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DGS-Korpus 
• goals: build a reference corpus & corpus-based 

lexicography 
• corpus is balanced for age, gender and region 
• 330 informants: native or near-native signers were 

preferred 
• 560 hours of recorded signed communication 
• 480.000 tokens annotated (April 2018), annotation 

ongoing

Sampling of the DGS-Feedback 
• the system is open to all members of the DGS 

community  
• up to now 279 persons contributed to the DGS-

Feedback (February 2018) 
• registration to obtain metadata on person and sign 

language skills 
• heterogenous group of participants e.g. deaf, hard 

of hearing, CODAs, interpreters, early learners and 
late learners
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Analysis Stage of Corpus- based 
Lexicographic Work 

• with an increasing number of tokens available 
analysis stage of dictionary making started  
➡ data analysis and documentation of relevant facts 

about the sign 
➡ lemmatisation (lemma establishment; Svensén, 

2009) 
➡ description of a signs’ meanings and grouping 

them into senses (word sense disambiguation - 
WSD; cf. Atkins & Rundell, 2008:269) 

➡ description of form variants and regional 
distribution of signs (McKee & McKee, 2013; 
Zwitserlood et al., 2013; Fenlon et al. 2015) 

• corpus data is our starting point  
• corpus data has priority over DGS-Feedback data 
• corpus data can only provide positive evidence and 

areas of uncertainty remain 
• data from the DGS-Feedback supplement corpus 

findings and thus support lexicographic work

Structure of the Survey 
• different question types 
• type 1:  

• asks for different meanings of one sign form 
• type 2: 

•  asks for different signs used for the same concept  
• a questionnaire (work package) consists of several 

question pages (questions) and a question consists 
of several question items 

Type 1 
• first question type released  
• 42 work packages released  

➡ over 100 returns: 14 with 71 different sign forms 
• most returns from type 1 work packages (first 

presented to new users) 
• stimuli: a clip of a single sign, written German 

equivalents and if necessary a signed context 
• three response options: I use the sign (used), I know 

the sign (known), I do not know the sign (unknown) 
• at the end of each question users may bring other 

meanings to our attention (by writing or webcam 
recording) 

Contribution of DGS-Feedback Data

No Corpus Evidence and  
No or Low DGS-Feedback Response 

Example 3
‘menu’ !"#$%&'()*

sense small display on the computer to 
choose editing options 

number of corpus tokens 0

total number of responses 103
used 3

known 14
unknown 86

• core meanings of the sign !"#$%&'()* are ‚food’ and ‘to eat’ (both well attested)
• another meaning is ‚menu’ (sense: list or range food offered)
• spoken German Menü (basis for the corresponding mouthing) can also denote menu options of a 
computer program, leading to the possible assumption that !"#$%&'()* also could be used for 
‘menu (computer)’ - as has been published in a sign collection prior to the Korpus-Project

• the sense ‘menu (computer)’ was included in the DGS-Feedback to check on the use of this 
sense

• results for ‘menu (computer)’ show, that this sense-sign combination is very likely not established

Strong Corpus Evidence and  
Low Positive DGS-Feedback Response

Example 4
‘(loaf of) bread’ +,-./$%0)1*

sense food made of flour, water and yeast

number of corpus tokens 26 (from 16 informants)

total number of responses 71

used 3

known 14
unknown 54

Weak Corpus Evidence and  
High Positive DGS-Feedback Response 

Example 5
‘earring’ 234%5678"9:;

sense jewellery worn on the ear
number of corpus tokens 6 (from 4 informants)
total number of responses 139
used 121
known 14
unknown 4

• sign-sense possibly a low frequency item, or no relevant topic came up during elicitation
• DGS-Feedback data provides us with a good reason to include the sense (otherwise it would be held 

back until token count increases)

Conclusion 
• The DGS-Feedback data is a valuable addition to the corpus findings. 
• The benefits of findings are: confirmation of uncertain sign use and showing certain characteristics of a sign (e.g. regional use, form variation, age effects).  

• Question types 1 and 2 were designed to verify or disprove non-corpus data. With corpus-based lexicographic work there is a need for new question types. 

• When analysing data from both sources several factors need to be considered as we have shown in examples 2, 4 and 6. 

Participants’ Comments on Sign Use 
Example 7

sign : -$<=>?@>)'7*

core sense ‘eye’
form-related sign: -$%@>)'7*

core sense ‘to try’
number of written 
comments

3

DGS-Feedback System 
• developed to address the DGS community 
• system is open source  
• first used to verify signs and their presumed 

meanings in previously published sign collections 
(Langer et al., 2014) 

• currently primarily used to supplement corpus data 

Strong Corpus Evidence and  
High Positive DGS-Feedback Response  

Example 1

‘father’ A?AB$CD7EFGHIJK7

sense male parent, man who rears a child

number of corpus tokens 156 (from 63 informants)

total number of responses 147

used 116
known 27

unknown 4

Stimulus and answer-buttons for 
one form-meaning combination in 
the DGS-Feedback

Structure of questions

• strong corpus evidence would already lead to inclusion of the sense into the dictionary
• high positive DGS-Feedback response also confirms the finding

Weak Corpus Evidence and  
Low Positive DGS-Feedback Response:  

Example 2
‘Monday’ !.$%K678L;F(*

sense Monday, name of the first day of the week
number of corpus tokens 9 (from 4 informants)
total number of responses 104
used 5
known 15
unknown 84

• contemplating the results separately both may not be conclusive 
• considering them together with regard to region, age, hearing status, and age of language acquisition 

can lead to stabilisation of findings and thus suggest an answer
• in case of ‘Monday’ the low proportion of corpus findings and used answers appear to be the result of a 

very regional distribution in Lower Saxony
• although 330 informants were recorded, information on regional signs may be scarce
• DGS-Feedback participants add with their information on use and knowledge
• because of token numbers the sense ‚Monday’ would not yet be included into the dictionary 
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• through comments interesting insights in homonyms and form-related signs e.g. ‘eye’ 
and ‘to try’

• information enriches the lexical database (cross-references between types are made) 
and helps annotation

• the dictionary will include cross-references to form-related signs 
• video comment is used if participants do not agree with a sign-meaning combination 

being presented and thus give their sign for the meaning
• video comments can be spot transcribed and hence supplement corpus data‘eye’ ‘to try’

No Corpus Evidence and  
High Positive DGS-Feedback Response 

Example 6
‘medical’ EMNCOPQRCJS)F7*

sense of a or concerning a doctor 
number of corpus tokens 0
total number of responses 124
used 87
known 19
unknown 18

• this case leads to a preliminary description of the sense within the pre-dictionary database (status 
under surveillance) but not to inclusion into the dictionary 

• inclusion into the dictionary will follow in case corpus evidence emerges as we work on a corpus-
based dictionary and example sentences are taken directly from the corpus

Cases of Confirmation Cases of Contradiction

• discrepancy between corpus findings and DGS-Feedback data
• may be result of the different sampling of corpus and DGS-Feedback
• relatively high corpus token count results from an elicitation task (asking for certain concepts that were 
assumed to be highly variable), still 7 tokens for ‘(loaf of) bread’ occur in tasks with conversational 
character

• corpus data suggests that the sign-sense combination is mainly used in Bavaria and Hesse 
• DGS-Feedback data confirms the use in Southern Bavaria; for Hesse data is still scarce (the only 
participant from that area voted unknown)

• “core area“ of distribution appears to be Southern Bavaria and an according note in the dictionary will be 
made
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