (colour)
NOON
DAY
WEEK
MONTH
YEAR
MILK
POTATO
MANTO
PEAR
PEACH
ORANGE
CHINESE NEW YEAR
TOMB SWEEPING FESTIVAL
DRAGON BOAT FESTIVAL
MOON FESTIVAL

NN RN RIS NN R IRIR(RPRIN R W R WR|R(N WP [P Rk
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Appendix T: Number of variants for the concepts in Lexical Elicitation Task

SEMANTIC CATEGORIES

CONCEPTS

NUMBER OF VARIANTS

NUMBERS

TIMES

FAMILY MEMBERS

FOOD

COLORS

PLACE NAMES

ONE

TWO

THREE

FOUR

FIVE

SIX

SEVEN

EIGHT

NINE

TEN

ELEVEN
TWELVE
THIRTEEN
MONDAY
AFTERNOON
MORNING
NOON

DAY

WEEK

MONTH

YEAR

MOTHER
FATHER
GRANDMOTHER
GRANDFATHER
OLDER BROTHER
OLDER SISTER

YOUNGER BROTHER

YOUNGER SISTER
APPLE
DUMPLING
GRAPE
MANTO
MILK
NOODLE
ORNAGE
PEACH

PEAR
POTATO
RICE

BLUE
BROWN
GREEN
GREY
ORANGE
PURPLE
WHITE
YELLOW
BEIJING
CHONGQING
FUJIAN
HANGZHOU
HONGKONG
INNER MONGOLIA
MACAU
NANJING

=
=~

(€]
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COUNTRY NAMES

FESTIVALS

SHANDONG
SHANGHAI
SHENZHEN
TAIWAN
TIANJIN
TIBET
WUHAN
XINJIANG
CHINA
FRANCE
GERMANY
INDIA
ITALY

UK

USA

CHINESE NEW YEAR
DRAGONBOAT FESTIVAL
LANTERN FESTIVAL

MOON FESTIVAL
TOMB-SWEEPING FESTIVAL

~NOPRPEREPNN~NPRORPOODMNONDNDNRE

o o
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Appendix U: Procedure of Lexical Comprehension Task on E-Prime

If you are ready, press the SPACE bar to +
begin.

Thank you for participating the experiment,
goodbye .

1. shine

2. Purple

2.Brown
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Appendix V: Participants information in comprehension and language attitudes study

Language
Participant ID | Region Age group Gender Dominant hand Education
background

1 Shanghai middle female H R middle
2 Shanghai middle female H R college
3 Shanghai middle male H R college
4 Shanghai middle male H R college
5 Shanghai old female H R primary
6 Shanghai old female H R primary
7 Shanghai old female D R primary
8 Shanghai old male D R no
9 Shanghai old female D R no
10 Shanghai middle female H L college
11 Shanghai young male H R university
12 Shanghai young female D R university
13 Shanghai young male H R university
14 Shanghai young female H R college
15 Shanghai young female H R university
16 Shanghai young female H R university
17 Shanghai young female H R university
1 Beijing old male D R college
2 Beijing old male D R primary
3 Beijing middle female D R primary
4 Beijing middle female D R primary
5 Beijing old male D R primary
6 Beijing young male H R primary
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7 Beijing young female college
8 Beijing old female primary
9 Beijing old male primary
10 Beijing middle male primary
11 Beijing middle female college
12 Beijing middle female college
13 Beijing young female college
14 Beijing young female college
15 Beijing young male college
16 Beijing young male university
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Appendix W: Lexical variants used for the Lexical Comprehension Task

Lexical variants

Type of signs

Semantic categories

CENTURYZS ZS Time
NEXTWEEKO1 Beijing (traditional) Time
MORNINGZS zZs Time
NEXTWEEKQ6 Shanghai (traditional) Time
AFTERNOONO1 Beijing (traditional) Time
AFTERNOONO3 Shanghai (traditional) Time
HANGZHOUO01 Beijing (non) Place name
SHANGHAIOL Beijing (traditional) Place name
FUJIANOZ2 Beijing (traditional) Place name
CHONGQING02 Beijing (traditional) Place name
SHANGHAI02 Shanghai (traditional) Place name
FUJIANOS Shanghai (non-traditional) Place name
HANGZHOU02 Beijing (traditional) Place name
HUBEIZS ZS Place name
MANTOUQ2 Beijing (traditional) Food
NOODLEO1 Beijing (traditional) Food
NOODLEQ2 Shanghai (traditional) Food
MANTOUQ4 Shanghai (traditional) Food
MILKO3 Beijing (non-traditional) Food
MILKO4 Shanghai (non-traditional) Food
PEAR(2 Beijing (traditional) Food
ORANGEQ7 Shanghai (traditional) Food
PEARO4 Beijing (non-traditional) Food
PEACHO5 Shanghai (traditional) Food
YOUNGERBROTHERO3 Shanghai (traditional) Family member
FATHERO1 Beijing (traditional) Family member
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YOUNGERBROTHER(04 Beijing (traditional) Family member
FATHERQ02 Shanghai (traditional) Family member
GRANDMOTHERQO1 Beijing (traditional) Family member

YOUNGERSISTERO2

Beijing (non-traditional)

Family member

WHITEOL Beijing (traditional) Colour
YELLOWO3 Shanghai (traditional) Colour
WHITEQ3 Shanghai (non-traditional) Colour

BLUEQ2 Shanghai (traditional) Colour

BLUEO1 Beijing (traditional) Colour
BROWNO2 Shanghai (non-traditional) Colour
YELLOWZS ZS Colour
BROWNZS ZS Colour
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Appendix X: Responses for lexical variants in Lexical Comprehension Task

ID | Prompt Response 1 Response 2 Response 3 Response 4
ORANGEQ

1 &
7

2 PEACHO5 w

3 PEARO2 w

4 PEARO4 w

5 MILKO4 I/[ \i .

J_
6 WHITEOL " |
7 | WHITEO3 ! ‘
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YELLOWO

8

3
9 BLUEO1
10 BLUEO2
11 BROWNO2
12 BROWNZS

YELLOWZ
13

S

MANTOUO
14

2

MANTOUO
15

4

NOODLEQ
16

1
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NOODLEQ

17
2
18 MILKO3
GRANDMO
19
THERO1
20 FATHERO1
22 FATHER02
YOUNGER
22
SISTERO2
YOUNGER
23 BROTHERO
4
YOUNGER
24 BROTHERO
3
CHONGQI
25
NG02
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HANGZHO

26
uol
HANGZHO
27
u02
SHANGHAI
28
01
SHANGHAI
29
02
30 FUJIANO2
31 FUJIANOS
NEXT ._.___m—‘l———”r ‘_— ----- 17—" L
32 IRE
WEEKO01 i ;
NEXT ______"_1___" ‘_— ----- 1H L
33 I Q
WEEK06 . *
AFTERNO
34 f"{
ONO1
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AFTERNO

35
ONO3
CENTURY
36
ZS
37 HUBEIZS
MORNING
38

ZS
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