
Sign Language Translation. A Comprehensive Review 
 

Christian Rathmann  
Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin, Germany 

 
 
 
Keywords: 
translation, sight translation, equivalence, adequacy, translation procedure, translation errors 
 
Abstract: 
This chapter summarizes key points gleaned while conducting one-to-one ‘expert’ interviews 
with thirteen German Deaf translators that spanned the period of 2016 - 2018.  Each interview 
lasted approximately thirty minutes to one hour. They had completed their two-year 
professional training at Universität Hamburg as well as the Governmental Examination For 
Interpreters and Translators. Moreover, they have been engaged in professional services for 
more than two years. 
 
An one-week E-book translation project has been delivered the training programme at the 
University of Hamburg designed for to-become Deaf translators and in 2016, and the insights 
are included in this chapter as well. As a result of this project, three storytelling E-books have 
been translated into German Sign Language1. 
 
In addition, the chapter provides some information from research in translation and 
interpreting studies. 
 
The chapter is structured as follows: i) Notion of translation, ii) Differences between 
translation and interpretation, Sight translation vs. Sight interpretation, iii) Brief Literature 
Overview on Sign Language Translation, iv) Procedure and challenges and v) List of 
translation products.     
 
1. Notion of Translation: Linguistic equivalence and cultural adequacy 
 
Translation is a form of linguistic mediation that involves rendering signed, written and or 
spoken text from one language to another. Specifically, it is a process where the signed, 
written and or spoken utterances are transformed or ‘converted’ into the target language (TL). 
The process of conversion aims to preserve the meaning of the utterances existing in the 
source language (SL). The process involves two core aspects: (a) reference to a particular 
concept or to a particular message and (b) being cognizant of the difference between source 
language and target language with respect to the concept or message in terms of its linguistic 
and cultural properties.  

                                                
1 „Rocky die bellende Katze“ (youtube): https://youtu.be/lfWed4tdGgE 
„Rocky die bellende Katze“ (itunes): https://itunes.apple.com/…/rocky-die-
bellende…/id1208001184… 
„Juliane Paddelente“ (youtube): https://youtu.be/V9bn014-osM 
„Juliane Paddelente“ (itunes): folgt bald! 
„Eine einzelne Perle“ (youtube): https://youtu.be/BQ3_zECcqro 
„Eine einzelne Perle“ (itunes): https://itunes.apple.com/…/eine-einzelne-perle/id1208004018… 
 



The terms ‘linguistic equivalence’ and ‘cultural adequacy’ (in the sense of Vermeer and 
Nord 1991) also play a vital role in translation. It is important to not only look at formal, 
functional and semantic properties of a language (= linguistic equivalence) but also examine 
the cultural, contextual and pragmatic information contained in that language (= cultural 
adequacy). This indicates that the cultural aspects – which entail culture (performance and 
art), ideology (which covers identity), situational context and pragmatic function -- assume 
the subjectivity of a translator. In both linguistic and cultural paradigms, the translation 
process itself is thus more descriptive in nature and not solely prescriptive.  

Table 1: Linguistic equivalence in the translation process 

Source Language (SL)  

           <=>  

Target Language (TL) 

Lexicon (SL)  

    <=>  

Lexicon (TL) 

Sentence (SL) 

     <=> 

Sentence (TL) 

Meaning (SL) 

     <=>  

Meaning (TL) 

Text (SL) 

    <=> 

Text (TL) 

 

Table 2:  Cultural adequacy in the translation process 

Source Language (SL)  

           <=>  

Target Language (TL) 

Culture (SL)  

    <=>  

Culture (TL) 

Ideology (SL) 

     <=> 

Ideology (TL) 

Situational 
context (SL) 

     <=>  

Situational 
context (TL) 

Pragmatic 
function (SL) 

    <=> 

Pragmatic 
function (TL) 

 

In order to ensure the highest quality of translation, translators should possess advanced 
linguistic and cultural competencies in both working languages. Ideally, the translators have 
acquired these working languages as native languages (at the level of C2 within CEFR2 
framework) or near-native languages (at the level of C1 within CEFR framework). 

As for translations from written into signed languages, it is essential that:  

(a) A translator be in a position to decide and explain the linguistic equivalence between 
source (i.e. written) and target (i.e. signed) languages at four levels (lexicon, sentence, 
meaning and text). The translator be proficient in both signed and written languages 
(C1 and above),  
 

(b) A translator be in the position to justify the cultural adequacy between source (i.e. 
written) and target (i.e. signed) languages at four levels (culture, ideology, situational 
context and pragmatics). The translator possess advanced cultural competencies and 
extralinguistic knowledge (knowledge in both cultural domains, practice in both 

                                                
2 Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR): https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-
european-framework-reference-languages and https://www.ecml.at/ECML-Programme/Programme2012-
2015/ProSign/tabid/1752/Default.aspx  



cultural domains, social justice, discrimination experiences, cultural sensitivity, world 
knowledge, background knowledge, awareness of privilege, audience). 

Often, it is recommended that the native signers and the speakers of respective working 
languages work together as a ‘mixed translation team’ where they discuss the similarities and 
differences in the linguistic and cultural concepts contained in the source and target texts in 
order to be in a position to explain what is the linguistic equivalence and cultural adequacy in 
source and target language texts at various stages of translation process at its best.  

 

Table 3: Mixed translation team and tasks: an ideal constellation 

Translation from Signed Language Text 
(SL) into Written Language Text (TL) 

Translation from Written Language Text 
(SL) into Signed Language Text (TL) 

First phase: 

Rough translation by a native speaker 

First phase: 

Rough translation by a native signer 

Second phase: 

Linguistic equivalence at all linguistic 
levels: Analysis conducted by both native 
signers and speakers 

Revision and review of translation in the 
second round  

Second phase: 

Linguistic equivalence at all linguistic 
levels: Analysis conducted by both native 
signers and speakers 

Revision and review of translation in the 
second round 

Third phase: 

Cultural adequacy in various domains: 
Analysis conducted by both native signers 
and speakers  

Revision and review of translation in the 
third round 

Third phase: 

Cultural adequacy in various domains: 
Analysis conducted by both native signers 
and speakers 

Revision and review of translation in the 
third round 

Fourth phase: 

Written text in the final version to be 
produced by a native speaker = final round 

Fourth phase: 

Target text in the final version to be signed 
by a native signer = final round 

 

Note that the second as well as third phase of translation process can co-occur and do not 
need to be separated in a literal sense and that the involvement of Deaf translators as active 
agents play an important role. They use their DELK (Deaf extralinguistic knowledge) in every 
stage of the translation process. 

As described in Beldon, Forestal, Garcia, & Peterson (2009) and Sheneman (2016), DELK 
entails but is not limited to (a) their experiences of personal challenges in understanding and 
analyzing situations, sociolinguistic variation (e.g. register or diglossic situation) and 



linguistically, culturally and educationally diverse backgrounds in Deaf sign language users, 
(b) their personal experiences of discrimination, oppression and frustration with lack of access 
to communication and information3 and (c) cultural values and customs in Deaf communities. 
Furthermore, DELK is “needed in consumer assessment, message analysis (…) to achieve an 
interpretation (and translation) that is consistent with the linguistic and experiential frame of 
the deaf consumer (NCIEC, 2009, p.1). 

2. Differences between Translation and Interpretation 

Interpretation is carried out from one text (SL) to another text (TL) once -- only in real time 
(i.e. immediately or simultaneously) or  very close to it (i.e. consecutively with note-taking 
techniques) with almost no repetitions and  few corrections. During an event with interpreters,  
the communication and delivery of a message are almost always immediate. 
 
On the other hand, translation is carried out from one text (SL) to another text (TL) with 
repetitions and corrections based on the “four-eyes” principles. i.e., that the reviewer be a 
native speaker of the source language, without any severe time constraints.  
 
See the list below for possible language modality pairs and directions where interpreting and 
translation can (co-)occur: 
 
Figure 1: List of possible language modality pairs and direction 

 Interpreting 

1. Signed Language Text ó Spoken Language Text  
a. Real-time signed text to real-time spoken text 
b. Real-time spoken text to real-time signed text 

2. Signed Language Text ó Spoken Language Text (with recorded text in SL) 
a. Video-recorded signed text to real-time spoken text 
b. Audio-recorded spoken text to real-time signed text 

3. Signed Language Text ó Written Language Text  
a. Written text to real-time signed text through the use of teleprompter 
b. Real-time written text to real-time signed text through real-time captioning 
c. Real-time signed text to real-time written text through real time captioning 

 
Translation 

1. Signed Language Text ó Written Language Text (video-recorded signed text to 
written text and/or vice versa) 

2. Signed Language Text ó Spoken Language Text (video-recorded signed text to 
audio-recording spoken text and/or vice versa) 

3. Sight Translation and Sight Interpretation 
 
Written texts (e.g. court documents, official letters, police reports, medical reports, letters for 
parents from teachers, guidelines etc.) are often translated/interpreted into signed or spoken 
texts.  

                                                
3 See further description of Deaf Interpreter formative experiences provided in the analysis of Deaf Interpreter 
focus group discussions (NCIEC 2009) 



 
In recent years, the media translating/interpreting into signed/spoken texts has been 
established, expanded and standardized. The use of a teleprompter became the standard tool 
for the (sight) translating/interpreting of written texts into signed texts, which have been 
performed by Deaf translators. Media interpreting is –of course—not limited to sight 
translating/interpreting from written texts into signed (and spoken) texts; it can also entail 
translating/interpreting from recorded signed/spoken texts from one language into 
signed/spoken texts in another language. In both cases, the translating/interpreting product is 
recorded.  Note: In both aforementioned contexts, the terms Sight Translating and Sight 
Interpreting were interchangeably used. 
 
The main conditions of sight translating/interpreting are divided into two categories: reception 
and production (as suggested in Rathmann 2009 in line with Agrifoglio 2004; Gile 2005; 
Dragsted & Gorm Hansen 2009; Pöchhacker 2004, Sandrelli 2003 among other) and are 
described in detail below: 
 
Figure 2: Conditions of sight interpreting and sight translating  
 
 (1) Reception conditions 
 
 a) Both sight interpreting and sight translating 

-  presence of written source-text presentation (through paper and/or teleprompter) 
-  non-presence of author  
- access to the written text (through paper and/or teleprompter) 
 
b) Sight interpreting only: 
- more interpreter-paced (not paced by signer/speaker) 
- unabridged written text (use of teleprompter) 
- sequential reception (i.e. the interpreter cannot go back to previous lines of an text 
easily) 
- text easily can get lost (use of teleprompter) 
 
c) Sight translating only: 
- less interpreter-paced (not paced by signer/speaker), i.e. slightly more time than sight 
interpreting 
- use of glosses in written text (use of teleprompter) 
- non-sequential reception (i.e. the translator can go back to the working documents at 
her/his convenience) 
- semi-sequential reception (use of glosses through teleprompter) 
 
(2) Production conditions: 
 
a) Sight interpreting and sight translating 
- signed or spoken target-text presentation (either short or long and recorded) 
- coordination of Reading, Comprehension, Memory and Production Efforts     
(according to Gile’s Effort Models) 
- prior access to information (preliminary reading) is possible 
- interpreter-paced (not paced by signer/speaker) - time-saving (in comparison to 
written translation) 
- no immediate assistance of colleagues 
 



b) Sight interpreting only 
- considerable time delay between source language production and interpreting 
- monitoring one’s own production and making repairs while reading of a full written 
text is unlikely to happen. 
- progressive access to new information in the written text is not readily possible. 
- review of older information in the written text is not readily possible. 
- high risk of language interference (at both lexical and grammatical levels) 
- interpreter has almost no time to ensure the cultural adequacy of both signed and 
written texts in SL and TL 

 
c) Sight translating only 
- slightly more time delay between source language production and translation 
- monitoring production and repair while reading a written text containing glosses is 
likely to happen. 
- progressive access to new information is most often possible, but not always. 
- review of older information in the written text (in the form of documents) with notes 
is possible, but review of older information in the written text (with glosses) shown in 
the teleprompter is less possible. 
- risk of language interference (at lexical level) existent 
- interpreter has less time to ensure cultural adequacy of both written and signed texts 
in SL and TL 

 
On the basis of the conditions described above, Rathmann (2009) suggests that the dichotomy 
of sign interpreting, sight translating described above, no longer be supported. Instead he 
proposes a ‘continuum’ of sight interpreting and sight translating: 
 
Figure 4: Continuum of Interpreting and Translating 
 
          ç=======================================================è 
 
  Interpreting ----------- Sight Interpreting -----------   Sight Translating   ----------   Translating 
 
Further research with an emphasis on qualitative methodology is needed to better understand 
the similarities and differences between sight interpreting and sight translating into signed 
texts.  
 
 
4. Brief Literature Overview on Sign Language Translation 
 
Research in sign language interpreting began in the 1980’s with Dennis Cokely’s (1984) and 
Cynthia Roy’s (1989) doctoral dissertations and has been growing exponentially. 
 
In recent years, the body of research in sign language translation has also been growing. 
However, research in sign language translation is still in its infancy. Christopher Stone’s 
(2009) doctoral dissertation is considered the first in this field.  
 
Selected publications in the field of sign language translation have typically been grouped 
into three areas (‘Language and Modality’, ‘Culture practices in translation’ and ‘Translation 
practices’) and are described briefly in this section.  
 



As for ‘Language and Modality’, Penner (2009) discusses (with the reference to Bible 
translation) the unique sociolinguistic situation of Deaf translators and argues the importance 
of Deaf ownership, the quality of training for Deaf professionals and the role of sign language 
discourse analysis in the first stage of translation. Stone (2009) examines the use of linguistic 
properties in broadcasted signed texts which were translated from English broadcast 
television news into British Sign Language (BSL) by Deaf and hearing 
translators/interpreters. His findings reveal that Deaf translators not only construct a Deaf 
translation norm, but they also shape their BSL text into a stand-alone product. Stumpf and de 
Quadros (2010) illustrate that in order to appreciate sign language rights and the language use 
of Deaf Brazilians in society (within the context of legal recognition of Brazilian Sign 
Language as an official language in Brazil), the standards of translation and interpretation, 
including training, need to be defined and established. As a result of the legal recognition of 
Brazilian SL, undergraduate and graduate level qualifications for interpreters and translators 
have been standardized. Wurm (2014) examines the translation of a written text into a 
recorded signed text with special emphasis on the process and impact of modalities in SL 
texts and TL texts. The idea of the dichotomy (translation vs. interpretation) is not supported 
by the author. Rather, Wurm suggests that communication theories within social, cultural and 
historical contexts, should be embedded.  In a subsequent publication, the same author (Wurm 
2018) expands her investigation to the role of text modalities for translation from written texts 
into recorded signed texts and raises the important issue of literacy. Translators and 
interpreters who work with written texts must have sufficient metalinguistic and metacultural 
knowledge “at the ready” to call upon during the translation process. Following this, she 
discusses potentials and challenges for translation between written and signed texts as well as 
source and target literacy practices. Valsecchi (2015) examines the prosodic properties 
present in properly/expertly translated signed texts in Brazilian Sign Language including 
fingerspelling, eyegaze, mouthing and classifier/description imagery. The coherent use of 
prosodic elements contributed to the visual quality and enhanced visualization in translated 
signed texts. Quadros and Segala (2015) describe three types of text translation: (a) 
intermodal translation (with focus on visuospatial aspects in recorded signed texts) (b) 
interlinguistic translation and (c) intersemiotic translation. Roush (2018) examines the 
metaphorical production of Deaf translators using the two-branch theory of Event Structure 
Metaphors and discusses conceptualizing strategies of events.    
 
Within the domain of ‘Culture practices in translation’, Adam et al (2011) discusses the 
importance of reciprocity within Deaf communities in the sense of Deafhood (Ladd 2003). 
One of avenue for demonstrating skill in reciprocity is to function as language brokers for 
each other in a wide range of situations. Experienced Deaf translators are often referred to as 
‘Ghost writers’ in the Australian Deaf community. They describe their development of 
translation skills as coming to them by means of other Deaf role-models. The development of 
these skills is considered a part of one’s linguistic-cultural identity and empowerment. As has 
been observed in recent years, cultural performance events and literal translations in both 
modalities are interconnected. For example, Turner and Pollit (2014) note that there is an 
increasing number of theatrical events as well as experimental multimedia productions.  They 
raise a number of issues including (a) mediation between source text, performance text and 
target audience, (b) delivering translated texts on stage and live mediation between actors and 
audience, and (c) the political positioning of the interpreter/ translator. The authors 
acknowledge the links to community interpreting and literary translation. Similar issues were 
discussed by a panel consisting of the cast and production team of Deaf West’s Big River 
(Calhoun et al 2015). Participants in the original production reflected on the challenges and 
advantages of putting together a piece of musical theatre using deaf and hearing actors; 



incorporating new ideas about how to use American Sign Language (ASL) as the basis for 
choreography.  
 
Now to the area of ‘Translation practices’.  There are two reports on translation practices 
and procedure from Brazil and Australia to date. The Brazil report (Souza 2010) describes the 
translation process of documents for an online platform (‘Virtual Environment of Teaching 
and Learning’) at UFSC in Florianopolis, Brazil. The first phase entails the meaning-based 
analysis of source texts (in written Portuguese) and the creation of glosses. They serve as a 
point of departure for the translation into Brazilian Sign Language (Libras). The second phase 
focuses on the retextualization process. The report also discusses the preservation of the 
original message, the delivery of different kinds of information in the signed texts (framing 
information, linguistically induced information and personal information) and the linguistic 
equivalence with focus on some modality effects. The Australian report (Hodge et al 2015) 
investigates how to identify effective strategies in translations from English into Australian 
Sign Language (Auslan) and how translation products are perceived by monolingual signers 
of Auslan. Based on their findings, the report provides recommendations for the future 
production of translations from English written texts into recorded signed texts in Auslan. 
 
5. Translation Procedure 
 
According to DIN EN 15038 (European Norm for translation services, now ISO 17100:2015), 
it is mandatory that these standards of quality management be followed: 

– Formal qualifications of translators  

–  Translation from SL into TL conducted by native speakers of TL  

–  ‘Four-eyes’ principle (reviewer is native speaker of SL) in the second, third and 
final stages. 

–  if necessary, consultation by technical experts in the second stage 

–  Documentation of the translation work/ process at every stage 

As for ISO 17100:2015, it defines requirements for the core processes, resources, and other 
aspects necessary for the delivery of a quality translation service that meets applicable 
specifications. By proper documentation, a translation service provider will be able to 
demonstrate conformity of specified translation services and the capability of its processes 
and resources to deliver a translation service at any time. 

In response to DIN EN 15038 and ISO 17100:2015), table 3 is expanded here. 
 
Table 4: Translation procedure 
 

Translation from Signed Language Text 
(SL) into Written Language Text (TL) 

Translation from Written Language Text 
(SL) into Signed Language Text (TL) 

First phase: 

Rough translation by a native speaker 

First phase: 

Rough translation by a native signer 



First analysis of source language entails: 

What are main points and messages? 

Identifying Meaning  
- Context 
- Text 
- Lexicon 
 

Documentation 

First analysis of source language entails: 

What are main points and messages?  
 
Identifying Meaning  
- Context 
- Text 
- Lexicon 
 
 
Documentation 

Second phase: 

Linguistic equivalence at all linguistic 
levels: Analysis conducted by both native 
signers and speakers 

What are terminological issues? An external 
expert can be involved as a consultant. 

What kind of sociolinguistic variation 
(target) need to be taken care of? Including 
information on: 
- Region 
- Age 
- Age of Language Acquisition 
- Gender 
- Frequency of lexical signs 
 
Second draft in the written version 

Revision and review/proofreading of 
translation in the second round  

Documentation 

 

 

Second phase: 

Linguistic equivalence at all linguistic 
levels: Analysis conducted by both native 
signers and speakers 

What are terminological issues? An external 
expert can be involved as a consultant. 

What kind of sociolinguistic variation 
(target) need to be taken care of? Including 
information on: 
- Region 
- Age 
- Age of Language Acquisition 
- Gender 
- Frequency of lexical signs 
 
Lexical choice:  
- How can lexical meaning be constructed? 
Should it be liberal or restrictive? 
 

Development of glosses 

Revision and review of translation in the 
second round 

Documentation 

Third phase: 

Cultural adequacy in various domains: 
Analysis conducted by both native signers 
and speakers  

Review: Comparison between Source Text 
and Target Text 
 -  Context 
 -  Identifying Errors at Linguistic Levels 
 

Third phase: 

Cultural adequacy in various domains: 
Analysis conducted by both native signers 
and speakers 

Review: Comparison between Source Text 
and Target Text 
 -  Context 
 -  Identifying Errors at Linguistic Levels 
 



Review: Understandability of Translation 
Product at the Text level and at the Cultural 
level 
 
Question: What kind of cultural 
explanations need to be addressed?  
 
Revision and review of translation in the 
third round 

Documentation 

Review: Understandability of Translation 
Product at the Text level and at the Cultural 
level 
 
Question: What kind of cultural 
explanations need to be addressed? A Deaf 
expert who is not a professional translator 
can be involved as a consultant. S/he can 
make comments on understandability of the 
target text. 
 
Revision and review of translation in the 
third round 

Documentation 

Fourth phase: 

Written target text in the final version to be 
produced by a native speaker = final round 

Documentation 

Fourth phase: 

Signed target text in the final version to be 
signed by a native signer = final round 

The presence of a Deaf 
cameraman/camerawoman is extremely 
helpful. 

Documentation 

 
Without the review processes, some errors are usually not recognized and acknowledged by a 
translator herself/himself. During the second and third review processes, the following 
problems and challenges are most common:   
 

1. A high degree of interference between German and German Sign Language (DGS) 
due to non-distance from German texts 
 

2.  Lack of Text Coherence in DGS.  
Problems/challenges with: 
-  Use of Signing Space (e.g. numbering, tokens, surrogates, location). See e.g. 

Liddell 2003 for a linguistic overview 
-  Appropriate use of prosodic elements in signed texts (fluency, linguistic and 

cognitive pauses, size of sign, use of non-manual cues etc.). See e.g. Fenlon for 
an overview of prosody in sign languages 
- Perspective shift (character perspective, observer perspective or mixed 

perspectives. See e.g. Morgan 2006, Rathmann et al 2007 and Perniss 2007 for 
an overview of perspective shift 
- Event structure (including aspectual properties and discourse principles) See 

e.g. Rathmann 2005 
-  Lexical Repetitions. See e.g. Wilbur 2005 for a linguistic overview on 

repetitions 
       - Making it audience-oriented within the intercultural context 
 



3. Lack of semantic and pragmatic understanding of lexical items, sentences or 
paragraphs in German texts – resulting in non-equivalence of semantic and pragmatic 
translation 
 

4. Insufficient use of iconicity strategies at both lexical and discourse levels. See e.g. 
Cuxac for an overview of iconicity 

 
5. Inconsistent use of DGS signs (within the context of high sociolinguistic variation in 

DGS). See e.g.  
 

6.  Slip of the hands often present. See e.g. Hohenberger et al for an extensive overview 
 

7. Interference of one’s own perspective and lack of integrity as a translator   
- lack of eye contact with the audience  
- stutter in production of the TL (due to huge memory efforts in the translation 
process) 

 
During feedback sessions, it is always useful to have a checklist ready to ensure that some 
problematic issues be recognized and discussed thoroughly. Moreover, it is crucial to note 
that translators in the team have not only metalinguistic and metacultural background but also 
skills in the use of multimedia technology. 
 
Last, the reader is encouraged to see three short documentary films in German Sign Language 
with German subtitles as an illustrative example of translatiion process: 
 

i. “Eine einzelne Perle”4 
ii. “Rocky, the Barking Cat”5 
iii. “Juliane Paddelente”6 

 
 

7. References 
 
Adam, R; Carty, B; Stone, C; (2011) Ghostwriting: Deaf translators within the Deaf 
community. Journal of Translation , 57 (4) pp. 375-393. 
 
Agrifoglio, M. (2004). Sight translation and interpreting. Interpreting, 6(1), 43-67. 
 
Calhoun, J., Arden, M., Bové, L., Giordano, T., Kurs, D.J., Landau, S., McElroy, M., 
O’Brien, B., Stewart, G. and Waterstreet, E., 2015. Deaf West Theatre and the Broadway 
musical: Big River and beyond. Studies in Musical Theatre, 9(1), pp.85-104. 
 
de Quadros, R. M., & Segala, R. R. (2015). Tradução intermodal, intersemiótica e 
interlinguística de textos escritos em português para a libras oral. Cadernos de 
Tradução, 35(2), 354-386. 
 

                                                
4 https://www.facebook.com/762409450531238/videos/1079558965482950/ 
 
5 https://www.facebook.com/762409450531238/videos/1079705892134924/ 
 
6 https://www.facebook.com/762409450531238/videos/1079787568793423/ 
 



Dragsted, B., & Hansen, I. (2009). Exploring translation and interpreting hybrids. The case of 
sight translation. Meta: Journal des traducteurs/Meta: Translators' Journal, 54(3), 588-604. 
 
 
Fenlon, J. J. (2010). Seeing sentence boundaries: the production and perception of visual 
markers signalling boundaries in signed languages (Doctoral dissertation, UCL (University 
College London)). 
 
Gile, D. (2005). La traduction: la comprendre, l'apprendre. Paris: Presses universitaires de 
France. 
 
Graham H. Turner & Kyra Pollitt (2014) Community Interpreting Meets Literary 
Translation, The Translator, 8:1,25-47, DOI: 10.1080/13556509.2002.10799115 

Hodge, G., Goswell, D., Whynot, L., Linder, S., and Clark, C. (2015). What Standards? The 
need for evidence-based Auslan translation standards and production guidelines. 
https://accan.org.au/files/Grants/ACCAN_AuslanTranslationProject_FullReport-
accessible.pdf  

Liddell, S. K. (2003). Grammar, gesture, and meaning in American Sign Language. 
Cambridge University Press. 
 
Morgan, G. (2006). The development of narrative skills in British Sign Language. Advances 
in the sign language development of deaf children, 314-343. 
 
Penner, M. (2009). Issues in Sign language translation, with special reference to Bible 
translation. SIL International, 49. 
 
Perniss, P. (2007). Space and iconicity in German sign language (DGS) (Doctoral 
dissertation, Radboud University Nijmegen Nijmegen). 
 
Pöchhacker (2016). Introducing interpreting studies. Routledge. 
 
Rathmann, C. G. (2005). Event structure in American Sign Language (Doctoral dissertation). 
 
Rathmann, C., Mann, W., & Morgan, G. (2007). Narrative structure and narrative 
development in deaf children. Deafness & Education International, 9(4), 187-196. 

Rathmann. C. (2009). Sight Translation and Sight Interpreting. Keynote address at European 
Forum of Sign Language Interpreters. Vietri su Mare, Italy, September  

Sandrelli, A. (2003). New technologies in interpreter training: CAIT. Gerzymisch-Arbogast, 
Heidrun; Eva Hajicová; Peter Sgall; Zuzana Jettmarová, 261-293. 

 Souza, S. X. D. (2010). Performances de tradução para a Língua Brasileira de Sinais 
observadas no curso de Letras-Libras. Dissertação de Mestrado. Programa de Pós-graduação 
em Estudos da Tradução, UFSC, 2010.  

Stumpf, M., & de Quadros, R. M. (2010). Tradução e interpretação da língua brasileira de 
sinais: formação e pesquisa. Cadernos de tradução, 2(26), 165-205. 
 



Valsechi, G. S. (2015). Vestibular, estudo de caso: prosódia na tradução para 
Libras.Unpublished dissertation UFSC 

Wilbur, R. B. 2005. 'A Reanalysis of Reduplication in American Sign Language'. In Bernhard 
Hurch (ed.) Studies on Reduplication. (Empirical Approaches to Language Typology 28). 
Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 595-623.  

Wurm, S. 2014. “Deconstructing translation and interpreting prototypes: A case of written-to-
signed-language translation.” Translation and Interpreting Studies, 7(3), 249-266 . DOI: 
10.1080/14781700.2013.819293  

Wurm, S. (2018). From Writing to Sign: An investigation of the impact of text modalities on 
translation. Translation and Interpreting Studies, 13(1), 130-149.  

 

 

 

 

 


