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Abstract: This study investigates how two interpreters mobilize different language
resources when faced with a semiotically complex construction in Norwegian Sign
Language (NTS): constructed dialogue. Drawing on a semiotic approach to languages
and multimodal conversation analysis, I analyze four sequences of interpreted semi-
naturalistic conversation. Applying a semiotic approach to languages, three main
types of resources serve as analytical categories of source utterances and renditions:
descriptions, depictions, and indications. Part of interpreters’ task entails either
maintaining or changing the depictive character of the source utterance’s con-
structed dialogue sequences, but this is only one of many choices. Fine-grained
analysis reveals that interpreters recruit from a semiotically diverse repertoire to
reconfigure the semiotics of the source utterance. The interpreter’s task of situating
the complex semiotics of source utterances is highlighted. When the interpreter
renders another participant’s utterance, they reconfigure the semiotic resources to
ensure the rendition fits appropriately within its target language ecology, thus as-
suring common ground between participants. This study contributes to existing
knowledge of interpreting as a discourse process by analyzing the semiotics of
signed-to-spoken interpreting.

Keywords: simultaneous interpreting; constructed dialogue; signed-to-spoken
interpreting; semiotic approach to languages

1 Introduction

Constructed dialogue’ is a semiotically complex linguistic device: it represents, or
depicts, someone’s dialogue with conventional lexical items (Dudis 2007; Hodge and

1 Alsoreferred to as “reported speech” in the literature (e.g., Hodge and Cormier 2019; Holt and Clift
2006; Shaffer 2012).
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Ferrara 2014; Tannen 1986). The semiotic complexity of constructed dialogue may
pose a challenge for interpreters faced with differing language ecologies, as is the
case for Norwegian Sign Language and Norwegian. If the semiotic strategies of
utterances in the source language are not suitable for the target language ecology, the
interpreter has several options. This paper shows examples of two interpreters’
practices of renditions for such scenarios.

The complexity of interpreted interaction has been addressed in several studies.
Within the context of interpreting between a signed and spoken language, there is a
tendency towards focusing on the difference in modality (Halley 2020; Napier 2016;
Padden 2000; Petitta et al. 2018). Meanwhile, researchers of interpreting between two
respective spoken languages are increasingly concerned with the multimodality of
all languages (Davitti 2019; Davitti and Pasquandrea 2017; Vranjes 2021; Vranjes and
Brone 2021). Regarding spoken languages as speech-gesture systems rather than
verbal communication with some gestural additions (Holler 2022; Holler and Wilkin
2011; Kendon 2017) reduces the suitability of modality as a criterion for categorizing
languages. This is because it would allow visual resources of spoken languages to be
recognized as having linguistic status. Within interpreting studies, the interpreters’
multimodal pragmatic resources are acknowledged as crucial part of renditions
(Blakemore and Gallai 2014), particularly in achieving interactional goals (Davitti
2019; Davitti and Pasquandrea 2017). However, considering the semiotic choices of
renditions as interactional seems to be an underexplored phenomenon in dialogue
interpreting research. The novelty of the current approach lies in analyzing the
semiotics of source utterances and renditions with the tools of multimodal interac-
tional analysis. In doing so, this study puts forward the view that the semiotics of
languages are simultaneously linguistic and interactional in nature (Holler 2022).

Given its semiotic complexity, constructed dialogue lends itself perfectly to
explore interpreters’ language practices concerning the semiotics of interpreting.
The view put forward here is that the interpreting process entails not only finding
lexical equivalents of the source utterance, but to make choices regarding style and
genre, and specifically what semiotic strategies are appropriate in a given context.
These considerations allow utterances to be properly situated in different language
environments, or language ecologies (Haugen 1971; Hodge 2014). Further, language
ecologies are considered influential concerning a language’s semiotic norms. Spe-
cifically when dealing with signed and spoken languages, the semiotic strategy of
depiction is found to be exploited to different degrees in each language ecology
(Cormier et al. 2012b). Consequently, the primary research question of this paper is:
How do two signed language interpreters navigate differing norms for the semioti-
cally complex practice of constructed dialogue within the ecologies of Norwegian and
Norwegian Sign Language (NTS)?
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A secondary aim of this study is to align interpreting studies with a semiotic
approach to languages, enabling discussions on spoken/spoken and signed/spoken
language interpreting to be on common ground. To meet the research questions, a
qualitative paradigm was chosen for the current study: the analyses are based on two
video-recorded interpreted lunch conversations. From these conversations, four
sequences containing constructed dialogue in the signed source utterance were
examined by means of multimodal interaction analysis (Goodwin 2000, 2010; Kee-
vallik 2018; Mondada 2014). These four sequences are open non-anonymized data,
available for review (link in Method section).

In what follows, I present an overview of research on a semiotic approach to
language and how it applies to interpreting studies. I then discuss the data and
method used for this study. The remainder of this paper examines selected source
utterances and renditions of interpreted interaction which represent different
mechanisms: in the first two extracts, the interpreter maintains considerable parts of
the semiotic strategies from the source utterance by including constructed dialogue
in the rendition, while in the last two extracts the semiotics to a large degree is
altered and constructed dialogue is not part of the rendition. In all cases, multimodal
resources contribute to properly situate renditions in their new ecological
environments.

2 The semiotic complexity of constructed dialogue

The post-Peircean semiotic approach to languages (Clark 1996; Ferrara and Hodge
2018; Hodge and Ferrara 2022; Peirce 1965) offers terminology for discussing semi-
otically diverse language practices, as it does not privilege speech over other means
of meaning-making (Ferrara and Hodge 2018; Hodge and Ferrara 2022). A growing
body ofliterature acknowledges the multimodality and embodiment of all languages;
spoken and signed (e.g., Allwood 2008; Bargiela-Chiappini 2013; Deppermann and
Streeck 2018; Ferrara and Hodge 2018; Goodwin 2000; Mondada 2013).

Adopting the view that languages are fundamentally embodied (e.g., Holler 2022;
Kendon 2004; McNeill 2000; Shaw 2019; Sweetser 2023), and semiotically complex, the
starting point for the current analysis will be the semiotics of utterances, zooming in
on the semiotic character of resources. Depictions, descriptions, and indications
(Clark 1996; Ferrara and Hodge 2018; Kendon 2017; Peirce 1965) are the three main
semiotic strategies deployed in meaning-making and serve as the main categories of
the current analysis. From the vantage point of constructed dialogue, I will explain
the nature of each semiotic strategy.
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2.1 Depiction, description, and indication as semiotic discourse
strategies

Depictions are linguistic expressions that in some way depict the intended referent
(Clark 1996; Clark and Gerrig 1990; Ferrara and Hodge 2018). In a broad sense,
depictions are linguistic utterances in which information is presented in a “show-
you” format (Beal-Alvarez and Trussell 2015; Johnston 2019). Constructed dialogue is
depictive because it shows dialogue (Dudis 2011): it prompts the signer or speaker to
enter the role of the person they are talking about, mimicking some historical or
fictional part of a conversation. Depictions are typically dependent on context for
correct interpretation, contrasting with descriptions, discussed next.

Depiction represents but one facet of the resources of constructed action. The
lexical words or signs of these utterances represent descriptive resources. These are
highly conventional parts of discourse, without an apparent motivated link between
form and meaning (Dingemanse 2015; Ferrara and Hodge 2018). In constructed
dialogue sequences, conventional lexical items serve as descriptive signaling method
semiotically. Historically, descriptive resources have been the easiest to account for
and categorize and have therefore been the focus of most research on language
(Linell 2005). In discourse, descriptions are linguistic utterances where meaning is
conveyed in a “tell-you” format (Beal-Alvarez and Trussell 2015; Dingemanse 2015;
Johnston 2019). Thus, while constructed dialogue depicts discourse, it is achieved
through the use of descriptive resources.

Indicative acts entail directing the interlocutor’s attention towards something. This
joint attention can be achieved by physical pointing, or gazing towards something, but we
can also indicate with lexical items like deictic expressions. The deictic expressions (like
“this” or “she” in English) represent a hybrid concerning conventionality: they are highly
conventional lexical items that require context to make meaning. Further, indication is a
strategy for anchoring discourse in time and place (Clark 1996; Ferrara and Hodge 2018).
In discourse containing constructed dialogue, gaze has been reported as an important
resource for indicating the (imagined) addressee of the utterances (Metzger 1995).

Importantly, the descriptive, depictive, and indicative resources often co-occur,
demonstrated by the resource of constructed dialogue: a linguistic strategy that
depicts discourse with the descriptive resources of conventional grammar and lexical
items, often indicating an imagined addressee with body posture and gaze.

2.2 Semiotic complexity in a visual language ecology

Janzen (2017) investigates how the composite nature of languages might apply to
signed languages, where everything occurs in the visual modality: “For a group of
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languages that share the same bodily medium of expression with gesture, under-
standing how utterances might be composite in this way seems a more difficult task”
(Janzen 2017: 512). He continues to establish the presence of gesture in signed lan-
guages and how the concept of multimodality might apply in a visual language
ecology:

In a strict sense, signed language use may not be considered multimodal because it typically is
not a combination of speech of gesture, and because signs and gestures are thought of as
expression in the same medium or modality. But perhaps such a conclusion is misleading ... if
we consider “modality” to stretch beyond a simple distinction between two articulatory sys-
tems — speech and gesture/signing — and treat multimodality as true multiplicity and not
duplicity, then both spoken and signed language can be analyzed under the same rubric. (Janzen
2017: 519-520)

Thus, investigations of multimodality in spoken languages often focus on combining
different resources, such as speech and gesture. Janzen (2017) suggests the topic-
comment structure as a representation of the multimodal and composite nature of
signed language utterances. This discourse structure involves interpreting lexical
items in sequences with varying semiotic signals, embodying both compositeness
and multimodality. In topic-comment structures, the topic is understood as indi-
cating relevance to the subsequent comment. Constructed dialogue is another
discourse structure where participants must interpret lexical items through
different semiotic lenses. In the following, I demonstrate how the semiotic approach
to languages can be used to treat constructed dialogue as a multiplicity of semiotic
resources.

2.3 Constructed dialogue depicts discourse

The term constructed dialogue was coined by Deborah Tannen (1986), working with
spoken languages. It is a linguistic device of representing dialogue, extensively
explored in both spoken and signed languages (e.g., Dudis 2011; Ferrara and Bell 1995;
Hodge and Cormier 2019; Metzger 1995; Mohammad and Vasquez 2015; Tannen 1986;
Thumann 2011; Young et al. 2012). This resource of communication is also referred to
asreported speech in the literature (e.g., Holt and Clift 2006). However, Tannen (1986)
observed that the term obscured the fact that we can never report truthfully exactly
what has been said by someone (or oneself) in the past, we construct dialogue
according to our memory. While Tannen reported from spoken languages, Metzger
(1995), working with American Sign Language (ASL), added the term constructed
action as signed language utterances often include the construction of peoples’ action
and not only their dialogue. Notably, although the term “constructed action”
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originates from observations of a signed language, spoken languages also employ
action-like modes of expression (Kendon 2014).

As previously stated, constructed dialogue utilizes an important depictive
resource by means of its “show-you” format (Beal-Alvarez and Trussell 2015; Dudis
2011). An important backdrop for the current study is that language ecologies have
different use of semiotic strategies. The notion of a language ecology considers
languages as part of larger ecological systems (Garner 2004; Haugen 1971). In this
study, an ecological lens of inquiry is useful to help us understand how a visual
language ecology (like NTS) differs from spoken language ecology in its sophisticated
use of depictive resources (e.g., Brennan 1999; Hodge 2014). When a language is
perceived and produced in a visual space in front of the signer, the ecological sur-
roundings have allowed depictive resources to develop into a sophisticated system of
meaning-making. The interpreted interaction investigated here, demonstrates how
the “show-you” format of constructed dialogue exists with different ramifications in
a spoken and a visual language ecology. Thus, the transition between language
ecologies requires a nuanced semiotic adjustment. In this study, to highlight the
semiotic complexity of source utterances, as well as the semiotic work carried out by
the interpreter, I refer to this adjustment as the “reconfigured semiotics of
utterances.”

Having established a semiotic and ecological approach to language practices, I
now turn to the specific ecology surrounding the explored events of this study: the
ecology of an interpreted event.

2.4 A semiotic approach applied to interpreting studies

The acknowledgement that languages are multimodal and semiotically complex has
implications for how we understand the task of an interpreter. There is a growing
body of work that considers the different functions of multimodal resources of
interpreted interaction (Arbona et al. 2022; Davitti 2019; Davitti and Pasquandrea
2017; Janzen et al. 2023; Janzen and Shaffer 2013; Mason 2012; Poignant 2021; Tiselius
2022). Recognizing that the multimodal resources of language practices are also part
of a specific language ecology, presents the possibility of viewing the act of simul-
taneous interpreting as replacing a specific set of semiotic resources and strategies so
that renditions fit into the ecology of another language. This semiotic approach
highlights that lexical choices are only part of the interpreting process.

A few studies have applied a semiotic approach to the analysis of interpreted
material. Without explicit reference to semiotics, Halley (2020) explores if there is a
directionality effect in the rendering of depiction strategies of ASL (American Sign
Language) and English. In an experimental context, he investigates the work of one
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interpreter in both directions with the conclusion that the interpreter needs to
“render a wide variety of forms of depiction in both directions, which further
complicates the interpreting process” (Halley 2020: 34). Drawing on the (post-)Peir-
cean semiotics also applied in the current study, Meurant and colleagues (2022)
explore reformulations in signed and spoken discourse, wherein signers or speakers
repeat their discourse using different terms to clarify an expression. They find that
reformulations may play a key role in the interpreters’ process. Also, they argue
descriptions and depictions are combined in reformulations, as “signers frequently
produce reformulations by combining conventional signs and structures with signs
and structures whose meaning is constructed depictively” (Meurant et al. 2022: 327).
They also mention the time constraints of simultaneous interpreting which poses a
specific challenge to the interpreted event and may result in extra clarity
requirements.

While varieties of multimodal resources are highlighted in several studies on
interpreting, few studies on dialogue interpreting have explicitly differentiated be-
tween semiotic strategies (although, see Stone and Hughes 2020). The current article
explores resources in renditions with the lens of a semiotic approach to language
practices: The strategies of depictions, descriptions, and indications.

3 Methods
3.1 Participants and data

The data for this study consists of two interpreted informal lunch conversations (ca.
84 min in total) that have been recorded and annotated. The sites for recording were
chosen based on my professional network and availability. It was important that the
hearing non-signing participant was in the minority, for two reasons: (1) Direc-
tionality: This study primarily focuses on spoken language renditions. Therefore, it
was important to ensure that there were ample instances of signed-to-spoken ren-
ditions, and (2) Adaptation: Deaf individuals are typically experts at calibrating their
language to meet communication needs (Moriarty and Kusters 2021), particularly in
interpreted interaction (Haug et al. 2017). This expertise may result in adapting into a
slower, clearer discourse; thereby facilitating comprehension for (hearing) in-
dividuals with different levels of proficiency in NTS. By ensuring a majority of deaf,
signing individuals, I aimed to reduce alignment with L2 users because it could
potentially alter the character of the signing discourse. Finding workplaces where
deaf professionals are in the majority, limits the potential objects of study. However,
while 84 min of recorded material is a small sample, it provides sufficient example
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sequences for a multimodal in-depth analysis (Davitti and Pasquandrea 2017;
Goodwin 2017; Halley 2020; Mondada 2018).

All interpreters in this study are familiar with the workplace and most of the
participants. The data are semi-naturalistic as informal settings require an
appointment to film participants, and there were two or three cameras and a
researcher in the room. On arrival, all participants were provided with the necessary
information to give their consent to participate in the project. The project description
was sent to the workplace for participants to read beforehand, and in addition
information was given in Norwegian Sign Language and Norwegian to deaf and
hearing participants, respectively. The current project was approved by the Nor-
wegian Centre for Research Data (NSD; #600573). All participants have signed con-
sent forms, stating their willingness to participate in the project, to be video-
recorded, and for the data to be used in research and teaching outputs. The data was
annotated in ELAN, a software widely used for signed and spoken language analyses
(Crasborn and Sloetjes 2008).

Open non-anonymized data is an important contribution of the current study, as
it provides the field opportunities of extended discussions on real-life interpreted
interaction. For an overview of the data, see Table 1.

The interpreters are L2 learners of NTS. They are trained interpreters both with
more than ten years of interpreting experience. Both interpreters frequently inter-
pret in workplaces 1 and 2, respectively, so they are familiar with the other partic-
ipants in the study. As topics discussed were not instructed but occurred naturally,
there were limited possibilities of preparation for the interpreters.

3.2 Annotation and analysis

The transcription of multimodal, embodied discourse is necessarily a selective ac-
tivity that depends on the relevance in connection to research questions (Mondada
2018) and theoretical standpoints (Ochs 1979). To answer the research question of
how constructed dialogue in the signed source utterance is situated in a spoken

Table 1: Overview of participants and data.

Total Deaf Hearing Hearing Interpreters Minutes of
participants participants non-signing signing recording
participants participants

Workplace1 4 (4 women) 2 1 0 1 42:35
Workplace2 6 (3 women, 3 1 1 1 41:52
3 men)
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language ecology, it was important to establish what semiotic strategies were used in
both the original (signed language) utterance and the Norwegian rendition.
Involving a spoken and a signed language in the same study, annotations represent
two languages that represent markedly different transcription traditions.

Annotation systems of signed language data have developed since the beginning
of signed language research (Stokoe 1960, 1996), and have been refined through the
efforts of linguists working with signed language corpora for different signed lan-
guages (Cormier et al. 2012a; Johnston 2003). Multimodal interaction analysis con-
siders linguistic and pragmatic resources (e.g., Goodwin 2000, 2010; Mondada 2013)
and how all these different resources interact and contribute to joint meaning-
making (Clark 1996). In what follows, annotation conventions used for signed and
spoken discourse in this study are presented.

3.2.1 Annotating a signed language

Signed languages do not have a written form, or a conventional notational system
(Hochgesang 2022). The conventional way of representing signed language discourse is
to use glossing with a written language as auxiliary language (Johnston 2003; Skedsmo
2021). It is important to bear in mind that glossing is not an exact translation of the
signed language sign, it is merely a method of representing discourse. This method is
arguably problematic because it might contribute to a very robust myth, which is that
there is one sign for each word of a spoken language (Boyes Braem 2012), which is not
the case. Also, glossing might make signed languages look like ungrammatical (in this
case) English, since the conventional method of glossing is to use the citation form of a
written word (Rosenthal 2009). For this study, I use this glossing method for the
purpose of readability. However, readers are strongly encouraged to review the video
files to get a proper impression of NTS utterances used for analyses.”

I adopt annotation conventions from a large, signed language corpus (Johnston
2019), because this is the model used in the current development of annotation
conventions of the NTS (Norwegian Sign Language) corpus (Ferrara et al. 2022). Also,
this study is informed by studies on signed language data conducted within the
conversation analysis tradition (Skedsmo 2020, 2021).

3.2.2 Transcribing an embodied spoken language

The spoken language rendition of source utterances is orthographically transcribed.
Embodied conduct for both languages was transcribed following Mondada’s (2018)

2 Available at https://osf.io/w2b6q/?view_only=04cd7e8ea7a349ce9b647f15857ectee.
3 That of Auslan: the majority signed language in Australia.
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conventions, including systematically displaying screenshots of data. Multimodality
reaches beyond the exploitation of our own bodily resources, e.g., the coupling with
the material world and sensory perception (Bargiela-Chiappini 2013). However, the
focus on multimodal resources in this study is restricted to the embodied resources of
the participants. The principles of multimodality include considering the ecology of
the activity (Mondada 2018: 86), which is adhered to by accounting for the charac-
teristics of an interpreted event, and specifically an informal lunch conversation at a
workplace. An English translation is provided for both the signed language source
utterance and the Norwegian rendition.

3.2.3 Annotation procedure

Because constructed dialogue is a clear example of semiotically complex utterances, I
initially searched the material for constructed dialogue sequences in the signed
discourse. The quantitative distribution of constructed dialogue sequences from the
two conversations, resulted in n = 75 instances. The distribution was nearly even
between the two conversations (Conversation 1: n = 37; Conversation 2: n = 38).

This study employs a fundamentally qualitative approach to investigate signed-
to-spoken interpreting renditions. To demonstrate how renditions result from se-
miotic work, four example sequences have been selected for an in-depth analysis in
this paper. The selection was based on three criteria: (1) The sequences needed to
contain the depictive resource of constructed dialogue in the NTS source text; (2) The
sequences could not contain sensitive issues, like religion, politics, or the mention of
a third person, as open data cannot be labelled sensitive; (3) Sequences were vali-
dated by interpreter and deaf participant as acceptable renditions and appropriate
for display. Once sequences containing sensitive issues were eliminated, sequences
were chosen for in-depth analyses based on the main resource (depictive or
descriptive) of the rendition. The purpose was to demonstrate how interpreters may
or may not adopt the main semiotics from the source utterance: (1) Interpreters
include constructed dialogue as part of their rendition; (2) Interpreters do not
include constructed dialogue as part of their rendition. Conducting a multimodal
interaction analysis is notably time-consuming and requires considerable space for
analysis. Thus, performing this work for four sequences in this paper may serve as a
starting point for exploring interpreting practice through a semiotic lens.

3.3 Presenting data

Framing interpreting as reconfiguring the semiotics of utterances requires a com-
parison of the distribution of semiotic resources and strategies in the source
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utterances with resources and strategies of the renditions. Consequently, each
extract contains images both from the source utterance and from the interpreters’
renditions. For readability purposes, the interpreters’ renditions are highlighted in
gray. The constructed dialogue sequences are identified with the prefix CD: <CD:
WITHIN BRACKETS> on both the GLOSS tier and the Norwegian tier. For a complete
list of annotation guidelines, see the Appendix. In what follows, four sequences will
be analyzed and discussed.

4 Analysis: situating constructed dialogue in a
spoken language ecology

In the data set, spoken language renditions of constructed dialogue in the source
utterance takes on different forms. I present an analysis of four different sequences,
representing two examples in which the semiotics are mainly maintained and two
examples in which the semiotics are mainly altered.

4.1 Maintaining the semiotics

In the first example (Extract 1), the interpreter renders constructed dialogue in NTS
as constructed dialogue in Norwegian. Image #1 shows gaze as co-establishing the
enactment of constructed dialogue (Beukeleers and Vermeerbergen 2019; Ferrara
2019) and is thus an example of a depictive strategy. Gaze is often described as
constituting an instance of constructed dialogue and constructed action in signed
language research (Cormier et al. 2013; Dudis 2011; Metzger 1995; Shaffer 2012; Young
et al. 2012). In the source utterance, a participant exemplifies how it would be typical
in the deaf community to describe a person visually. The sequence is introduced with
a conventional discourse marker, for example (line 01), after which she shifts into the
depicting constructed dialogue sequence. In this sequence, she constructs the dia-
logue of an imagined person (lines 01 and 03, Figure 1).

The constructed dialogue sequence is realized by means of gaze direction
(indicating imagined person in signing space), a forward head gesture, and a squint
(image #1). The squint contributes to depicting the facial expression the imagined
deaf person would have in the effort of describing someone. The forward head
gesture may be an embodied signal: placing the head in a slightly different position to
signal the dialogue stems from someone other than the utterer. After the depictive
constructed dialogue sequence, there is a descriptive sequence: we know who that is
(line 03). This sequence is descriptive due to the semiotic character of resources
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Figure 1: Extract 1.

deployed: Interlocutors are no longer required to “imagine what it is like to see the
thing depicted” (Dingemanse 2015: 950), rather, highly conventional lexical items
with corresponding grammar is the main source of meaning making. The shift be-
tween the depictive constructed dialogue and this descriptive sequence is evidenced
by facial expression and head position returning to neutral, while making eye con-
tact with one of the other deaf interlocutors (indicated by the arrow, image #2).

Working into spoken Norwegian, the interpreter maintains the descriptive
character of the discourse marker that introduces this sequence (glossed ONE
EXAMPLE, line 01), rendering it for example (line 02). In addition to maintaining the
depictive device of constructed dialogue, the interpreter also incorporates some of
the embodied resources from the source utterance: she squints and displays a
slightly side-tilted head position (image #3). The squint and head tilt accompany the
whole constructed dialogue sequence (you know the large one with glasses, right, the
one with the big curly hair, you know who that is?) in the spoken language rendition.
Also, the interpreter produces a gesture that copies elements from the source ut-
terance, and thus might be labelled an alignment gesture (Rasenberg et al. 2020) or
gestural mirroring (Shaw 2019). Note the simultaneous interactional work done by
the interpreter: signaling alignment with the deaf participant while rendering an
utterance directed to the hearing participant (Dittmann and Llewellyn 1968; Haug
et al. 2017; Llewellyn-Jones and Lee 2014).

The depictive constructed dialogue source utterance is preceded by a descriptive
discourse marker (glossed ONE EXAMPLE) and followed by a descriptive utterance
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then you know who that is, we are visual, you know (glossed KNOW WHO PERSON
VISUAL). This way of preparing and concluding the constructed dialogue sequence is
also found in the rendition, making the semiotic character of the source and target
language similar (see images #1-#4).

While the referential content of then you know who that is, we are very visual,
you know, is quite similar to the lexical parts of the NTS source utterance (glossed
KNOW WHO PERSON VISUAL), some discourse markers are added in the rendition:
jo (‘yes’) twice, and ikke sant (‘right’). The pragmatic particle jo (‘yes’) has been
described to suggest that something is a given, or mutually manifest, and has the
function of reminding the interlocutor of their “shared conclusion about the world”
(Berthelin and Borthen 2019). Thus, two different discourse markers (and an
accompanying hand gesture) mutually work to establish common ground (Brennan
and Clark 1996; Clark and Schaefer 1989; Clark 2005). It might be seen as “securing the
orientation of a hearer” (Goodwin 2000: 1499) as part of the process of properly
situating an utterance in a different ecological environment.

4.2 Maintaining the semiotics with expanded descriptive
sequence

In the second example (Extract 2), Participant 2 (P2) gives an example of what audism
(discrimination on the basis of hearing status) can look like in practice, that an
imagined employer would come up with reasons not to hire a deaf applicant. Re-
sources of the constructed dialogue sequence include gaze towards the signing space,
facial expression (furrowed eyebrows) and leaning to the right (extract 2, line 01).
Participant 2 displays readiness to yield the floor towards the end of this sequence,
evidenced by resuming eye contact with her interlocutor (line 03). I suggest she
simultaneously signals a shift of main semiotic strategy, from depiction to descrip-
tion; she uses a conventional discourse marker that is glossed SO-ON (line 03) and the
facial expression and body lean that were used as depictive resources are now
neutral (line 03). See images #1 and #2 for demonstrations of the depictive and the
descriptive semiotic strategies, respectively (Figure 2).

Again, we find gaze as a constitutive resource of the constructed dialogue
sequence. However, note the gaze going back and forth between the interlocutor and
the signing space (lines 01 and 03), before resting at the interlocutor when the
sequence of constructed dialogue is finished (line 03). The subject could indicate
some interactional processes: P2 is explaining to P3 (hearing participant), how a
hearing employer is likely to treat a deaf applicant. Thus, the pattern of gaze
behavior closely aligns with Janzen’s (2019) description of view pointed spaces in ASL
narrative discourse. Janzen argues this is an intersubjective choice “in that the signer
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01 P2 GLOSS +PLUS <CD:+DEAF CAN +#1REA[LLY+ WO+RK
*leans right------ #l-mmm o >
+gaze
Trans Also, can deaf people really work?
02 1Int Norwegian [men (.)& <CD:kan dove
*leans forward>
*Raised eyebrows------ >
Trans but, and can deaf people

03 P2 GLOSS DEAF CAN REALLY +MANA+GE +ALONE> #2S0-ON
-
furrowed eyebrows- —*
il il # >>
Trans Can they really manage alone? and so-forth
4 INT Norwegian #3egentlig jobbe kan en dev klare seg
#3Forward >
#3Raised eyebr >
Trans really work can deaf people manage

(b)

«can dea (people)really work?»
‘ckan dove egentig jobbe?»

05 Int Norwegian

alene> #4ikke sant man har sdnne holdninger
Forward* #d*gesture=—=====—==————— @

*Head Back*
RaisedE* #4
alone <DM:right> one has such attitudes

«ight (..)»
ke sant (..)»

Y
“ | Interpreter

06 INT Norwegian
Trans

til det da
to it <DM: then>

Figure 2: Extract 2.
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in effect asks the addressee to see the story as she is seeing it” (Janzen 2019: 256).
Seeing linguistic choices as contributing to intersubjectivity is in line with treating
semiotic strategies as interactional. In this specific situation, it is difficult to conclude
whether the deaf participant’s gaze is directed towards the interpreter or the hearing
interlocutor. Thus, the gaze behavior could also reflect an increased need to monitor
interpreters, previously reported from a study on deaf leaders’ strategies when
working with interpreters (Haug et al. 2017: 120).

In the rendition, the depictive resource constructed dialogue from the source
text is rendered as constructed dialogue, i.e., the semiotic strategy of depiction is
maintained (lines 02, 04, and 05). The interpreter’s forward lean reflects a similar
body lean behavior from the source utterance (lines 02 and 04, image #3). The shift of
main semiotic strategy from the source utterance is also present in the rendition
following the constructed dialogue sequence, which is evidenced by (at least) three
visual resources: A hand gesture (line 05, image #4), a shift of facial expression,
(raised eyebrows to neutral, see images #3 and #4) and a backwards movement of the
head (lines 05 and 06). The shift of eyebrow position corresponds with that of the NTS
source utterance, with a slight difference: they are not raised to neutral as in the
source utterance but furrowed to neutral (images #1 and #2).

The observed differences in head position, eyebrow position and the gesture, are
in this study framed as contributing to an embodied shift of semiotic strategy, from
depictive constructed dialogue to a descriptive sequence.

Note that the rendition of the single sign concluding the source utterance
(glossed SO-ON, line 03) is substantially longer: right, one has such attitudes to it (line
6). While the verbal rendition has undergone significant changes compared to the
source utterance (SO-ON), the descriptive character of the discourse marker is
maintained. SO-ON may indicate a given, that further elaboration is unnecessary. In
the rendition, the Norwegian discourse marker does similar work: ikke sant (‘right’)
hasbeen described as establishing common ground with the interlocutor (Svennevig
2008). However, the continuing sequence has an explanatory character: one has such
attitudes to it. One might say this prolonged rendition signals the opposite: that more
work needs to be done until sufficient common ground is attained. I suggest the
interpreter detects an ecological mismatch as the depictive strategy of constructed
dialogue is more prevalent in spoken Norwegian discourse among adolescents
(Opsahl and Svennevig 2012). Hence, she might have incorporated the extended
descriptive rendition to situate the utterance more appropriately. The descriptive
part of the rendition is accompanied by a neutral body position (from a forward
lean), and then a salient backwards head movement (line 06).

Summing up, the reconfiguring of embodied resources from the source utter-
ance reflects the semiotic shift between a depictive and a descriptive main strategy
with slightly different realizations in form. The verbal component of the concluding
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descriptive sequence is extended compared to the source utterance, possibly as an
attempt to situate a depictive resource into a language ecology with differing norms
for depictive strategies. While constructed dialogue in NTS is unmarked as adult
discourse, it may signal more adolescent discourse in spoken Norwegian. The
interpreter must take this difference into account when making her choices.

4.3 Altering the semiotics: mainly descriptive discourse

In this third example (Figure 3), the constructed dialogue sequence in the source
utterance is short; it consists of only three signs. Again, this sequence is preceded by a
descriptive utterance in which participant 1 explains what it was like for her parents,
finding out that she was deaf. She introduces the sequence with: At the time I was born
(...) (line 01). This descriptive sequence is mostly accompanied by eye contact with the
hearing interlocutor. She describes how the field of deafness was completely unfa-
miliar and new to her parents, enacting how her parents would ask what deafness is:
what is this deafness all about? (NTS utterance glossed WHAT DEAF WHAT) (line 03).

In line 03 (image #2) the gaze is directed towards signing space, where she has
earlier defined an area that represents deafness (glossed AREA). Also, the head
movement, the repeated head shake (line 03), contributes to expressing the parents’
stance towards deafness, they were not familiar with it. This sequence exemplifies
how, in discourse, one might swiftly shift into and out of constructed dialogue.
Although two semiotic strategies can be identified in this sequence (mainly
descriptive or mainly depictive), the shift into the depictive strategy seems to be
preceded by a preparation phase: The gaze towards the signing space and the tilting
head movement start a few signs earlier than the actual constructed dialogue
sequence: both the head movement and fixed gaze towards the signing space emerge
with a negating sign (glossed NEG) (line 03).

Turning to the interpreter’s rendition, the constructed dialogue sequence is not
rendered as constructed dialogue, but altered into a descriptive sequence, again
substantially longer than the source utterance: my parents were totally unfamiliar
with the situation, they knew nothing about deafness and such (lines 04-06). The
interpreter’s visual cues are consistent throughout this utterance, not reflecting the
semiotic shift that occurs in the source utterance.

The only reflection of a depictive device deployed by the interpreter might he
read into her slightly furrowed eyebrows (image #3), which might be interpreted as
an expression of the unfamiliar stance (lines 02, 04, 05, and 06). Throughout the
utterance, there is no real shift to be detected regarding eyebrow position or other
facial expressions, and the verbal rendition is consistently representative of
descriptive resources. Thus, the depictive and descriptive resources from the source
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(a)

01 P1 GLOSS

Trans

+PAST PRO-1P #1BORN [+TIME-PASSING +DISCOVERED PRO-1P +DEAF

#1*head down* *hd*
+gaze il------ #1----+gaze ss +il +ss5--
At the time I was born and my parents discovered I was deaf

02 INT Norwegian

Trans

[Den gang da jeg ble fedt(.) eh og
*head forward*

*furrowed eyebrows—------—----——————- =

That time I was born eh and

| ‘/ ‘a‘

Paricpan2

03 Pl GLOSs

Trans

Paricpant 1 dea)

+PARENTS +NEG UNFAMILIAR AREA <CD:#2WHAT DEAF WHAT>

*repeated head shak #2 *
*#2FixedGaze------ *
+il s #2

my parents were totally unfamiliar with deafness: What is this
deafness about

Partiipant 2 (doaf)

04 INT Norwegian

Trans

ndr de da senere oppdaga at jeg var dgv (.) s& var jo
*furrowed eyebrow >
when they then later discovered that I was deaf, then

05 INT Norwegian

Trans

foreldrene mine helt uvant med #3sltuasjonen de visste ingenting
*repeated head shak #3

furrowed eyebrows---------—----- 3 >
my parents were totally unfamiliar with the situation, they knew
nothing

«(...) my parents were totally

//} Interpreter
e .

Participant 3 (hearing)

06 INT Norwegian

Trans

om dgve og sann
furrowed eyebrows---*
about deaf people and such

Figure 3: Extract 3.
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utterance are reconfigured into a mainly descriptive rendition with some depictive
visual resources co-occurring.

4.4 Altering the semiotics: joint utterance

The last example is also short: participant 3 demonstrates how he would subtly puff
his cheeks to refer to someone who was overweight (Figure 4). This mouth gesture
[puffed cheeks] is conventionally part of a lexical adjective with a manual part,
referring to the size of someone or something (image #1). Wishing to remain subtle
about this characterization of an individual, he explains that the manual part of the
sign in some situations will be omitted. Thus, the constructed dialogue consists of two
units: [puffed cheeks], and one sign glossed UNDERSTAND, asking an imagined
interlocutor if they understand who is being referred to. Again, gaze is an important
resource, fixed towards a point in signing space slightly before the puffed cheeks, see
Figure 4.

After the constructed dialogue sequence, eye contact is resumed with the
interlocutor with a descriptive explanation: then they understand (line 03).

Rendering this last sequence, the interpreter alters the depictive resource into
descriptive and indicative resources. If I just do like this with my face contains highly
conventional lexical items, which are descriptive in their semiotic character. Note
however, the deictic expression like this which needs an indicative resource to be
meaningful. The interpreter indicates the mouth gesture with a hand gesture to-
wards her own face, without copying the mouth gesture. Since this hand gesture is
completely invisible for the hearing non-signing participant (her gaze and head are
directed towards the signing participant, leaving the interpreter behind her, see
image #3), it seems she combines the visual resource from the source utterance
[puffed cheeks], with her own indicative resource, a deictic expression (like this). The
interpreter incorporates resources (a depictive facial expression) from the source
utterance, indicating it with a deictic expression, making the rendition a joint ut-
terance between them. This joint utterance is created in a specific ecology of the
interpreted event. Note that the spoken Norwegian rendition does not overlap with
the mouth gesture [puffed cheeks], as reflected in the annotation (see line 01 and line
04). How the interpreter ensures that the deictic expression like this is indicative of
[puffed cheeks] thus remains unclear. The only evidence suggesting that the hearing
participant makes the connection is the absence of any orientation towards it as
problematic.

The ecology of an interpreted event includes the physical condition of seating
arrangements: In this case sitting parallel to the signing participant. Thus, this
example demonstrates that the choice of rendering constructed dialogue as a
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(a)

The utterance semiotics of renditions

01 P1 GLOSS +PRO-1[ <+CD: *#1puffed-cheeks* UNDERSTAND+>
*fixed gaze---- - *
+gaze il+gazetss—
Trans If I do like thi
02 INT  Norwegian [Men  jeg- (1.2)

Trans

03 Pl  GLOSS #2+PRO-3 UNDERSTAND ~ FINISHED
Trans then they understand
04 INT Norwegian hvis jeg baregjer #3s&nn her med ansiktet mitt (0.8)
*gestur #3 >
*lean forwar #3
Trans if I just do like-this with my face

PRONOUN,
3IPERSON

«..if L just do like this with my facen
«hvis jeg bare gjor sann her med ansiktet mitt

05 INT

NOR s& blir det skjent
] € Sl e e e >
leam Rt >>

Trans then it gets understood

Figure 4: Extract 4.
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descriptive utterance with an indicative resource is based on a mix of linguistic,
pragmatic, and physical conditions, i.e., the ecology and semiotic affordances of the
interpreted event.

5 Discussion

This study has sought to investigate signed-to-spoken interpreting with a semiotic
approach to languages. The henefits of a semiotic approach to interpreted discourse
is that it offers a way of investigating language practices of interpreting beyond the
lexical choices. Constructed dialogue, with its semiotic complexity, served to
demonstrate the semiotic work conducted by the interpreter. While research within
interpreting studies is increasingly conducted within the realm of multimodal
interactional analysis, few studies have dealt with the interpreting process in terms
of depictive, descriptive, and indicative resources (although, see Halley 2020;
Meurant et al. 2022). I suggest that the acknowledgement of semiotic complexity in
languages has implications for how we investigate, discuss, and teach the profession
of interpreting.

In discussing the task of situating renditions, I employed the metaphor of language
ecology. The simultaneous application of ecological and semiotic approaches to lan-
guages presents a potential paradox in the argument: First, the ecological approach is
utilized to elucidate the differences between signed and spoken languages, particularly
in how the visual ecology facilitates depictive strategies to a greater degree. On the
other hand, the semiotic approach highlights the similarities; it proves useful in
demonstrating how both signed and spoken languages employ depictive, descriptive,
and indicative resources, suggesting they should not be viewed as fundamentally
different from one another. While these might appear as conflicting approaches on the
surface, the combination provides important insight: Firstly, it is evident that the
languages are not alike, representing distinct properties and ecologies. However, in
terms of the semiotic categories of depiction, description, and indication, these are
framed in this study as categories present in both languages but realized through
different language practices. Sometimes, the differences are easily detected, such as
when one lexical sign from NTS needs to be replaced with a lexical word from Nor-
wegian. However, in discourse involving constructed dialogue, the interpreter has
other semiotic choices to make, beyond the choice of lexical items for the rendition. A
key semiotic decision is whether or not to adopt constructed dialogue. In this study’s
data, we have observed examples of both adopting and altering this strategy.

In the context of two interpreted informal lunch conversations, this study used
as point of departure the semiotically complex device of constructed dialogue. In-
vestigations into how constructed dialogue is situated within a spoken language
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ecology has led to several observations: In the first two extract, the renditions were
situated by mainly maintaining the semiotics. However, in the second extract, a
communicative need to better frame the constructed dialogue sequence seemed to
emerge. Consequently, an expanded descriptive part of the rendition appeared to
contribute to the semiotic framing of the highly depictive constructed dialogue
resource. In the last two extracts, semiotics were largely altered due to differing
norms concerning depictive devices. Nevertheless, some facial expressions still
exhibited depictive resources. Furthermore, I propose that the degree of altering is
partly a result of accommodating the norms of utterance semiotics of the target
language concerning depictive modes of communication. While the semiotic strategy
of renditions is based on linguistic choices, I suggest that these choices are also
inherently interactional. This is because properly situating renditions is tied to
maintaining shared understanding or common ground, aligning with previous
claims that linguistic choices are simultaneously subjective and intersubjective
(Janzen 2019). Moreover, in the last extract, the interpreter incorporated depictive
resources from the source text into her own rendition, creating a joint utterance.
Perhaps the most significant finding is how the interpreter utilizes a variety of
resources, a process that appears to depend on a mixture of her linguistic and
pragmatic competence.

In all examples, discourse markers seem to perform crucial semiotic work
in situating utterances, supporting claims that discourse markers in interpreted
discourse create an illusion of direct communication (Blakemore and Gallai 2014).

Employing the metaphor of renditions as reconfiguring the semiotics of utter-
ances is not intended to oversimplify the interpreting process as merely re-arranging
building blocks. This paper uses this metaphor to underscore how semiotic strategies
may or may not be compatible in a new language ecology. Further, investigations using
multimodal interactional analysis reveal more details about this choice. An in-
terpreter’s ability to align resources with the norms of the utterance semiotics within a
language ecology is crucial to their task. Consequently, this study emphasizes that
interpreters must consider whether utterances should be semiotically reconfigured to
achieve a successful and acceptable rendition. This is important because it has
implication for how we discuss and teach the interpreting profession. Discussing
interpreters’ practice as recruiting from a semiotically diverse repertoire (Ferrara and
Halvorsen 2017) underscores the importance of possessing such a repertoire.

The novelty of this approach lies in its combination of a semiotic and ecological
approach to languages with a multimodal interactional analysis approach to inter-
preting studies. This allows for the treatment of semiotic strategies as both inter-
actional and linguistic assets, reflecting my alignment with scholars who challenge a
strict division between linguistics and pragmatics (e.g., Couper-Kuhlen and Selting
2018; Goodwin and Duranti 1992; Halliday and Matthiessen 2013). Viewing
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interpreting as the process of situating the semiotics of utterances enables a more
nuanced discussion of interpreting practices, as it furthers our understanding of how
interpreting is a discourse process (Roy 2000).

Finally, applying a semiotic approach to languages to interpreted discourse
contributes to broadening the field of interpreting theory. As such, this study should
be regarded as an invitation for further investigations into the semiotic work
involved in situating utterances within new ecologies.

Research funding: This study was funded by OsloMet. Funding source was not

involved in study design, study collection, analysis, and interpretation of data,
writing the article or the decision to submit the article for publication.

Appendix

Main tiers  Transcript Explanation
conventions

P1 GLOSS Identifies tokens of lexical signs that are part of source utter-
ances. P1: Participant 1
INT An orthographic transcription of interpreter’s verbal rendition
Norwegian into Norwegian
Trans A translation into English. Source utterances and renditions are
both provided with an English translation.
<CD——> Identifies glosses within brackets to be constructed dialogue
<DM:example> Identifies a discourse marker
PRO-1P Identifies first person pronoun
*Raised Descriptions of embodied actions are delimited between * *
eyebrow————* Transcriptions of embodied actions are based on Mondada
(2018)
+ Identifies gaze towards interlocutor
+Gaze +indicates the point where gaze shifts
f——
+ Identifies gaze towards signing space
+Gaze +indicates the point where gaze shifts
ss———————
[ Identifies point of simultaneity between source utterance and
[ rendition
*gesture-* Identifies an uncategorized hand gesture
> Action described continues across subsequent lines
F——>> Action described continues until and after extract’s end
# Indicates the exact moment at which the screen shot has been

recorded
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