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ABSTRACT 
This article aims to present and analyse two videos that illustrate two different contexts of International 

Sign Interpreting: two deaf interpreters interpreting an excerpt from a children’s book and one TV report, 

both in Portuguese Sign Language, into International Sign Interpreting. Our study focusses on interpreting 

technics, cross-linguistic phenomena observed when using contact languages, and also the Interpreter’s 

perspectives on their target language discourse. We intend to provide a didactic material to future 

Interpreters to be aware of the linguistic and cultural resources they need to interpret from a national sign 

language into a communication system like International Sign. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
This article intends to analyse interpreting technics used by Deaf Interpreters (DIs) when they are 

translating from Portuguese Sign Language (PSL) to International Sign System (IS). For that we asked two 

DIs with a degree in Interpreting to translate two different types of signed texts into IS: the first is a small 

section of a children’s book, signed by a deaf narrator, and the second one is a report on a study visit to 

Coimbra’s Observatory. In this case, the PSL is signed by a hearing interpreter and, in one part of the 

report, by a deaf person that is being interviewed about her feelings on the visit. This report was 

broadcast on national TV.  

The major aim of this article was to produce didactic material to be used in interpreting classes, and also in 

IS classes, for the future Interpreters to see the technics used and the fine line that, sometimes, 

distinguishes International Sign from a natural sign language. The usage of International Sign System by 

PSL signers is growing within and outside of Portugal, as more international events are held in the country 

and also, more deaf researchers travel to present their works outside Portugal. We intend that future 

interpreters can understand the importance of space and non-manual components when interpreting 

between a sign language and International Sign. We also aim to provide them with two different 

interpreting examples, so they can recognise the technics used and see if they depend more on the 

context or if there is a deaf way1 of performing interpreting. 

1. By deaf way we mean the way deaf people see the world through a visual language that builds a deaf culture. Deaf way also expresses an 

attitude that is particular to these communities and their way of seeing the world. 



2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 The International Sign Phenomenon  

Whynot (2016) calls IS a “signed language contact phenomenon” (p. I) and, in fact, the word phenomenon 

is definitely a very good choice. Cross-linguistic contact is part of mankind’s history: colonialism, 

economical trading, social contact, among others existed and still exist making different communication 

arrangements emerge. Sign languages, traditionally, have been in contact with spoken languages but now 

that accessibility and deaf communities’ rights are becoming more prevalent, new contexts of 

communication are emerging. Deaf scholars, deaf travellers, deaf researchers are participating in 

meetings, events, congresses and other environments that require a “contact system” to make 

communication possible. So, what started as a list of signs (Whynot, 2016, p.27) is now becoming a 

phenomenon that is hard to nominate.  

Whynot (2016) notes that a kind of “international sign” or at least a gesture or sign communication might 

have existed in the 1800’s during the banquets held by the deaf in Paris, at the Institute Nationale des 

Sourds only signing was permitted2. However, it was with the creation of the Comité International des 

Sports des Sourds (CISS) in 1924 that IS began to grow in Europe (Whynot, 2016, p.27). The summer and 

winter Deaflympics take place every 2 years consecutively and around currently 77 countries participate at 

these events thus providing the context for the need of a more formal way of understanding between 

different persons with distinct sign languages. It is no longer just an informal interaction accommodation 

between groups of deaf friends that want to communicate but it is also for interaction at an international 

organizational level.  

Furthermore, the World Federation of the Deaf (WFD) was created in 1951 and the international stage was 

not only related for sports but social, political and economic discussions and trading among several deaf 

persons and organisations. Trying to respond to this growing need of a communicational system, the WFD 

published in the 70’s a sign glossary named Gestuno (Whynot, 2016, p.26) that presented a list of 

“International Signs” that could be used by signers from different countries when there was no mutually 

intelligible sign language available. Gestuno has had several editions and developments until 1975. It is 

important to add that the expanded version of Gestuno was made by the Unification of Signs Committee 

form the WFD and the British Deaf Association. This may (or may not) explain why some signers say that IS 

is now a “version of ASL” since many of those involved in the printing of this glossary studied at Gallaudet 

University. However, as Rosenstock and Napier (2015) say Gestuno was first used in 1976 at a WFD 

Congress in Bulgaria but the signs were incomprehensible for deaf participants, so, the book was not 

useful to accomplish the goal of standardizing IS.  

Linguists and other scholars began to try to understand what this system was. Supalla and Webb (1995) 

refer to International Sign as a: 

Type of signing used when deaf signers communicate across mutually unintelligible language 

boundaries. Deaf Individuals use IS primarily to communicate about affairs of concern to them 

(p.334). 

The point is, what can we understand by “type of signing”? Whynot (2016) states that there is not enough 

research on IS that allows to describe accurately this “complex contact phenomena” (Whynot, 2016, p.28). 

In fact, Rosenstock and Napier (2015) note that IS is a kind of a melting pot of different languages and 

semiotic resources because signers use signs, gestures and other elements from their native sign 

languages (NSL). This usage along with non-manual and other paralinguistic elements makes IS look like a 

language. As Supalla and Web (1995) have shown, IS sentences contain transitive verbs, Subject-Verb-

Object (SVO) order, verb inflection and clause negation structures just like other sign languages. For these  

2. Whynot (2016) also mentions a Sign Language contact system during the 1800’s that derived from a variety of North American Native Indian 

Sign Language (Whynot, 2016, p. II). 



 

authors, IS is not merely a pidgin full of pantomime but a linguistic system with grammatical rules and 
structures. Rosenstock (2015) points out that IS has many linguistic resources common to NSL such has 
depicting constructions, no-manual adverbials, among others. Hiddinga and Crasborn (2011) describe IS 
not as: 
 

an established contact language, but a mode of communication that arises on the spot, 
which combines elements of the sign languages of the people involved, elements of shared 
spoken languages, and the intensified use of iconic or pantomimic structures that are 
already inherent to various extents in any sign language. (p.484) 

What is, then, the source of IS? The answer is complex as the above-mentioned authors have already 

noted. Rosenstock (2015) considers that many signs that can be seen in IS have both Eastern and Western 

origins; Whynot (2016) says that many of the signs come from British Sign language (BSL), Auslan Sign 

Language and Gestuno; and Zeshan (2015) says that IS is cross-signing, that is to say a way of “meaning 

make” between signers of different cultures and backgrounds.  

It is complex to determine the linguistic, non-linguist or paralinguistic features of IS because it can change 

depending on the users and the context. Hansen (2015) has a very interesting approach to IS. The author 

states that if we look at IS in Humbolt’s (Hansen, 2015, p.28) perspective about languages instead of being 

restricted to Saussure’s concept of langue, “a system of elements and rules derived from the utterances of 

a community” (Saussure, 1975, cited in Martje Hansen, 2015, p.21) we can understand better this 

phenomenon. If we consider the concept of langage, the human capacity to communicate by symbolic 
means, we sure can recognize that IS demonstrates this capacity. Hansen (2015) says: 

As linguists, we think mainly on the level of langues, language systems. But these language 

systems are based ontogenetically as well as phylogenetically on our langage, human language 

capacity. Adopting a broader perspective including langage, we may discuss IS as a linguistic 

activity (and its resulting forms) situated between the human language capacity and a language 

system: it is a communicative resource and it results in highly adaptive forms in relation to very 

different situations and users. (Hansen, 2015, p.23) 

Thus, and still following Martje Hansen (2015) point of view, using IS is a dynamic process that can 

question the conventional linguistic borders with respect to the value of intentionality when 

communicating. As we know, the usage of IS depends on the context and it can be relatively 

stable/conventional when performed at conferences or lectures but can depend much on user’s 

negotiations about lexical forms when it is performed at an informal context.  

All the author’s we’ve consulted agree that more research on International Sign is needed in order to 

understand its nature and sources. It is true that we can find morphological, syntactical and semantic 

features and rules in IS, especially when it is used in fixed contexts, like conferences, but it is also true that, 

even at those contexts, lexical negotiation can occur. Interpreters negotiate which sign they should choose 

in order to convey the message to the deaf audience; lecturers also can contribute to the discussion, 

clarifying interpreter’s choices according to the scientific area of their conference, among other types of 

linguistic negotiations.  Thus, cross-signing seems to be an appropriate label for this communication 

phenomenon. The interpreters have the challenge to decide how to express the message using this 
linguistic “melting pot”. 

  



2.2 International Sign Interpreting: from a NSL to IS3 

Recent studies like Whynot (2016), Rosenstock and Napier (2015), among others, say that International 

Sign is mostly used as a communication system at conferences, lectures and meetings. Considering 

message comprehension, Whynot (2016) says that there might be an illusion of comprehension since in IS 

interpreting the audience tends to understand the global meaning but not the details and, sometimes, 

even the main points (Whynot, 2016, p. 270). However, as the author states, this global understanding 

might create an illusion of an understanding which has not occurred, that is to say, the audience assumes 

that they have understood, but, in fact, much of the information was lost. If the audience has a university 

education, knowledge of English, and more specifically English lip-reading, knows ASL and has 

transnational experiences the level of understanding IS will be acceptable (Whynot, 2016, p.271). But it is 

important to clarify that: 

the experience of IS comprehension, with its limits, may only be of value if the information 

missed is not important to the audience and if the audiences are aware of this and accept 

the limitations (Whynot, 2016, p.272) 

Interpreters, then, must have a set of techniques that allows them to convey information the best possible 

way. As we’ve seen previously in this article, IS borrows lexicon from many sign languages, including NSL 

that are more studied and known in western cultures, such as ASL and Auslan Sign Language. de Wit and 

Sluis (2016) note that: 

There is no formal education program to learn international sign or International Sign 

Interpreting (…) knowing more than one sign language creates language flexibility and allows 

the Interpreter to quickly adapt to the language needs of the users (de Wit & Sluis, 2015, p. 

109)4 

The authors point out that when using IS, an interpreter needs to be more than just a “conduit”; 

he/she needs to know the background and culture of the audience to be able to adapt their 

discourse to their needs. Thus, more than being concerned with the target language or target 

audience, the interpreter needs to centre his/her preparation on a solid linguistic background and 

flexibility to use several interpreting techniques. Even though preparation is considered essential 

(de Wit and Sluis, 2016), interprets often complain about lack of materials (from participants, for 

instance), so the key is, we think, linguistic and paralinguistic plasticity. To achieve effective 

communication interpreters must focus on: visual thinking; use of space; seeing beyond known 

lexicon and strategic use of non-manual, and prosodic components.  

According to Oyserman (2016) visual thinking is common to deaf people since information is 

perceived by their eyes and quickly processed in their brains. Interpreters should have the ability to 

make use of classifier constructions, depicting signs and other features which are highly iconic. If the 

interpreter is deaf or has strong relations with the deaf community, these skills can be honed so 

that the message is conveyed properly. All sign languages have these linguistic tools that contribute 

to, even if using a NSL sign, a good understanding of the message by a mixed audience. As Stone 

(2009) says, deaf people are language stakeholders, so we think, IS interpreting would be more 
smooth if the Interpreter’s team has deaf professionals.  

Following Oyserman’s (2016) point of view, interpreters should make good use of space, that is to say, 

physical and linguistic space. As for the first, the interpreter must adapt his/her signing discourse to 

3. Since our study case did not contemplate interpreting from or to an oral language we do not consider this context.  To know more on 

this, see Maya de Wit and Irma Sluis (2015) 

4. The authors say that the worldwide associations for deaf people and Interpreters (EFSLI; WASLI; WFD) instigates this formal 

recognition of the profession (or skill) of IS Interpreter. We would like to add that in our future Interpreters Program at Coimbra’s 

College of Education we have IS formal learning. 



the size and conditions of the room, for this is required creative capacity of producing productive 

signs that can be seen by everybody, that can be adjustable to a narrow space, among others. The 

second, the linguistic space lays on the interpreter’s fluency and knowledge of sign languages. 

Pointing to identify subjects and objects when linking sentences makes the message fluid and 

coherent, the interpreter must be very proficient when using these linguistic tools not to make the 

discourse badly-organized and thus transmit incoherent information.   

Gesture and prosodic features are also important as guides to message understanding. As we know, 

Western cultures share many gestural features, so it is possible that nodding, using the eyebrows, 

shoulders and other body and face components to express surprise, questions, and others is a good 

way to catch the audience’s interest and also to communicate the appropriate meaning.  Other 

non-manual components, such as facial expressions to convey negation or affirmation, when 

combined with gesture and prosodic elements may also transmit the adequate message. 

Last, but not least we need to be careful with fingerspelling and mouthing (Sutton- Spence and Woll, 

1999). As we’ve stated previously some of the IS audience has university education, knows several 

sign languages and is fluent in English. However, not all the members of audience have all these 

characteristics; some may know English, others may not know more than one sign language.  So, 

fingerspelling is useful when the Interpreter uses a sign from their NSL, for instance. Still, if the 

interpreter can replace fingerspelling by a depicting sign(s) and other visual constructions the 

interpreter’s communication will have more effectiveness since the interpreter is performing is 

discourse based on visual thinking. The usage of English mouthing is, in our point of her/his view, a 

crutch that can, at least to some extent, help the comprehension of some of the lost details of the 

source message for many audience members.  

3 RESEARCH QUESTIONS  
The purpose of the present study is to verify how DIs work when they are interpreting for international 

signs and compare the productions made by different DIs. We aim to answer several questions:  

- Is the target text perceptible?  

- Which interpretation techniques were used?  

- Can we see cross-linguistic influence on the signed discourse? - Are the IS messages significantly 
different? 

At this point, it is important to clarify how the data was collected and the participants selected. In Portugal 

there are four deaf Interpreters that have a degree. There are also a lot of deaf people that do some DI 

work without certification. In this study, we were able to work with two of the four qualified DIs. The other 

two interpreters were contacted, but they were not able to participate, even so, we worked with half of 

the total number of qualified DIs.  

In regard to the characteristics of the two DI we recruited in this study, both DIs have the same degrees 

(Portuguese SL teacher and SLI), they have the same profession, meaning they both work as PSL teachers 

and finally both are active members in the deaf community. There are however, some important 

differences, even though they have the same profession they have a work with different age groups of PSL 

learners, one of them has been working for years with deaf students from 6 to 12 years old, and the other 

DI has been working with deaf teenagers and adults, from 15 to 19 years old. The DI who works with young 

adults has also some unique points which are also important to draw your attention to: this DI does not 

have PSL as her first SL and knows many other languages; she was already an IS trainer when recruited; she 

travels more and has already participated in efsli schools. These are important characteristics than can or 

cannot be relevant and influence the interpretation process. 

4 METHODOLOGY 
In this study contemplates the interpreters were recorded under the same conditions and environment, 

both were recorded in the same day, at the same time. The IS interpreters were in the same space, located 



side by side and they were watching the target text at the same time from the same screen. Our intention 

was that the DIs produce and record the simultaneous interpretation of two texts from PSL to IS without 
us needing to consider any additional factors. 

The DIs undertook two recordings based on videos with different subjects and the source languages used 

in the two target texts were produced by different signers. The first one was a children’s story produced 

by a deaf signer with the signer being full size on the screen. The second one was a TV report about a 

visit study to a place where students can observe the sky, the stars and the constellations. This visit was 

prepared and done by a group of students which included deaf interpreters. In this video the DIs were 

seeing a hearing interpreter picture-in- picture, which means that the size of the source language was a 

lot smaller than the first one. 

Both of the DIs had the chance of watching the videos before recording their interpretations, so they were 

in exactly the same conditions. While the work was being performed the DIs had the possibility of 

repeating the interpretation if they made any mistake or if, at the end, they felt that something was 

missing or that they felt they had not done a good job. However, if one of the DI decided to repeat their 

interpretation then other one had to do it also. Both the DIs repeated their interpretation because they 

felt that the message was not clear or proficient.  

When considering the target audience, it is worth saying that this recording was a simulated interpreting 

context. As stated before, the DIs were in a TV studio interpreting to a camera without any audience 

besides the researchers that were recording. The context was also different in that, for the first video we 

did not intend children to be the target audience since they will not be able to understand neither 

International Sign nor English mouthing. However, this can be a useful resource to use during interpreters 

training, namely in interpretation classes as didactic material where it is possible to observe the adaptation 

in relation to the source language, the speech plasticity as well as the team work regarding the feed 

interpreter in Portuguese Sign Language to International Sign. On the other hand, the second video was 

chosen taking in account, not only the subject, but also the target audience. This video was a TV report 

with cultural information of interest to an adult deaf audience and can also be an opportunity to 

disseminate a Portuguese project. 

After the recording, we interviewed the DIs in order to understand how they felt after doing the work. We 

asked several questions such as: in which of the domains did they feel more comfortable and the answers 

were quite similar. One of the DIs said that she did not feel safe doing the TV report because it was more 

difficult that the other one, not only because of the subject, but also because of the quality of the video, 

the lack of light and the size of the potential audience. The other DI said that even feeling that the 

children´s story video was easier, she felt that she had needed a little time to prepare the interpretation. 

Both of the DIs mentioned that this was the first time that they undertook a recorded interpretation and 

the novelty may have had an effect on the product. Also, the DIs added that they are used to live 

interpretation, where they have audience feedback so they can judge if they are being clear enough or if 

they need to change something and adapt the target language, which cannot happen in a record situation 

without audience. Concerning the children´s story, one of the DIs felt that she had a fluid interpretation 

but generally felt that she needed more international vocabulary and she reinforced the need to get 

feedback, comments and suggestions from an audience. At the end of the tasks the two DIs said that they 
have had more practice interpreting from IS to PSL than the reverse and mentioned the need to practice. 

Already with the interpretations done the next step was to look at the recordings and analyse the 

interpretation taking in account the main goals for the study as well as answering to the research 

questions.  

5 VIDEO ANALYSIS  
We begin the analysis of the interpretations produced for this study by focusing on the O Bebé Perfeito 

text because it was the first interpretation produced by the interpreters. This excerpt corresponds to the 

beginning of the story between minutes 00:51 and 01:22 of the original recording in the PSL version. The 



interpreters have given their consent to be identified, one interpreter will henceforth be referred to as IT 

(Interpreter Tina), and the other interpreter will henceforth be referred to as IA (Interpreter Alexandra). 

After having viewed the recording of the target texts produced by the two Interpreters, we attest that the 

message is understandable and reaches the receiver properly in both cases. Both interpreters make use of 

the technique of mouthing some of the words in English, as well as “pointing”.  

In order to be transparent in terms of our analysis procedures, and for the sake of clarity, in the following 

paragraphs we will show a few examples of source and target signs, as well as our comments on each of 

the presented sets.  

At minute 00:10 (IT) the mouthing of the word ‘PERFECT’ is evident. The same process occurs at minute 

00:15 (IT) concerning the mouthing of the word ‘BLONDE’. Similarly, during the interpretation produced by 

the Interpreter IA at minute 00:18, the mouthing of the word ‘BLUE’ occurs together with a manual sign 

which may have originated in another signed language, most probably ASL. 

Throughout the excerpt we also have the phenomenon of semantic repetition for the purpose of 

reinforcing a certain notion. This technique can be observed at minute 00:38, where the Interpreter IT 

signs ‘LOVE’ followed by the sign ‘LIKE.VERY.MUCH’, occurring at minute 00:40. Such a strategy is 
frequently used at the end of an interpretation.  

Furthermore, we can observe the signs ‘LIKE’ and ‘LIKE.VERY.MUCH’, at minute 01:33 and minute 01:35, 

also by IT. In this case the non-manual markers (NMM) displayed conveys the idea of negation, being a 

crucial element for correctly delivering the message, considering the source sentence is a negation as well. 

Moreover, we also consider that here the use of facial expressions as a strategy occurs here as well, since 

the interpreter makes a cultural facial expression to convey the idea of “don’t like”. 

Another technique used by the interpreters which we were able to identify was pointing to a referent, i.e. 

the book illustration. The use of this technique is visible when both interpreters spatially locate the 

character. This resource is utilized several times throughout the interpretation irrespective of the 

interpreter, an example of which appearing at minute 00:08 in both of the recordings.  

We have found a few similarities between the linguistic performances of the two interpreters, namely 

concerning the equivalent they both produced for the source phrase “rarely misbehaved”, which we find 
at minute 01:20.  

As we can see, both interpreters resort to the same sign “DISOBEY+NMM”, which occurred at minute 

00:33 in both of the recordings. After having identified this occurrence, we came to the conclusion that 

because this is an iconic sign, both interpreters probably opted for its usage because they deemed it highly 

understandable by any signer. Therefore, in this specific case, we do not think there is an influence from 

the contact language and, even if there was any, we still emphasize that this influence would not have 

harmed perceptibility due to the high level of iconicity of the selected sign. Furthermore, it is important to 

add that interference of the native sign language of the signer is a frequent phenomenon occurring in the 

production of IS, as we have mentioned before (also see Whynot, 2016).  

Another similarity found was that concerning the use of a NMM together with the production of the sign 

“RELATIONSHIP”, in order to transmit the source phrase “she was nice to everyone” (minute 01:16 - 

01:17).  

Both interpreters use NMM, IT at minute 00:29 and IA at minute 00:30. In order to convey the phrase “of a 

statue” from the source text (minute 01:46) both Interpreters produce the same interpreting solution: 

using the compound sign “ROCK+CARVE” to transmit the idea of “STATUE”. We can see this occurrence 

from minute 01:04 of the recording of IT and minute 01:03 of IA.  

We will now approach some of the differences found between the interpretation solutions each of the 

interpreters resorted to. One of these distinctions was that regarding the choice for the sign “GIRL”: IT 

uses the sign “EARRING+CHILD” at minute 00:07, and IA uses the compound sign “EARRING+WOMAN” at 

minute 00:08. Even though this last one is an iconic sign [+FEMININE], bearing in mind that the referent 



also has the trait [-ADULT] [+ CHILD], the use of the second sign might be considered inadequate for 

representing a child because of its conflicting iconicity. 

For the purpose of representing the issue within the source phrase “was always”, the two interpreters 

found separate solutions which we would like to highlight in our analysis. On the one hand, IT presents the 

target expression “TOMORROW+AFTER TOMORROW+AFTER AFTER TOMORROW”, at minute 00:26 of her 

recording. On the other hand, IA uses the expression “EVERY. DAY”, at minute 00:26 of her recording. We 

think that the choice made by IT might be the clearer option because she uses signs which commonly 

appear in IS, such as “TOMORROW+AFTER TOMORROW+AFTER AFTER TOMORROW”. The choice made by 

IA holds a direct correspondence with the same expression in PSL, since the sign is produced in the same 

way in this language. Therefore, there might have existed some influence from the source text in the 

interpretation produced, and/or of the contact language.  

Moreover, we have also detected that IT omits the notion of ‘colleagues’, which exists in the source text 

(minute 01:28) and that IA uses the signs for “FRIENDS” for that correspondence, within her interpretation, 

as we can see in her recording at minute 00:44. 

Consequently, in general, we can then state that the interpretation provided by IT denotes less influence 

from the contact language than that of IA. This might have occurred due to the fact that IT has a more 

robust experience as a DI, added to the fact that her personal language background includes more than 

one language both in the written and signed modalities. Hence, we consider her rendering to have been 
clearer and more perceptible taking into account the target audience for the interpreted text. 

As to the rendering produced by IA, we may not attest to the same level of clarity and perceptibility, since 

throughout her interpretation we have identified many signs from her contact language, some signs 

representing a dialect from PSL, and others which even if different were still based on that same language. 

However, despite these differences identified between the messages produced by both of the 

interpreters, we can still ascertain that both renderings communicate the message effectively. 

It is important to point out that the source text given to the interpreters was in PSL, and that it was signed 

by a native user of this language whom both DIs knew. We believe that having the source message 

produced by someone with whom they were familiar with may have benefited the outcomes of the 

interpretations (Hoza, 2010).  

In the following paragraphs, we will now present a set of identified strategies, similarities and differences 

amidst the interpretations produced in a different setting, that of a television program entitled “Visit to 

the Astronomical Observatory on the University of Coimbra in PSL”, produced by ESEC TV. This particular 

broadcast was chosen due to the fact that the interpreters involved in this study, while doing their 

internship, participated in both the preparation and the interpreting of this visit to the Astronomical 

Observatory in Coimbra. This text targets an adult audience and, because the story is available online, it 

can potentially reach a larger audience than the text examined above. Furthermore, the issues approached 

are far different from those in the previously analysed text, not only in relation to the terms used but also 

concerning semantic content, context and settings. Within the television program, even though the source 

text for the DIs is presented in PSL, it is an interpretation produced by a hearing interpreter, whom the 

deaf interpreters also know. Once again, this factor might have contributed to the higher performance 

levels. Please note that the interpreters below are the same individuals as in O Bebé Perfeito example and 

that, thus, we will use the same identification strategies as before when referring to them. Again, the 

Interpreters resorted to interpreting solutions which were sometimes similar but were often also diverse. 

Thus, we will present a few examples of each of these situations below. 

In this example, the source text states “INTERESTING CHALLENGE”, as we can see in Image 1, from minute 

00:49 of the source recording. Concerning this notion, both Interpreters present the same interpreting 

solution (IT minute 00:08, and IA minute 00:04). 



Image 1.   

Source signs “INTERESTING 

CHALLENGE” 

Another similarity identified in terms of the interpretation choice was the one concerning the source 

phrase “FIRST.TIME”, which we can observe in the source text at minute 00:55, and which is shown in 

Image 2.  

 

Image 2. Source sign “FIRST.TIME” 

Likewise, in the following case, both of the interpreters made a similar choice concerning the source 

phrase “BEFORE+NEVER”, emerging in the source text at minute 00:57, and which we can see in the videos 

at 00:15 - IT and 00:11 - IA.   



Image 3.   

      Source signs   

     “BEFORE+NEVER” 

When observing both Interpreters, we note that there are some differences in their signing performance, 

such as the fact that IT resorts more frequently and naturally to mouthing in English. One other difference 

that we can highlight is IA’s usage of fingerspelling when she refers to the city of Coimbra.  Not only does 

IA fingerspell the concept but she also produces the sign name ‘COIMBRA’ immediately after. We can 

observe the sign name COIMBRA in Image 4. 

Image 4.   

Sign “COIMBRA” 

We can perhaps say that IA renders her interpretation guided by a higher level of influence from the 

contact language, when we observe that she uses the same sign from the source text  (minute 01:16) to 

transmit “AGREEMENT”. Images 5 illustrates the source sign in this situation, having the target sign been 

produced at minute 00:31.  



 

Image 5. Source sign “AGREEMENT”  

We wish to highlight another very evident difference between the two Interpreters in their rendering 

choices concerning the use of NMM in their interpretations. In the following example, we can observe that 

IT uses NMM as a principal element in her rendering, whereas IA opts for using the same sign used in the 

source text possibly evidencing influence from her contact language. Image 6 illustrates the phrase “I WAS 

DELIGHTED” as signed by the original signer, and the corresponding renderings of the interpreters: 01:56 

IT; 01:41 IA. 

Image 6.   

Sign “I.WAS.DELIGHTED”.  

Finally, both interpreters resort to using mimic when conveying meanings such as “looking at the starts”: IT 

00:17 - 00:18; IA 00:14 - 00:15. 

We wish to point out that usage of ASL signs is frequent during the television program, perhaps due to the 

source text being complex in terms of content and theme, thus urging the interpreters to support their 

renderings with less iconic and pseudo-iconic signs. Such phenomenon did not happen in the interpreted 

renderings of O Bebé Perfeito, where iconic and pseudo-iconic signs were highly present. 

Another conclusion we come to is that for the interpretation of O Bebé Perfeito, there was less mouthing 

of English words than for this text. This probably has to do with the fact that visual usage of the English 



language is not a viable choice for effective communication practices, since it cannot be used as a lingua 

franca with young children, because they are not skilled in English. Nevertheless, during the 

interpretations for the television program “Visit to the Observatory of the University of Coimbra in PSL”, 

mouthing as a strategy was often present, which we believe it to be very appropriate and well-suited to 

the target audience, made of individuals who have some fluency in the English language. Furthermore, in 

this text mouthing is also a key element in assuring the message is conveyed clearly, in situations where it 

is used together with very expressive body movements, or even in situations where it appears by itself.  

6 CONCLUSIONS 
The analysis of the two interpreters’ performance confirms what we’ve seen from other studies. The 

interpreter’s background influences the discourse, i.e. the one that felt more comfortable while 

interpreting knows more than one sign language. However, when we look at the signed texts they have 

produced, we can see the following: 

1. the global message is perceptible; 

2. they use vocabulary from other sign languages and their sign language;3. they use 

depicting signs, space, pointing and non-manual components; 

4. they use mouthing. 

Both the children’s excerpt and the TV’s report have the strategies listed above. The main goal of the first 

text, from a children’s book, was to identify the linguistic resources used when interpreting a message 

that, in the NSL, has children as its target audience. Both interpreters used depicting signs and less 

mouthing, adapting their interpreting to the source text. They also use these depicting signs and non-

manual expression strategies while interpreting a TV report but combined with more English mouthing. 

Here we can see the flexibility that the IS interpreter must have not only when in front of an audience but 

also when having two different language usages. The DIs have made use of linguistic space with proficiency 

and clarity but according to their point of view they feel the need to have more preparation and more 

experience in IS interpreting. These comments agree with the need expressed in the literature of having 

formal IS and IS Interpreting training. The DIs also said that they were used to interpreting conferences and 

being able to make interpreting choices and change them while interpreting. They felt that recording their 

interpreting may be stressful and affected their interpreting fluidity. This comment also supports the need 

for more training and materials to be developed for didactic purposes: interpreter self-awareness, 

linguistic negotiation for a future event, among others.  

In spite of being two different DIs and thus having differences in their interpreting we think that we can 

conclude that both messages conveyed the source texts. IS is a cross-linguistic phenomenon with the 

following linguistic features observed: non manual components; syntactical order; inflexions; borrowings 

from sign languages. A dynamic language that is easily adapted to the target audience even when it is not 

live. The DIs also illustrate the deaf way of using visual signs, non-manual components, and space. We 

hope that this article and in particular the videos can be useful for interpreter training in order for the 

students to understand the importance of flexibility and language plasticity realizing that adopting these 

strategies and practising with deaf people that we can become more competent in International Sign and 

International Sign interpreting.  
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