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Beyond languages, beyond modalities: Transforming the study of semiotic 

repertoires 

Annelies Kusters, Massimiliano Spotti,  Ruth Swanwick & Elina Tapio 

Abstract 

 

This paper presents a critical examination of key concepts in the study of (signed and 

spoken) language and multimodality. It shows how shifts in conceptual 

understandings of language use, moving from (individual and societal) bilingualism 

to multilingualism and (trans)languaging, have resulted in the revitalization of the 

concept of language repertoires. We discuss key assumptions and analytical 

developments that have shaped the sociolinguistic study of signed and spoken 

language multilingualism as separate from different strands of multimodality studies. 

In most multimodality studies, researchers focus on participants using one named 

spoken language within broader embodied human action. Thus while attending to 

multimodal communication, they do not attend to multilingual communication. In 

translanguaging studies the opposite has happened: scholars have attended to 

multilingual communication without really paying attention to multimodality and 

simultaneity, and hierarchies within the simultaneous combination of resources. The 

(socio)linguistics of sign language has paid attention to multimodality but only very 

recently have started to focus on multilingual contexts where multiple sign and/or 

multiple spoken languages are used in overlap with one another. There is currently 

little transaction between these areas of research. We argue that the lens of 

semiotic repertoires enables synergies to be identified and provides a holistic focus 

(addressing ideologies, histories, potentialities, constraints) on action that is both 

multilingual and multimodal.  

Introduction 

 

This paper foregrounds the work in this special issue that brings together the study 

of linguistic diversity and multilingualism, sign language studies, and studies of 

multimodality. The combination of papers in this special issue illustrate how the 

recent multimodal turn (Jewitt, 2009), also understood as a broader embodied focus 

in research on languages and communication (Nevile, 2015) brings together 

mainstream research on language and society together with research on sign 

languages. This marks a significant development in terms of the recognition of sign 

language and deafness related research in broader academia (Bagga-Gupta, 2007; 

Tapio, 2014). 

The theme of multilingualism provides the overarching context for the papers 

in this special issue that comprises perspectives from education (Swanwick, 

Snoddon) and urban spaces (Blackledge & Creese, Kusters, and Pennycook). This 

theme embraces the concept of repertoire as the totality of linguistic resources of 

the individual (Busch 2012, 2015; Spotti & Blommaert, 2017) and of translanguaging 

;ゲ デｴW ｷﾐSｷ┗ｷS┌;ﾉげゲ S┞ﾐ;ﾏｷI ┌ゲW ﾗa デｴWｷヴ ﾉｷﾐｪ┌ｷゲデｷI ヴWゲﾗ┌ヴIWゲ ｷﾐ SｷaaWヴWﾐデ IﾗﾐデW┝デゲ aﾗヴ 



meaning making  without regard for socio-cultural boundaries of named languages 

(Otheguy, Garcia, & Reid, 2015). Translanguaging thus transforms repertoires as 

resources are added, expanded, revised and sometimes sedimented onto particular 

a┌ﾐIデｷﾗﾐゲ ;ﾐS ┘ｷデｴｷﾐ ヮ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;ヴ IﾗﾐデW┝デゲ ふﾉW;Sｷﾐｪ デﾗ デｴW IﾗﾐIWヮデ ﾗa さゲヮ;デｷ;ﾉ 
ヴWヮWヴデﾗｷヴWゲざが PWﾐﾐ┞Iﾗok & Otsuji 2015). 

The concept of repertoire is central to this special issue as one which 

traverses studies of spoken and signed language and softens the boundaries 

between languages and research paradigms. This introductory paper explores how 

the concept enables a fresh perspective on the multimodal and multilingual aspects 

of communication and a more nuanced understanding of translanguaging, that 

recognises the different ways in which individuals draw on their multimodal 

linguistic resources to make meaning. 

Gesture Studies and Multimodality 

 

One possible starting point for breaking down boundaries between languages and 

language studies and transforming the study of repertoires is attention to the role of 

gesture in communication. Gesture studies scholars such as McNeill (1992), Goldin-

Meadow (2003) and Kendon (2004) have paid attention to (and argued for more 

attention to) the manual modality in language production in general. To this regard, 

Gesture studies has not only uncovered how gestures are partnered with spoken 

components of language, but also studied how gestures are incorporated in sign 

languages (for the latter, see for example Liddell 2003). The latter is a rather recent 

development: in the 1970s and 1980s, sign language linguists were preoccupied with 

ヮヴﾗ┗ｷﾐｪ デｴ;デ ゲｷｪﾐ ﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪWゲ ;ヴW ﾐ;デ┌ヴ;ﾉ ﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪWゲ ;ﾐS ﾐﾗデ さﾃ┌ゲデ ｪWゲデ┌ヴWゲざ  (Stokoe, 

Casterline, & Croneberg, 1965), resulting in a contradistinction between sign 

language and gesture (Kendon, 2004). Nowadays a number of sign language linguists 

acknowledge and attend to gesture, asking what is the relationship, the analogy or 

the difference between signs and gestures, and how much of signing is iconic and 

transparent (see, e.g. Green, Kelly, & Schembri 2014; Jantunen, forthcoming; 

Kendon, 2004; Vermeerbergen, 2006). However, an analysis of only the relationships 

between gesture and speech, gesture and sign and gesture in sign, is insufficient for 

understanding meaning-making in (signed) interaction - the scope should be wider, 

including other multimodal means of constructing meaning (Tapio, 2013; 

Vermeerbergen, Leeson, & Crasborn 2007).  

Indeed, all human interaction, and linguistic repertoires, are (and always 

have been) multimodal. Language in use, whether spoken, signed, or text, is always 

and inevitably constructed across multiple modes of communication and through 

さIﾗﾐデW┝デ┌;ﾉざ ヮｴWﾐﾗﾏWﾐ; ゲ┌Iｴ ;ゲ デｴW ┌ゲW ﾗa デｴW ゲ┌ヴヴﾗ┌ﾐSｷﾐｪ ヮｴ┞ゲｷI;ﾉ ゲヮ;IWゲ 
(Goodwin, 2000, Scollon & LeVine, 2004). People speak, point, gesture, sign, write, 

draw, handle objects and move their bodies, in a variety of combinations or 

aggregates, within diverse social and material contexts. Multimodality scholars (such 

as Goodwin, 2000; Jewitt, 2009; Kress & Van Leeuwen, 2001; Mondada, 2016; 

Nﾗヴヴｷゲが ヲヰヰヴぶ ｴ;┗W ｷﾐ┗Wゲデｷｪ;デWS ｴﾗ┘ SｷaaWヴWﾐデ さﾏﾗSWゲざ ┘ﾗヴﾆ デﾗｪWデｴWヴ ふﾗヴ さゲWﾏｷﾗデｷI 
aｷWﾉSゲざが ﾗヴ さﾏﾗS;ﾉｷデｷWゲざぎ ゲW┗Wヴ;ﾉ デWヴﾏｷﾐﾗﾉﾗｪｷWゲ ;ヴW ｷﾐ IｷヴI┌ﾉ;デｷﾗﾐぶが ゲ┌Iｴ ;ゲ ヮｷIデ┌ヴWゲが 
spoken language, gestures, posture and proxemics; how some modes can be primary 



in some situations or some sequences of interactions, and get subordinate roles in 

others. 

Researchers in gesture studies and multimodality in spoken languages have 

デWﾐSWS デﾗ aﾗI┌ゲ ﾗﾐ ┘ｴ;デ Iﾗ┌ﾉS HW I;ﾉﾉWS さﾏﾗﾐﾗﾉｷﾐｪ┌;ﾉざ ┌デデWヴ;ﾐIWゲ ふデｴﾗ┌ｪｴ ゲWW 
Gullberg, 1998) rather than multilingualism and linguistic diversity. The 

(socio)linguistic study of sign language has paid attention to multimodality within the 

context of sign language in general (where signing is often combined with 

mouthing); sign language in conjunction or comparison with spoken language 

(Meier, Cormier, & Quinto-Pozos, 2002; Vigliocco, Perniss, & Vinson, 2014); or in the 

context of sign bilingualism (ie bimodal bilingualism, see below) (Bagga-Gupta, 1999; 

Humphries & MacDougall, 1999). These lines of enquiry are less visible in 

multilingual contexts where multiple sign and/or multiple spoken languages are 

used, though see Holmström & Schönström forthcoming, Kelly, Tapio & Dufva 

(2015), Swanwick (this issue) and Tapio (2013) for recent work in this direction. 

There is therefore a lack of transaction between research that focuses on 

gestures, signs and multimodality and research into linguistic diversity or 

multilingualism that has largely neglected multimodality (such as the use of 

gestures) in everyday translanguaging. Although some scholars, such as Garcia and Li 

Wei (2014) and Jørgensen, Karrebæk, Madsen, and Møller (2011) have emphasised 

that translanguaging is essentially multimodal, they have not yet expanded on this 

concept. Translanguaging scholars who did focus on multimodality have paid 

attention to Internet memes (mostly social media) or mobile phone texting. 

Linguistic landscaping (see Pennycook, this issue), another branch of the study of 

language in society, is inherently multimodal, but mostly by focusing on pictures, 

smells, signage, blackboards and screens; and not so much on the use of the visual-

gestural modality of communication including signing, gesturing, body orientation 

and the use of objects. We bridge these different fields by paying attention to the 

semiotic repertoire. 

From monolingualism to multilingualism and languaging 

 

The perspective on repertoire offered in this special issue implies an ethnographic 

approach to the study of multilingualism and multimodality. In interaction, speakers 

first and foremost use semiotic resources, rather than languages understood as 

coherent packages. The social environments in which we live in are characterized by 

an extremely low degree of presupposition in terms of identities, patterns of social, 

spatial and cultural behavior, social and cultural structure, and norms and 

expectations. People cannot be straightforwardly associated with particular 

(national, ethnic, sociocultural) groups and identities; their meaning-making 

ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲ I;ﾐﾐﾗデ HW ;ゲゲ┌ﾏWS デﾗ さHWﾉﾗﾐｪざ デﾗ ヮ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;ヴ ふゲ┌HぶI┌ﾉデ┌ヴWゲ デｴヴﾗ┌ｪｴ specific 

languages. Yet somewhere along the way, speakers learn that some of these 

ヴWゲﾗ┌ヴIWゲ ;ヴW デｴﾗ┌ｪｴデ デﾗ HWﾉﾗﾐｪ デﾗｪWデｴWヴ ｷﾐ さﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪWゲくざ L;ﾐｪ┌;ｪW ゲIｴﾗﾉ;ヴゲ ゲ┌Iｴ ;ゲ 
Pennycook and Otsuji (2015) and Otheguy, Garcia, and Reid (2015) oppose this kind 

of monolingual and bounded-language ideological underpinning within academic 

inquiry, which espouses a monolithic notion of language and of language use in 

modern society. These insights - that question the very ontological assumption and 



status of language - are based on linguistic ethnography on multilingualism, which 

has its roots in the study of bilingualism.  

Established notions of bilingualism have gradually replaced the initial strong 

focus on competence in two different languages by a view in which language users 

would draw on any kinds of resources useful and accessible to them, with various 

degrees of fluency determining the scope of such resourcesねthe concept of 

さﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪｷﾐｪざ ふCヴWWゲW ;ﾐS Bﾉ;IﾆﾉWSｪWが ヲヰヱヰき Jørgensen, Karrebæk, Madsen, & Møller, 

2011). Thusが aヴﾗﾏ ; さS┌;ﾉ ｪヴ;ﾏﾏ;ヴざ ヮWヴゲヮWIデｷ┗Wが Hｷﾉｷﾐｪ┌;ﾉｷゲﾏ ｪヴ;S┌;ﾉﾉ┞ ﾏﾗ┗WS 
toward a more flexible and less structured field of multilingualismねa shift that 

involved other reorientations: one, toward the macrosocial contexts of 

multilingualism in society, the other to the individual linguistic repertoires of 

interactants. In the process, researchers have used and devised concepts (some of 

them neologisms) such as crossing (Rampton 1995), translanguaging (Garcia & Wei, 

2014), metrolingualism (Pennycook & Otsuji, 2015), plurilingualism (Canagarajah, 

2009) and polylanguaging (Jørgensen, Karrebæk, Madsen, & Møller, 2011). The 

difference between code-switching (a term central in the field of bilingualism, 

meaning the alternate use of material from two or more languages in the same 

sequence) and translanguaging (and the other neologisms) is that translanguaging 

encompasses code-switching, but entails a wider set of practices and use of 

resources (Garcia & Wei, 2014). 

Repertoires: Conceptual Overview and Re-evaluation 

The concept of repertoire offers a way in which to articulate the ways individuals 

draw on their diverse resources mapping them onto functions in a communicative 

act. The study of languaging as using resources from linguistic or communicative 

repertoires is much indebted to the work of Joshua Fishman and to the later 

developments brought to the field by John Gumperz and Dell Hymes. John Gumperz 

and Dell Hymes, in their introduction to Directions in Sociolinguistics (1972, p. 20-

21), listed repertoire as one of the basic sociolinguistic concepts and defined it as 

さデｴW デﾗデ;ﾉｷデ┞ ﾗa ﾉｷﾐｪ┌ｷゲデｷI ヴWゲﾗ┌ヴIWゲ ふｷくWく ｷﾐIﾉ┌Sｷﾐｪ Hﾗデｴ ｷﾐ┗;ヴｷ;ﾐデ aﾗヴﾏゲ ;ﾐS ┗;ヴｷ;HﾉWゲぶ 
;┗;ｷﾉ;HﾉW デﾗ ﾏWﾏHWヴゲ ﾗa ヮ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;ヴ Iﾗﾏﾏ┌ﾐｷデｷWゲざが ; ﾐﾗデｷﾗﾐ デｴ;デ ┘ﾗ┌ﾉS HW ﾉ;デWヴ 
combined with the much broader ;ﾐS ﾉWゲゲ ヮヴWIｷゲW ﾐﾗデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa さﾏ;ﾐﾐWヴゲ ﾗa ゲヮW;ﾆｷﾐｪくざ 
Fヴﾗﾏ デｴWヴWが さヴWヮWヴデﾗｷヴWざ HWI;ﾏW デｴW ┘ﾗヴS ┌ゲWS デﾗ SWゲIヴｷHW ;ﾉﾉ デｴW さﾏW;ﾐゲ ﾗa 
ゲヮW;ﾆｷﾐｪざ デｴ;デ ┌ゲWヴゲ ﾗa ; ﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪW ﾆﾐﾗ┘が ﾆﾐﾗ┘ ｴﾗ┘ デﾗ ┌ゲWが ;ﾐS ┌ゲW ┘ｷデｴ ; ゲヮWIｷaｷI 
reasoning in mind, while they are engaged in a communicative encounter.  

Although groundbreaking at that time this is more or less where the concept 

of communicative repertoires has stayed for decades and it has been a radical 

concept in linguistics for years. With time, its use became more closely associated 

with a Chomskyan approach to language and often was placed on the same level as 

さIﾗﾏヮWデWﾐIWがざ ┌ﾐデｷﾉ ;┌デｴﾗヴゲ ゲ┌Iｴ ;ゲ Bﾉﾗﾏﾏ;Wヴデ ;ﾐS B;Iﾆ┌ゲ ふヲヰヱンぶ ;ﾐS B┌ゲIｴ ふヲヰヱヲが 
2015) and Rymes (2010) took up the concept again. People use resources acquired 

over the course of their life trajectories through membership or participation in 

various sociocultural spaces in which their identities are measured against normative 

centers of practice (Creese and Blackledge, 2010; Jørgensen, Karrebæk, Madsen, & 

Møller, 2011; Canagarajah, 2013; Busch, 2012, 2015). Blommaert and Backus (2013) 

W┝ヮﾉ;ｷﾐ デｴ;デ さA ヴWヮWヴデﾗｷヴW ｷゲ IﾗﾏヮﾗゲWS ﾗa ; ﾏ┞ヴｷ;S ﾗa SｷaaWヴWﾐデ Iﾗﾏﾏ┌ﾐｷI;デｷ┗W デﾗﾗﾉゲが 



with different degrees of functional specialization. No single resource is a 

communicative panacea; none ｷゲ ┌ゲWﾉWゲゲくざ ふヮく ヲヵぶ TｴW┞ ヮﾗｷﾐデ ﾗ┌デ デｴ;デ ヴWヮWヴデﾗｷヴWゲ Sﾗ 
not develop along a linear path of ever-increasing size; rather, resources develop 

according to the situational communicative needs that someone may encounter.  In 

other words: people learn situated usages of resources, ie practices; and practices 

differ both contextually and modality-wise (Dufva 2013). In this process, some 

resources are permanent and enduring and others are temporary and dynamic 

(Blommaert & Backus, 2013), and resources are understoﾗS さｷﾐ ヴWﾉ;デｷﾗﾐ デﾗ ﾗﾐW 
;ﾐﾗデｴWヴが ｷﾐ SｷゲデｷﾐIデｷﾗﾐ aヴﾗﾏ ﾗﾐW ;ﾐﾗデｴWヴが ﾗヴ ;ゲ SｷaaWヴWﾐデｷ;デWS ｷﾐ デｴWﾏゲWﾉ┗Wゲざ ふB┌ゲIｴが 
2012, p. 520).   

Pennycook and Otsuji (2015) also have taken up the term of repertoire, 

Iﾗｷﾐｷﾐｪ デｴW IﾗﾐIWヮデ さゲヮ;デｷ;ﾉ ヴWヮWヴデﾗｷヴWゲざく E┝;ﾏヮﾉWゲ ;ヴW ヮ;ヴticular terms that are 

intelligible within particular locations only; and scripts, which are questions and 

answers (this can include bargaining) that are more or less expected within specific 

locations, and are linked to situations, places (such as markets) and persons. 

Individual and spatial repertoires converge and diverge, draw on each other and 

contribute to each other (Pennycook & Otsuji 2015; Pennycook, this issue). 

We argue that if we do not want to make a strict distinction between named 

languages, and make no distinction between linguistic and non-linguistic, and signal 

a multimodal perspective (see below), we should talk about semiotic repertoires 

rather than linguistic repertoires. In contrast to Virrkula-Räisänen (2010) who 

conceptually separated linguistic repertoires and semiotic resources (such as gesture 

;ﾐS HﾗS┞ ﾗヴｷWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐぶが ┘W ┌ゲW デｴW Hヴﾗ;SWヴ デWヴﾏ さゲWﾏｷﾗデｷI ヴWヮWヴデﾗｷヴWゲざ ふ;ﾉゲﾗ ゲWW 
Bezemer & Kress, 2016) to encompass them both (and this broader semiotic 

perspective is also implied in the concWヮデ ﾗa さゲヮ;デｷ;ﾉ ヴWヮWヴデﾗｷヴWゲざぶく Rymes (2010) 

┌ゲWS デｴW IﾗヴヴWゲヮﾗﾐSｷﾐｪ デWヴﾏ さIﾗﾏﾏ┌ﾐｷI;デｷ┗W ヴWヮWヴデﾗｷヴWざ デﾗ ｷﾏヮﾉ┞ デｴｷゲ aﾗI┌ゲ ﾗﾐ 
broader semiotics. The importance of this focus on broader semiotics will become 

clear in the subsequent sections on sign languages and multimodality. 

Sign bilingualism and multilingualism  

 

Attention to repertoire in the context of sign languages tends to be located in 

studies of bimodal bilingualism or sign bilingualism. These terms are used to describe 

the use of a sign language and a written/spoken language and in this context the 

デWヴﾏ さﾏﾗS;ﾉｷデ┞ざ ｷゲ SWaｷﾐWS SｷaaWヴWﾐデ デｴ;ﾐ ｷﾐ ﾏ┌ﾉデｷﾏﾗS;ﾉｷデ┞ ゲデ┌SｷWゲが ｷW ;ゲ デｴW ┗ｷゲ┌;ﾉ-
gestural modality, the auditory-oral modality and the written modality. Sign 

bilingualism has been mostly discussed and investigated with regard to deaf 

education (Marschark, Tang & Knoors, 2014). Discussions of sign bilingualism in this 

context tend to focus on the fact most deaf children are born in hearing non-signing 

families and thus learn sign language at school and from hearing adults who are 

themselves not fluent signers. More recently discussions of sign bilingualism have 

HWｪ┌ﾐ デﾗ aﾗI┌ゲ ﾗﾐ ﾏ┌ﾉデｷﾉｷﾐｪ┌;ﾉｷゲﾏが ヴWIﾗｪﾐｷゲｷﾐｪ デｴ;デ SW;a ヮWﾗヮﾉWげゲ ﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪW ﾉｷ┗Wゲ ;ヴW 
plural in terms of their use of sign and spoken languages. Sophisticated hearing 

technologies provide the potential for deaf children to learn two (or more) spoken 

languages and, as society is linguistically diverse, deaf children are likely to 

encounter different spoken languages at home and at school. Furthermore, 



transnational connections among sign language users are possible for an increasing 

number of deaf people due to possibilities offered by new technologies and 

affordable travel (Friedner & Kusters, 2015) and thus deaf people learn other sign 

languages or communicate in International Sign; the latter could be said to be a form 

of translanguaging. It is very common for, for example, for a Finnish signer to be 

multilingual in several spoken and signed languages (Kelly, Tapio, & Dufva, 2015).  

Tapio (2013, 2014) shows how deaf signers not only deal with many linguistic 

varieties, but with an exceptional number of modes in which and with which those 

ﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪWゲ ;ヴW ﾏ;ﾐｷaWゲデWSく TｴWヴW W┝ｷゲデゲ ; ┘ｷSW ヴ;ﾐｪW ﾗa ゲデ┌SｷWゲ ﾗﾐ ゲｷｪﾐWヴゲげ ┌ゲW ﾗa 
features of multiple languages, such as research on sign language contact including 

sign-speech contact, sign-writing contact, and sign-sign contact (see Quinto-Pozos & 

Adam, 2013 for an overview), code-switching between sign language and spoken 

language (De Quadros, Müller, Lillo-Martin & Pichler, 2014) and more recently, 

between two sign languages (Zeshan & Panda, 2015). Furthermore, signers 

continually and skillfully switch not only between languages but also between 

modalities.  One example of this is seen in  けIｴ;ｷﾐｷﾐｪげ ┘ｴWヴW  different modalities or 

resources are connected through a sequence of signing a concept and then 

fingerspelling it (the use of fingerspelled signs for each letter of a word); or pointing 

at a written word and then signing/saying it, for example in order to highlight 

equivalence (Bagga Gupta, 1999; Humphries & MacDougall, 1999; Tapio 2013; 

Holmström and Schönström, forthcoming). 

The boundaries between different sign and spoken languages and modalities 

become fuzzy in sign language contexts; for example, in practices that draw from 

several modalities and languages at the same time. This happens for example when 

signers voice and sign simultaneously (Emmorey, Borinstein, & Thompson, 2008), or 

when people produce mouth patterns (mouthing) which can be (partially) derived 

from a spoken language (such as English), while signing (such as in British Sign 

Language) (Boyes-Braem & Sutton-Spence 2001; Vermeerbergen, Leeson, & 

Cヴ;ゲHﾗヴﾐが ヲヰヰΑぶく Mﾗ┌デｴｷﾐｪゲ ;ﾉゲﾗ I;ﾐ HW ふゲデヴ;デWｪｷI;ﾉﾉ┞ぶ ｷﾐ ﾗデｴWヴ さﾐﾗﾐ-ヴWﾉ;デWSざ 
languages, for example, when a person mouthes an English word and simultaneously 

signs a Finnish Sign Language sign with the same meaning (see, e.g. Tapio, 2013), or 

when a person connects a gesture with mouthings in more than one language (see 

Kusters, this issue). These multilingual and multimodal practices are inherent part of 

many sign languages, but the extent to which mouthing is used can vary, for example 

mouthing might happen to a strong extent in contact between spoken language-

dominant and sign language-dominant interactanデゲく UﾉヴｷﾆW )Wゲｴ;ﾐげゲ E‘C ヮヴﾗﾃWIデ ﾗﾐ 
ゲｷｪﾐ ﾏ┌ﾉデｷﾉｷﾐｪ┌;ﾉｷゲﾏが aﾗI┌ゲｷﾐｪ ﾗﾐ さIヴﾗゲゲ-ゲｷｪﾐｷﾐｪざ ふゲｷｪﾐｷﾐｪ HWデ┘WWﾐ ┌ﾐ;Iケ┌;ｷﾐデWS 
ゲｷｪﾐWヴゲ ┘ｷデｴ SｷaaWヴWﾐデ ゲｷｪﾐ ﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪW H;Iﾆｪヴﾗ┌ﾐSゲぶ ふ)Wゲｴ;ﾐが ヲヰヱヵぶが さゲｷｪﾐ-ゲ┘ｷデIｴｷﾐｪざ 
(code-switching between sign languages) (Zeshan & Panda, 2ヰヱヵぶ ;ﾐS さゲｷｪﾐ-

ゲヮW;ﾆｷﾐｪざ ふaﾉ┌Wﾐデﾉ┞ IﾗﾏHｷﾐｷﾐｪ ゲｷｪﾐ ;ﾐS ゲヮWWIｴぶ ｷゲ ; ┗Wヴ┞ ｷﾏヮﾗヴデ;ﾐデ ゲデWヮ デﾗ┘;ヴSゲ ; 
HWデデWヴ ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ ﾗa ゲｷｪﾐWヴゲげ ﾏ┌ﾉデｷﾉｷﾐｪ┌;ﾉ ;ﾐS ﾏ┌ﾉデｷﾏﾗS;ﾉ ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲく Iﾐ ;ﾉﾉが デｴWゲW 
practices are possible due to the fluidity and transformative quality of 

signs/gestures. Research with a narrow view on language use and communication 

often lacks such a wider perspective of the semiotic resources of signing 

communities (Tapio, 2013, 2014).  



Nothwithstanding the multilingual practices of signers, the theme of access 

to semiotic resources that enable such practices is central to the literature on 

signers. There is a  continuing need to assert sign languages as genuine languages 

and lobby for sign language rights (De Meulder, 2015). The continued existence of 

many sign languages is endangered, partly due to coupling state-of-the-art hearing 

technologies with an exclusive focus on spoken language acquisition, but 

also  because of the attrition of (sign bilingual) schools for the deaf as spaces for 

the  emergence and transmission of sign languages (Kusters et al. 2015). Within this 

context, the concept of translanguaging understandably raises concerns among deaf 

professionals and some education specialists who interpret it as a Total 

Communication approach that gives precedence to sign systems based on spoken 

language grammar over sign languages (see Swanwick, this volume, Snoddon, this 

volume). Although translanguaging is a term that has been arisen and used within 

the context of minority language users and language maintenance (Otheguy, Garcia, 

& Reid, 2015), the unhampered access to both sign and spoken language that 

is  crucial within this process, is often compromised in the case of deaf people. There 

are sensitive issues therefore associated with translanguaging behaviours that 

foreground speaking, mouthing or lip-reading practices to the extent of 

marginalising signing and other visual-WﾏHﾗSｷWS ヴWゲﾗ┌ヴIWゲ ふ“WW “┘;ﾐ┘ｷIﾆげゲが K┌ゲデWヴゲげ 
;ﾐS “ﾐﾗSSﾗﾐげゲ ;ヴデｷIﾉWゲ aﾗヴ ;デデWﾐデｷﾗﾐ デﾗ ;ゲ┞ﾏﾏWデヴｷWゲ ;ﾐS ｷﾐWケ┌;ﾉｷデｷWゲ WﾐIﾗ┌ﾐデWヴWS H┞ 
signers).  

Multimodality  

 

In the previous section we have lifted a tip of the veil as to what multimodality 

means in the context of gesture and sign language. Within this section we shed light 

on the largely separate field of multimodality studies (mostly focusing on spoken 

language users), where foci and emphasis vary. Crucial to several of the articles in 

this special issue is the analysis of embodied language use as embedded within 

particular surrounds (such as shops, markets, classrooms): actions and the body 

ふヴ;デｴWヴ デｴ;ﾐ さﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪWざが ┘ｴｷIｴ ｷゲ ﾐ;ヴヴﾗ┘Wヴぶ ;ヴW ;デ デｴW IWﾐデヴW ﾗa ;デデWﾐデｷﾗﾐ ふMﾗﾐS;S;が 
2016; Scollon & Scollon, 2004). Multimodality is often linked to globalism, new 

technologies, and to the internet in particular (Jewitt, 2009). The multimodal turn is 

also linked to the abovementioned shift (culminating in translanguaging theory) that 

has been going on for several decades in the way we view language as processes of 

meaning making rather than as enclosed systems. Jewitt (2008, 2009) and Norris 

(2012) have considered the similarities and differences between different 

approaches to multimodality, as well as the underlying theoretical backgrounds of 

each approach. The following three fields of application (Jewitt, 2008a) can be 

recognised: (1). the semiotｷI ;ヮヮヴﾗ;Iｴ ﾉｷﾐﾆWS デﾗ H;ﾉﾉｷS;┞げゲ social semiotic theory, (for 

example Kress and Van Leeuwen, 2001); (2). the research into interaction that arises 

from the methodological framework of conversation analysis (CA) and 

ethnomethodology (EM) (for example Goodwin, 2010; Mondada 2014, 2016) and (3) 

the multimodal approach that stems from mediated discourse theory (MDA) (Norris 

2004, Norris, & Jones, 2005; Scollon, 1998; Scollon & Scollon, 2004). 

Central to multimodality studies is the study of the simultaneous deployment 

of resources (Goodwin, 2000; Mondada, 2016). One obvious example of simultaneity 



is speaking and gesturing at the same time (studied by gesture studies which 

partially overlaps with multimodality studies, particularly with CA and EM), yet it is 

much broader than that: speech, eye gaze, the mutual orientation of the bodies of 

the interlocutors, the material structure of the surround, objects (such as products 

for sale, or materials with which people work), environmentally coupled gestures 

ふさｪWゲデ┌ヴWゲ that cannot be understood by participants without taking into account 

ゲデヴ┌Iデ┌ヴWゲ ｷﾐ デｴW Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ デﾗ ┘ｴｷIｴ デｴW┞ ;ヴW デｷWSざぶ ふGﾗﾗS┘ｷﾐが ヲヰヰΑが ヮく ヱΓヵぶが ;ﾐS 
(hand)writing-in-interaction (Mondada & Svinhufvud, 2016). Importantly, 

simultaneity thus involves all interlocutors: all engage in body orientations and eye 

gaze, even when only one person is speaking, for example; and interactants might 

already start to respond while the previous action is still being produced, such as by 

interrupting or by reorienting the body, ready for producing a response (Mondada, 

2016). Sign language researchers have done extensive research on complex 

simultaneous structures, such as 1. mouthing while signing, but also 2. when two 

hands each convey different information and 3. research on eye gaze and body 

posture when signing (Vermeerbergen, Leeson, & Crasborn 2007). Yet in contrast to 

multimodality studies, there has been less attention to the use of objects and the 

physical environment in sign language studies.  We should move from examining 

linguistic elements to a full multimodal perspective. 

We mentioned the use of objects as possible semiotic resources, the 

acknowledgment of which is important in this special issue since in several of the 

articles in this volume, objects (such as meat cuts, frozen fish, pen and paper, 

calculators, vegetables, money) are central to the interactions. A growing body of 

research has focused on objects in interaction (Streeck, Goodwin, & LeBaron, 2011; 

Nevile, Haddington, Heinemann, & Rauniomaa, 2014): objects differ from talk, 

gestures and signs, or even writing with the finger in the hand or fingerspelling 

(Kusters, this issue; Snoddon, this issue), since they are not fleeting and evanescent, 

;ﾐS I;ﾐ HW さﾐﾗデｷIWSが ;ヮヮヴWIｷ;デWSが ;ゲゲWゲゲWSが ｷﾏ;ｪｷﾐWSが IヴW;デWS ;ﾐS ﾏ;SW ゲWﾐゲW ﾗaが ﾗヴ 
can be given and received, shared or distributed, shown and demonstrated, 

SWゲIヴｷHWS ;ﾐS W┝ヮﾉ;ｷﾐWSが ﾗヴ Sｷゲヮ┌デWSざ ふNW┗ｷﾉWが H;SSｷﾐｪデﾗﾐが HWｷﾐWﾏ;ﾐﾐが わ 
Rauniomaa, 2014, p. 7). Authors have suggested that in each context, different 

resources are relevant. While objects are everywhere around us when interacting 

(bodies, clothes, counters, cash tills, tables, pens, papers, products for sale), they are 

さﾏ;SW ヴWﾉW┗;ﾐデ デｴヴﾗ┌ｪｴ ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;ﾐデゲげ ヮﾗｷﾐデｷﾐｪが ヴWaWヴWﾐIｷﾐｪが ﾐ;ﾏｷﾐｪ ;ﾐS デﾗ┌Iｴｷﾐｪくざ 
(Nevile, Haddington, Heinemann, & Rauniomaa, 2014, p. 15): they become 

semiotically charged (Goodwin, 2013).  

Note that attention to handling objects does not necessarily mean that 

authors have paid attention to tactility. Indeed, multimodal interaction is multi-

sensory, but, as Mondada (2016, p. 355) pointed out, the visual turn in multimodality 

research (made possible by video recording interactions), has led to (or obscured) 

さ;ﾐﾗデｴWヴ aﾗヴﾏ ﾗa ヴWS┌Iデｷﾗﾐｷゲﾏが デｴ;デ ﾗa WﾏHﾗSｷﾏWﾐデ デﾗ ;┌SｷHﾉW-┗ｷゲｷHﾉW aW;デ┌ヴWゲざぎ 
touching, tasting, smelling are understudied in the field of multimodality research 

(see also Norris, 2013). Multisensoriality has received more attention within 

linguistic landscaping (see Pennycook, this issue), a field of study that focuses less on 

language in interaction. Pennycook (this issue) therefore argues that a bridge is 

urgently needed between translanguaging studies and linguistic landscaping studies.  



We have pointed out the importance of a focus on the way people use and 

regulate multiple semiotic resources in action. Actions consist of different 

consecutive steps, and simultaneous presence of particular semiotic fields (such as: a 

particular body orientation, a point or an emblematic gesture,  a spoken utterance) 

Iﾗ┌ﾉS ﾉ;ゲデ ﾃ┌ゲデ ; aW┘ ゲWIﾗﾐSゲが ┌ﾐデｷﾉ デｴW ﾐW┝デ けゲデ;ｪWげ ﾗa デｴW ;Iデｷﾗﾐく TｴW さIﾗﾐデW┝デ┌;ﾉ 
configuヴ;デｷﾗﾐざ ﾗa ヴWゲﾗ┌ヴIWゲ ｷゲ デｴWﾐ ヴWゲデヴ┌Iデ┌ヴWSが Sｷゲ;ゲゲWﾏHﾉWSが ヴWﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷゲWSぎ ゲﾗﾏW 
semiotic fields overlap into the next configuration, new semiotic fields are added 

while others are no longer relevant (Goodwin, 2010, 2013). When new layers of 

resources are brought in, a transformation occurs, since the whole contextual 

Iﾗﾐaｷｪ┌ヴ;デｷﾗﾐ Iｴ;ﾐｪWゲぎ ┘W ｴ;┗W さIﾗ-operative transformation zones that decompose 

;ﾐS ヴW┌ゲW I┌ヴヴWﾐデ ヴWゲﾗ┌ヴIWゲ デﾗ IヴW;デW ゲﾗﾏWデｴｷﾐｪ WﾉゲWくざ ふGﾗﾗS┘ｷﾐが ヲヰヱンが ヮく ヱΑぶく  

Within the organisation and transformation of semiotic fields, particular 

fields can be foregrounded and fields or modes can exist in hierarchical 

constellations. Several authors have argued that there is no a priori hierarchy (Norris, 

2011; Mondada, 2014). Mondada (2016, p. 341) states that さゲﾗﾏW WIﾗﾉﾗｪｷWゲ ;ﾐS 
types of activities might favor verbal resources along with gestures and body 

movements, whereas other ecologies and activities might favor distinctive and 

ゲヮWIｷaｷI WﾏHﾗSｷWS ヴWゲﾗ┌ヴIWゲ ﾗ┗Wヴ デ;ﾉﾆざく ふCﾗﾐデヴ;ヴｷﾉ┞が “デW┗;ﾐﾗ┗ｷI ;ﾐS Mﾗﾐ┣ﾗﾐｷ ふヲヰヱ6) 

argue that embodied behaviour gets the top position in the hierarchy of 

interactional resources.) Norris (2004) has done extensive work in this regard, 

ﾉﾗﾗﾆｷﾐｪ ;デ さﾉW┗Wﾉゲ ﾗa ;デデWﾐデｷﾗﾐっ;┘;ヴWﾐWゲゲざ ﾗa ﾏﾗSWゲが ;ﾐS ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ デｴW ヴﾗﾉW ﾗa 
modes in particulaヴ ｷﾐデWヴ;Iデｷﾗﾐゲ ｷﾐ デWヴﾏゲ ﾗa さﾏﾗS;ﾉ ｷﾐデWﾐゲｷデ┞ざが ;ﾐS さﾏﾗS;ﾉ 
IﾗﾏヮﾉW┝ｷデ┞ざく Fﾗヴ W┝;ﾏヮﾉWが ; ﾏﾗSW ふゲ┌Iｴ ;ゲ ゲヮWWIｴが ｪWゲデ┌ヴWゲが ヮﾗゲデ┌ヴWが W┞W ｪ;┣Wぶ I;ﾐ 
ｴ;┗W ; さｴｷｪｴ ﾏﾗS;ﾉ ｷﾐデWﾐゲｷデ┞ざ ふｷW ｷデ I;ヴヴｷWゲ ; ﾉﾗデ ﾗa ┘Wｷｪｴデ ｷﾐ デｴW ｷﾐデWヴ;Iデｷﾗﾐゲぶ ┘ｷデｴｷﾐ ; 
particular sequence; yet デｴW ｷﾐデWヴ;Iデｷﾗﾐゲ ;ヴW ﾗaデWﾐ aW;デ┌ヴWS H┞ ; さｴｷｪｴ ﾏﾗS;ﾉ 
IﾗﾏヮﾉW┝ｷデ┞ざ ふｷW ;ﾐ ｷﾐデWヴデ┘ｷﾐｷﾐｪ ﾗa SｷaaWヴWﾐデ ﾏﾗSWゲっﾏﾗS;ﾉｷデｷWゲぶく Aﾐ W┝;ﾏヮﾉW ｷゲ 
K┌ゲデWヴゲげ ;ヴデｷIﾉW ｷﾐ デｴｷゲ ┗ﾗﾉ┌ﾏWが ┘ｴWヴW ゲｴW ゲｴﾗ┘ゲ ｴﾗ┘ ｪWゲデ┌ヴWゲ ｪWデ ; ｴｷｪｴ ﾏﾗS;ﾉ 
intensity in interactions between deaf signers and hearing non-signers in Mumbai.  

We believe that it is of crucial importance to attend to such hierarchies since 

they point toward (historically embedded) unequal power relationships between the 

people who use semiotic resources, and how resources are more or less valued by 

different stakeholders, and how people have more or less access to resources. Such 

inequalities and asymmetries get central emphasis in MDA (mediated discourse 

analysis) (Norris & Jones, 2005), which is an important difference between MDA and 

the other strands of multimodality studies. As mentioned above, we find it 

extremely important to pay attention to such asymmetries: people have differential 

access to languages, literacies, objects and other resources, and different uses of the 

senses. Examples from the articles in this volume include: the person behind the 

Iﾗ┌ﾐデWヴ I;ﾐ ;IIWゲゲ ﾗHﾃWIデゲ デｴW I┌ゲデﾗﾏWヴ I;ﾐげデき デｴW ｴW;ヴｷﾐｪ デW;IｴWヴ I;ﾐ ｴW;ヴ ;ﾐS 
speak which is not necessarily the case for deaf students; the deaf teacher can sign 

while the ｴW;ヴｷﾐｪ ゲデ┌SWﾐデゲ I;ﾐげデ ふ┞Wデぶき ゲﾗﾏW I┌ゲデﾗﾏWヴゲ I;ﾐ ヴW;S ;ﾐS ┘ヴｷデW 
ふヮ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;ヴ ﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪWゲぶ ┘ｴｷﾉW ﾗデｴWヴゲ I;ﾐげデが ;ﾐS ゲﾗ ﾗﾐく  

Tｴｷゲ aﾉW┝ｷHﾉW ┌ゲW ﾗa ヴWゲﾗ┌ヴIWゲ ｷゲ WﾏHWSSWS ┘ｷデｴｷﾐが ;ﾐS ﾉW;Sゲ デﾗが さｷﾐデWﾐゲｷ┗W 
ﾉﾗI;ﾉ ;S;ヮデ;デｷﾗﾐざ ふGﾗﾗS┘ｷﾐ ヲヰヱンぶ ﾗヴ さ; ﾉﾗI;ﾉ ;ゲゲWﾏHﾉｷﾐｪ ﾗa ; Sｷ┗Wヴゲｷデ┞ ﾗa ヴWゲﾗ┌ヴIWゲざぎ 
ヴWゲﾗ┌ヴIWゲ ;ヴW ﾏﾗHｷﾉｷ┣WS さｷﾐ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲW デﾗ デｴW IﾗﾐデｷﾐｪWﾐIｷWゲ ﾗa デｴW ゲWデデｷﾐｪ ;ﾐS ﾗa デｴW 



ｷﾐデWヴ;Iデｷﾗﾐざ ふMﾗﾐS;S;が ヲヰヱヴが ヮく ヱヴヰぶく  Some configurations become more or less 

ゲWSｷﾏWﾐデWS ┘ｷデｴｷﾐ ヮ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;ヴ ゲヮ;IWゲぎ さTｴW┞ HWIﾗﾏW ｷﾐIﾗヴヮﾗヴ;デWS ｷﾐデﾗ the epistemic 

ﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷ┣;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ヮ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;ヴが ﾉﾗI;ﾉ ;Iデｷﾗﾐゲざ ふGﾗﾗS┘ｷﾐが ヲヰヱンが ヮく ヱヶぶく IﾐゲヮｷヴWS H┞ KヴWゲゲ わ 
Van Leeuwen (2001), Tapio calls them regularised, patterned communication-

practices (Tapio, 2014). Examples are particular combinations of semiotic fields that 

are frequently used within market stalls for example, particularly between 

acquaintances, (see Blackledge & Creese, this issue; Kusters, this issue; and 

Pennycook, this issue), or in teaching situations (Swanwick, this issue; Snoddon, this 

issue). Whaデ ｴ;ヮヮWﾐゲ ｷゲ デｴ;デ さﾉﾗI;ﾉﾉ┞ ヴWﾉW┗;ﾐデ ┘WHゲ ﾗa ゲWﾏｷﾗデｷI ;ﾐS ゲﾗIｷ;ﾉ 
ヴWﾉ;デｷﾗﾐゲｴｷヮゲざ ﾗII┌ヴ ふGﾗﾗS┘ｷﾐが ヲヰヱンが ヮく ヱヶぶき ゲ┌Iｴ ;ゲ デｴW aヴWケ┌Wﾐデ IﾗﾏHｷﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa 
particular gestures with other resources such as speaking in different languages, 

object handling and writing. 

As shown, the questions that are asked in research into multimodality 

overlap, and researchers use several approaches in their research on multimodality 

yet reach similar conclusions on 1. the complex way people employ and combine 

resources in action, 2. the hierarchies between modes, 3. the transformative (rather 

than additive) effect of the use and the combination of resources, and 4. the 

sedimentation of resources/repertoires within particular contexts. Multimodality 

studies have the latter two foci in parallel with translanguaging research. Also, 

parallel to MDA, translanguaging theory (cf polylanguaging, metrolingualism and so 

ﾗﾐぶ aﾗI┌ゲWゲ ﾗﾐ さHｷｪｪWヴ ┘ｴﾗﾉWゲざが デ;ﾆｷﾐｪ ｷﾐデﾗ ;IIﾗ┌ﾐデ ｴﾗ┘ ヮWﾗヮﾉW ヮヴﾗS┌IW ;ﾐS 
balance language ideologies, identities, cultures, inequalities, oppression and 

histories (Garcia & Wei, 2014; Jørgensen, Karrebæk, Madsen, & Møller, 2011; 

Pennycook & Otsuji, 2015). In most multimodality (CA, EM, MDA) studies and in sign 

language studies, researchers focus on situations where participants use one named 

spoken language (either as spoken, or in the form of mouthings) within human 

action. Thus while attending to multimodal communication, they do not attend to 

multilingual communication. In translanguaging studies the opposite has happened: 

researchers have attended to multilingual communication without really paying 

attention to multimodality and simultaneity, and to hierarchies within the 

simultaneous combination of resources. There is a slowly growing consciousness in 

that regard. For example, Canagarajah (2016) argues that non-verbal resources 

should not be seen as compensatory or subservient to spoken/written language. And 

;ゲ ﾏWﾐデｷﾗﾐWS ;Hﾗ┗Wが PWﾐﾐ┞Iﾗﾗﾆげゲ IﾗﾐIWヮデ ﾗa ゲヮ;デｷ;ﾉ ヴWヮWヴデﾗｷヴWゲ ふPWﾐﾐ┞Iﾗﾗﾆ わ 
Otsuji, 2015; Pennycook, this volume) brings in the spatial environment (including 

the use of objects) in the study of translanguaging.  

Conclusion 

Iﾐ デｴｷゲ ;ヴデｷIﾉW ┘W ｴ;┗W ;ヴｪ┌WS デｴ;デ ┌ゲｷﾐｪ さゲWﾏｷﾗデｷI ヴWヮWヴデﾗｷヴWゲざ ;ゲ デｴW aヴ;ﾏW ﾗa 
reference offers us the potential to bridge studies of multilingualism in spoken and 

ゲｷｪﾐWS ﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪWゲが ｪWゲデ┌ヴW ゲデ┌SｷWゲ ;ﾐS ﾏ┌ﾉデｷﾏﾗS;ﾉｷデ┞ ヴWゲW;ヴIｴく TｴW ﾐﾗデｷﾗﾐ さゲWﾏｷﾗデｷI 
ヴWヮWヴデﾗｷヴWざ SWヮ;ヴデゲ aヴﾗﾏ デｴW ｷSW; デｴ;デ ﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪWゲ ;ヴW Hﾗ┌ﾐSWS ゲ┞ゲデWﾏゲ ふ;ﾐ 
understanding that is central to translanguaging theory); and that repertoires are 

merely linguistic (they are multimodal and embodied).  



Furthermore, the concept also enables us to take a holistic perspective, 

taking into account inequalities and power differences by paying attention to 

hierarchies of resources, and to lack of accessibility to resources. Indeed, as 

Bﾉﾗﾏﾏ;Wヴデ ;ﾐS B;Iﾆ┌ゲ ふヲヰヱンが ヮく ヲヰぶ ゲデ;デWき さTｴW ヴWヮWヴデﾗｷヴWゲ ﾗa ヮWﾗヮﾉW ;HゲﾗヴH 
whatever comes their way as a useful に practical and/or pleasant に resource, as long 

;ゲ ゲ┌Iｴ ヴWゲﾗ┌ヴIWゲ ;ヴW ;IIWゲゲｷHﾉW デﾗ デｴWﾏくざ JﾗヴｪWﾐゲﾗﾐ Wデ ;ﾉく ヮﾗｷﾐデ ﾗ┌デ that people 

ｴ;┗W ┌ﾐWケ┌;ﾉ ;IIWゲゲ デﾗ ﾉｷﾐｪ┌ｷゲデｷI ヴWゲﾗ┌ヴIWゲぎ デヴ;ﾐゲﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪｷﾐｪ ｷゲ ﾐﾗデ ; さaヴWW-for-;ﾉﾉざぎ 
さヴWゲﾗ┌ヴIWゲ ┘ｴｷIｴ ;ヴW ;┗;ｷﾉ;HﾉW デﾗ ゲヮW;ﾆWヴゲ ｷﾐ デｴW ゲWﾐゲW デｴ;デ デｴW aW;デ┌ヴWゲ ;ヴW ┌ゲWS 
;ヴﾗ┌ﾐS デｴWﾏ W┗Wヴ┞ S;┞ ﾏ;┞ ﾐﾗデ HW ;デ デｴW ゲWヴ┗ｷIW ﾗa ;ﾉﾉ ﾗa デｴWﾏくざ  (Jørgensen, 

Karrebæk, Madsen, & Møller, 2011, p. 35) For  deaf people such access to resources 

is compromised by a reduction of, or lack of sensory access to spoken language 

production and lack of opportunities for access to sign language production in the 

educational context. There are important implications here for the way in which 

translanguaging is construed and the extent to which this concept could legitimise 

inaccessible utterances aimed towards deaf people (such as speaking with a very 

limited use of sign/ｪWゲデ┌ヴWが ゲWW K┌ゲデWヴゲ デｴｷゲ ｷゲゲ┌Wぶ ;ﾐS ┘ｴ;デ ｷゲ ﾏW;ﾐデ H┞ さゲﾆｷﾉﾉa┌ﾉ 
ゲｷｪﾐｷﾐｪざ ｷﾐ デｴW WS┌I;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ IﾗﾐデW┝デ ふゲWW aﾗヴ W┝;ﾏヮﾉW “ﾐﾗSSﾗﾐが デｴｷゲ ｷゲゲ┌Wぶく  

The perspective on repertoires that was suggested Busch (2015, p. 14) is very 

pertinent to the discussions going forward in this special issue. She argues that that 

けO┌ヴ ヴWヮWヴデﾗｷヴW ｷゲ ﾐﾗデ SWデWヴﾏｷﾐWS ゲﾗﾉWﾉ┞ H┞ デｴW ﾉｷﾐｪ┌ｷゲデｷI ヴWゲﾗ┌ヴIWゲ ┘W ｴ;┗Wが H┌デ 
sometimes by those we do not have, and these can become noticeable in a given 

ゲｷデ┌;デｷﾗﾐ ;ゲ ; ｪ;ヮが ; デｴヴW;デ ﾗヴ ; SWゲｷヴWげく Bヴﾗ;SWﾐｷﾐｪ B┌ゲｴげ aﾗI┌ゲ aヴﾗﾏ ﾉｷﾐｪ┌ｷゲデｷI 
repertoires to semiotic repertoires, a semiotic repertoire can thus be understood as 

a heteroglossic realm of embodied potentialities and constraints. Different resources 

not only are differentially accessible, but also get ascribed different values and get 

assessed differently in different spaces, and are connected to emotions, different 

experiences, power relations, desires (Busch, 2012, 2015) and identities (Spotti, 

2007). In summation, we argue that the lens of semiotic repertoires enables a 

holistic focus (addressing ideologies, histories, potential, constraints) on action that 

is both multilingual and multimodal.   

By exploring in depth, for the  first time,  the application of translanguaging 

theory to multimodal interaction this issue makes two important 

contributions  to  language research.  The first is  that the  study of translanguaging 

in this context provides a lens through which to identify the ways in which  deaf and 

hearing individuals draw on all of their semiotic resources (such as image, text, 

gesture, gaze, facial expression, speech, posture, objects and the environment) for 

meaning making and to explore ways of capturing, describing and analysing sign and 

spoken language interaction that is not constrained by boundaries between 

languages, methodological approaches, disciplinary paradigms and cultural 

expectations. Whilst this perspective provokes anxiety in terms of language 

precarity, power and asymmetries that are explored in this issue, it also expands our 

understanding of the multimodal nature of meaning-making.  

The work presented here therefore also transforms our understanding of 

デヴ;ﾐゲﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪｷﾐｪ ｷデゲWﾉa H┞ W┝ヮ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ ┘ｴ;デ ｷゲ ﾐﾗヴﾏ;ﾉﾉ┞ ┌ﾐSWヴゲデﾗﾗS H┞ けﾉｷﾐｪ┌ｷゲデｷI 
ヴWゲﾗ┌ヴIWゲげ ｷﾐ  descriptions of translanguaging   (Otheguy, Garcia, & Reid, 2015) and 



デｴW ┘;┞ゲ ｷﾐ ┘ｴｷIｴ デｴW┞ ﾏ;┞ HW けIﾗﾏHｷﾐWSげ デﾗ ﾏ;ﾆW ﾏW;ﾐｷﾐｪ ふ‘ｴ┞ﾏWゲが ヲヰヱヴぶく TｴW 
examination of signed, gestured and spoken language interaction in multimodal 

(simultaneous) configurations explored in this issue provides the opportunity to 

observe communication between individuals with semiotic repertoires that do not 

show significant overlap, including between individuals who do not share the same 

ヮヴｷﾏ;ヴ┞ けﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪWゲげが ﾗヴ けIﾗSWゲげが ﾗヴ けﾏﾗS;ﾉｷデｷWゲげく Tｴｷゲ W┝;ﾏｷﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ Wﾐヴｷches concepts 

of translanguaging by extending our inventories of the semiotic resources that 

people use to communicate, offering a more sophisticated understanding of the 

relationship across and between modalities and shedding new light into the 

processes, dynamics and principles of co-constructed meaning  in communication 

HW┞ﾗﾐS デｴW Hﾗ┌ﾐS;ヴｷWゲ ﾗa IﾗSｷaｷWS けﾏﾗS;ﾉｷデｷWゲげ ;ﾐS けﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪWゲげく 

References 

Bagga-Gupta, S. (1999). Visual language environments: Exploring everyday life and 

literacies in Swedish deaf bilingual schools. Visual Anthropology Review, 15, 95-

120. 

Bagga-Gupta, S. (2007). Aspects of diversity, inclusion and democracy within 

education and research. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 51, 1-22. 

Bezemer, J., & Kress, G. (2016). Multimodality, learning and communication: A social 

semiotic frame. London and New York: Routledge. 

Blommaert, J., & Backus, A. (2013). Superdiverse repertoires and the individual. In I. 

de Saint-Georges & J.-J. Weber (Eds.), Multilingualism and multimodality: 

Current challenges for educational studies (pp. 11-32). Rotterdam: Sense 

Publishers. 

Boyes-Braem, P., & Sutton-Spence, R. (2001). The hands are the head of the mouth: 

The mouth as articulator in sign languages. Hamburg: Signum. 

Busch, B. (2012). The linguistic repertoire revisited. Applied Linguistics, 33, 503-523. 

Busch, B. (2015). Expanding the notion of the linguistic repertoire: On the concept of 

Spracherlebenねthe lived experience of language. Applied Linguistics. 

Canagarajah, S. (2009). The plurilingual tradition and the English language in South 

Asia. AILA Review 22, 5-22. 

Canagarajah, S. (2013) Translingual practice: Global Englishes and cosmopolitan 

relations. Routledge.  

Canagarajah, S. (2016). translingual practice and new orientations to competence. 

Presentation at the University of Göttingen, 14 June 2016. 

Creese, A., & Blackledge, A. (2010). Translanguaging in the bilingual classroom: A 

pedagogy for learning and teaching? The Modern Language Journal, 94, 103-

115. 

De Meulder, M. (2015). The legal recognition of sign languages. Sign Language 

Studies, 15(4). 



Emmorey, K., Borinstein, H., Thompson, R., & Gollan, T. (2008). Bimodal bilingualism. 

Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 11, 43-61.  

De Quadros, R. M., Lillo-Martin, D., & Chen Pichler, D. (2014). Code-blending in 

bimodal bilingual development/Sobreposição no desenvolvimento bilíngue 

bimodal. Revista Brasileira de Linguística Aplicada, 14, 799-834. 

Dufva, H. (2013). Language learning as dialogue and participation. In: Christiansen, E, 

Kuure, L, Mørch, A and Lindström, B (eds) Problem-based learning for the 21st 

century (pp. 51に72). Aalborg: Aalborg University Press. 

Friedner, M., & Kusters, A. (Eds.). (2015). Iデげゲ ; small world: International deaf spaces 

and encounters. Washington, D.C.: Gallaudet University Press. 

Garcia, O., & Wei, L. (2014). Translanguaging: Language, bilingualism and education. 

Palgrave Macmillan. 

Goodwin, C. (2000). Action and embodiment within situated human interaction. 

Journal of Pragmatics, 32, 1489-1522. 

Goodwin, C. (2007). Environmentally coupled gestures. In: S. D. Duncan, J. Cassell,  & 

E.T. Levy, Gesture and the dynamic dimension of language (pp. 195-213). John 

Benjamins.  

Goodwin, C. (2013). The co-operative, transformative organization of human action 

and knowledge. Journal of Pragmatics, 46, 8-23. 

Green, J., Kelly, B. & Schembri, A. (2014). Finding common ground: Sign language 

and gesture research in Australia. Australian Journal of Linguistics, 34, 185-192. 

Goldin-Meadow, S. (2003). Hearing gesture: How our hands help us think. 

Cambridge: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press. 

Gullberg, M. (1998). Gesture as a communication strategy in second language 

discourse: A study of learners of French and Swedish. Lund: Lund University 

Press.   

Gumperz, J., & Hymes, D. (1972). Directions in sociolinguistics: The ethnography of 

communication. Holt, Rinehart and Winston. 

Holmström, I., & Schönström, K. (FﾗヴデｴIﾗﾏｷﾐｪぶ DW;a ﾉWIデ┌ヴWヴゲげ デヴ;ﾐゲﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪｷﾐｪ ｷﾐ ; 
higher education setting. A multimodal multilingual perspective. Applied 

Linguistics Review. 

H┌ﾏヮｴヴｷWゲが Tくが わ M;IDﾗ┌ｪ;ﾉﾉが Fく ふヱΓΓΓぶく さCｴ;ｷﾐｷﾐｪざ ;ﾐS ﾗデｴWヴ ﾉｷﾐﾆゲく M;ﾆｷﾐｪ 
connections between American Sign language and English in two types of 

school settings. Visual Anthropology Review, 2, 84-94. 

Jantunen, T. (forthcoming in 2017). Elliptical phenomena in Finnish Sign Language. In 

J. van Craenenbroeck & T. Temmerman (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Ellipsis, 

in preparation for publication with Oxford University Press. 

http://users.jyu.fi/~tojantun/lataamo/OUP_ellipsis_FinSL_revised_FINAL.pdf


Jewitt, C. (2008). Multimodal discourses across the curriculum. In M. Martin-Jones, 

A. De Mejia & N. H. Hornberger (Eds.), Encyclopedia of language and education: 

Vol. 3. Language and education (2nd ed.) (pp. 357-367). New York, NY: Springer. 

 

Jewitt, C. (2009). The Routledge handbook of multimodal analysis. London: 

Routledge.    

Jørgensen, J. N., Karrebæk, M. S., Madsen, L. M., & Møller , J. S. (2011). 

Polylanguaging in Superdiversity. Diversities, 13, 23-37. 

Kelly, R., Tapio, E., & Dufva, H. (2015). Many languages, many modalities: Finnish 

Sign Language users as learners of English. In T. Jakonen, J. Jalkanen, T. 

Paakkinen, & M. Suni (Eds.), Kielen oppimisen virtauksia. Flows of language 

learning (pp. 113-125). Jyväskylä, Finland: Suomen soveltavan kielitieteen 

yhdistys. 

Kendon, A. (2004). Gesture: Visible action as utterance. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Kress, G., & Van Leeuwen, T. (2001). Multimodal discourse. The modes and media of 

contemporary communication. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

K┌ゲデWヴゲが Aくが DW MW┌ﾉSWヴが Mくが FヴｷWSﾐWヴが Mくが わ EﾏWヴ┞が “く ふヲヰヱヵぶく Oﾐ さSｷ┗Wヴゲｷデ┞ざ ;ﾐS 
さｷﾐIﾉ┌ゲｷﾗﾐざぎ E┝ヮﾉﾗヴｷﾐｪ ヮ;ヴ;Sｷｪﾏゲ aﾗヴ ;IｴｷW┗ｷﾐｪ “ｷｪﾐ L;ﾐｪ┌;ｪW PWﾗヮﾉWゲげ ヴｷｪｴデゲく 
MMG Working Papers, 15-02. 

Liddell, S. K. (2003). Grammar, gesture, and meaning in American Sign Language. 

Cambridge University Press. 

Marschark, M., Tang, G., & Knoors, H. (2014). Bilingualism and bilingual deaf 

education. Oxford University Press 

McNeill, D. (1992). Hand and mind: What gestures reveal about thought. Chicago, IL: 

University of Chicago. 

Meier, R., Cormier, K. and Quinto-Pozos, D. (2002). Modality and structure in signed 

and spoken languages. Cambridge University Press.  

Mondada, L. (2014). The local constitution of multimodal resources for social 

interaction. Journal of Pragmatics, 65, 137-156. 

Mondada, L. (2016). Challenges of multimodality: Language and the body in social 

interaction. Journal of Sociolinguistics, 20, 336-366. 

Mondada, L., & Svinhufvud, K. (2016). Writing-in-interaction: Studying writing as a 

multimodal phenomenon in social interaction. Language and Dialogue, 6, 1-53. 

Nevile, M., Haddington, P., Heinemann, T., & Rauniomaa, M. (Eds.). (2014). 

Interacting with objects: Language, materiality, and social activity. John 

Benjamins Publishing Company. 

Nevile, M. (2015). The embodied turn in research on language and social interaction. 

Research on language and social interaction, 48, 121-151. 

Norris, S. (2004). Analyzing multimodal interaction: A methodological framework. 

Routledge. 



Norris, S. (2011). Three hierarchical positions of deictic gesture in relation to spoken 

language: a multimodal interaction analysis. Visual Communication, 10, 129-

147. 

Norris, S. (2012). Multimodality in practice: Investigating theory-in-practice-through-

methodology. In S. Norris (Ed.), Multimodality in practice. Investigating theory-

in-practice-through-methodology (pp. 222-226). London: Routledge. 

Norris, S. (2013). What is a mode? Smell, olfactory perception, and the notion of 

mode in multimodal mediated theory. Multimodal Communication,  2, 155-169. 

Norris, S., & Jones, R. H. (Eds.). (2005). Discourse in action: Introducing mediated 

discourse analysis. London: Routledge. 

Otheguy, R., García, O., & Reid, W. (2015). Clarifying translanguaging and 

deconstructing named languages: A perspective from linguistics. Applied 

Linguistics Review, 6, 281-307. 

Pennycook, A., & Otsuji, E. (2015). Metrolingualism: Language in the city. London 

and New York: Routledge. 

Quinto-Pozos, D., & Adam, R. (2013). Sign language contact. In R. Bayley, R. 

Cameron, & C. Lucas (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Sociolinguistics (pp. 379-

400). Oxford University Press. 

Rampton, B. (1995). Language crossing and the problematisation of ethnicity and 

socialisation. Pragmatics, 5, 485-513  

Rymes, B. (2010). Classroom discourse analysis: A focus on communicative 

repertoires. In N. Hornberger and S. McKay (Eds)., Sociolinguistics and Language 

Education (pp. 528に546). Buffalo: Multilingual Matters.  

Scollon, R. (1998). Mediated discourse as social interaction: A study of news 

discourse. London: Longman. 

Scollon, R., & LeVine, P. (2004). Multimodal discourse analysis as the confluence of 

discourse and technology. In P. LeVine, & R. Scollon (Eds.), Discourse & 

technology: Multimodal discourse analysis (pp. 1-6). Washington, D.C.: 

Georgetown University Press. 

Scollon, R., & Scollon, S. W. (2004). Nexus analysis - discourse and the emerging 

internet. New York, NY: Routledge. 

“ヮﾗデデｷが Mく ふヲヰヰΑぶく けWhat ﾉｷWゲ HWﾐW;デｴいげ Iﾏﾏｷｪヴ;ﾐデ ﾏｷﾐﾗヴｷデ┞ ヮ┌ヮｷﾉゲげ ｷSWﾐデｷデ┞ 
construction in a multicultural Flemish primary classroom. Journal of Language, 

Identity and Education, 6, 31-51. 

Spotti, M., & Blommaert, J. (2017). Bilingualism, multilingualism, globalization and 

superdiversity: Toward sociolinguistic repertoires. In: O. Garcia, N. Flores & M. 

Spotti (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Language and Society (pp. 161-178). New 

York, NY: Oxford University Press 

Stevanovic, M., & Monzoni, C. (2016). On the hierarchy of interactional resources: 

Embodied and verbal behavior in the management of joint activities with 

material objects. Journal of Pragmatics, 103, 15-32. 

Stokoe, W. C., Casterline, D.C., & Croneberg, C. (1965). A Dictionary of American Sign 

Language on Linguistic Principles. Washington, D.C.: Gallaudet University 

Press.  



Streeck, J., Goodwin, C., & LeBaron, C. (2011). Embodied interaction in the material 

world: An introduction. In J. Streeck, C. Goodwin, & C. LeBaron (Eds.), 

Embodied interaction: Language and body in the material world (pp. 1-26). 

Cambridge University Press. 

Tapio, E. (2013). A nexus analysis of English in the everyday life of FinSL signers: A 

multimodal view on interaction. Dissertation (PhD), University of Oulu, 

Finland. 

Tapio, E. (2014). The marginalisation of finely tuned semiotic practices and 

misunderstandings in relation to (signed) languages and deafness. 

Multimodal Communication, 3, 131 - 142.  

Vermeerbergen, M., Leeson, L., & Crasborn, O. (Eds) (2007).  Simultaneity in signed 

languages: Form and function. John Benjamins. 

Vermeerbergen, M. (2006). Past and current trends in sign language research. 

Language & Communication, 26, 168-192. 

Vigliocco, G., Perniss, P., & Vinson, D. (2014). Language as a multimodal 

phenomenon: implications for language learning, processing and evolution. 

Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B, 369. 

Virkkula-Räisänen, T. (2010). Linguistic repertoires and semiotic resources in 

interaction: A Finnish manager as a mediator in a multilingual meeting. Journal 

of Business Communication 47, 505-531. 

Zeshan, U., & Panda, S. (2015). Two languages at hand: Code-switching in bilingual 

deaf signers. Sign language & Linguistics, 18, 90-131. 

 

 


