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INSTANTANEOUS VISUAL CHANGE (IVC) A

Comparable to volume in spoken
language audio, Brookshire et al. (2017)
links the entrainment of brain waves to
IVC in sign videos, and hypothesize that
babies detect the quasiperiodic nature
of IVC to "tune in" to the linguisic signal.
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PROBABILITY OF REAL SIGNS 88%

fully-formed handshape hand has contacted the

has contacted the body or body or before the SIGNING PSEUDOSIGNS 86%
arrived at the target hand(s) have begun to @ FRAME 8 CONCATENATED 84%
location near the body/ transition to a resting
neutral space position vs IVC + Logistic Regression: 70%

vs SOTA: 86% (indirect comparison)

TRAIN/VALID: ASL-LEX 2.0

Sign corpus videos
2,792 Videos
0.86 to 6.3 sec/video

90% Onset agreement 30 REAL SIGNS 79%
99% Offset agreement PSEUDOSIGNS 77%
CONCATENATED 72%

vs IVC + Logistic Regression: 64%
vs SOTA: 77% (indirect comparison)

TEST: CASELLI ET AL 2021

Psycholinguistics stimuli >
569 Videos

1.2 to 2.6 sec/video

Both real & pseudosigns!
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