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Abstract

This study investigates embodied participation frameworks in a signed-to-spoken interpreted
encounter. Using a multimodal conversation analytical lens, the analysis demonstrate how
interpreters exploit available semiotic resources to sustain participation frameworks. While
participation frameworks are constantly negotiated in both same-language and interpreted
interactions, this study puts forward unique challenges that arise in signed-to-spoken
interpreted encounters: Although gaze is an important interactional resource, the nature of
signed-to-spoken interpreting sometimes requires an alternative strategy because the gaze is
occupied with perceiving the signed discourse. Head gestures have been found to serve as this
alternative strategy. The notion of the coupled turn in interpreted encounters is supported, as it
helps unravel these patterns that are unique to interpreted interaction. The naturalistic data in
this study provide examples of how navigating two communicative needs simultaneously leads
to several simultaneous processes of embodied conduct: The interpreter visually perceives and
renders an utterance, while also interactionally indicating the addressee with a head gesture.
Findings from this study highlight the need for further exploration of how interpreters navigate
competing communicative demands. Moreover, signed-to-spoken interpreting exemplifies the
diversity of language practices, pointing to the need for an inclusive approach to language
practices.
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1. Introduction

Gaze is an important resource for negotiating participant roles in face-to-face interaction
(Goffman, 1981; Kendon, 1967; Rossano, 2012; Stivers & Rossano, 2010). Moreover, in the
complex participation frameworks of interpreted interaction, gaze is attributed an important
function (e.g., Davitti & Pasquandrea, 2017; Napier, 2007; Vranjes & Bot, 2021; Wadens;jo,
2017). Gaze and head gestures are described as interactional resources in a substantial body of
literature on interpreted interaction in which two spoken languages are used in the interaction
(Davitti, 2012; Mason, 2012; Pasquandrea, 2011; Vranjes et al., 2018; Vranjes & Brone, 2021).
However, in signed-to-spoken interpreted interactions, the exploration of the role of gaze and
head gestures is still in its early stages.

In this paper, | investigate one interpreter’s gaze and head gestures used as interactional
resources in signed-to-spoken interpreting, i.e., from Norwegian Sign Language (NTS) into
Norwegian. As gaze is the only way of perceiving the signed utterance, | suggest there may
be a “trade-off” (Vranjes & Brbéne, 2021) between the resources of gaze and head gestures
in the context of conversational signed-to-spoken interpreting, i.e., head gestures are used
instead of gaze. The interactional character of interpreting is now well established in the
literature (E.g., Roy, 2000; Wadensjo, 1998). However, there are not many studies that consider
interactional processes in terms of their semiotic characteristics. Moreover, in-depth analyses
of conversational signed-to-spoken interpreting are almost absent from the field. The current
gualitative study on a single case of informal naturalistic interpreted discourse can serve as a
starting point in that respect as it offers some important insights into how interactional and
semiotic resources are interconnected in the context of face-to-face dialogue interpreting.

Thisstudyforegrounds howtheinterpreterdeploysthesemioticresourcesshehasatherdisposal
in the situation. Applying the concept of the coupled turn (Poignant, 2021), | demonstrate how
the interpreter puts considerable work into sustaining the embodied participation framework
(Goffman, 1981; C. Goodwin, 2007), thus maintaining the interactional space (Mondada, 2007)
between two different language ecologies.

2. Embodied participation framework

When people engage in any form of social interaction, they unavoidably gain the status of a
participant (Goffman, 1981, 1986). The status affects relations and expectations within the
interaction, such as “who is addressing whom, and who is supposed by whom to react how?”
(Wadensjo, 2017, p. 127). The character of this participation is constituted by the norms of
whatever activity they are engaged in (Rossano, 2012). Within the participation framework,
speakers are ratified as such by co-participants (Goffman, 1986). This ratification may occur by
means of different resources, among which gaze is considered especiallyimportant (C. Goodwin,
2007; M. H. Goodwin, 1980; Kendon, 1967, 1990; Rossano, 2012). The question arises as to
what specific expectations and norms, considering embodied participation frameworks, are
activated when the activity type is an interpreted encounter between a signed and a spoken
language.

Participation status is not static but is organized moment-by-moment through at times subtle
communication practices. Goodwin (2007) stresses how embodied participation frameworks
canreveal “theinteractive organization of action, and of the active work required to sustainit” (C.
Goodwin, 2007, p. 63). Part of the process of organizing the embodied participation framework
is positioning one’s body to have “appropriate perceptual access to relevant phenomena” (C.
Goodwin, 2007, p. 63). The notion of appropriate perceptual access lends itself perfectly to
make sense of signed-to-spoken interpreted interaction, as the interpreter needs visual access
to the signing participant in order to interpret. The framework helps us identify the intricate



patterns to sustain the embodied participation frameworks accomplished by the interpreter.
In the following, | review literature on relevant spoken and signed interaction before reviewing
studies on how participation frameworks are achieved in interpreted encounters.

2.1. Gaze and head movements in spoken and signed interaction

Gazeis animportant resource for establishing types of participation in conversation, specifically
for selecting the next speaker, as extensively documented in spoken language interaction (C.
Goodwin, 1981; Heath, 1986; Kendon, 1967; Stivers & Rossano, 2010). Moreover, interlocutors
frequently need to pay attention to something while simultaneously conducting an interactional
project through gaze (Rossano, 2012). Goodwin (2007) describes how visibly orienting to both
other participants and the environment results in a cooperative stance, demonstrating the
joint accomplishment of the activity in progress. Further, the cooperative stance requires
appropriate perceptual access, for which people need to position themselves as needed
physically (C. Goodwin, 2007). The cooperative stance can be described in more local terms:
Gaze and postural shift can allow participants to display recipiency and a body movement
can elicit speech by the other participant, or it can elicit a gaze re-orientation (Heath, 1986).
Head nods may contribute to topicalization in both spoken (Bernad-Meché, 2017) and signed
(Liddell, 1980; Sutton-Spence & Woll, 1999) discourse.

Concerning signed interaction, gaze behavior has been attributed several functions. Regarding
participation frameworks, eye gaze plays a crucial role in seeking and yielding turns (Baker,
1977). In this seminal study on turn-taking in signed discourse, Baker (1977) investigates a
small deaf meeting and finds that head nodding, combined with a palm-up gesture, functions
as a means of claiming a turn. In informal conversations among deaf friends, Coates and
Sutton-Spence (2001) found that participants mostly waited until eye contact was established
before beginning their turn. In addition to contributing to participation frameworks, gaze
plays an important role in organizing discourse. Janzen and colleagues (2023) compare two
signed languages and find that gazing upwards represents something that is unknown or
distant in time or place. In constructed dialogue sequences, gaze serves as a co-establishing
resource (Young et al., 2012). Additionally, in signed discourse, gazing at a significant point in
space attributes a specific meaning, which is especially exploited in highly depictive modes
of discourse (Dudis, 2011; Roy, 2011). In these depictive discourse strategies, signing space
is perceived as a stage on which discourse entities may be placed. This way of organizing the
signing space involves real space blends in cognitive linguistic terms (Liddell, 2003) and may be
described as indicative of the discourse complexity (Nilsson, 2023). In interpreted interaction,
depicting strategies may pose additional cognitive challenges for interpreters because they
may entail a transition of semiotic strategy in the interpreting process (Nilsson, 2010, 2023).

Importantly, the pattern of gaze behavior is dependent on activity type, i.e., gaze expectations
by participants are associated with the ongoing course of action. Rossano (2012) stresses that
there are different norms for gazing at co-interactants depending on conversational activity
type, which supports the need to study gaze patterns in different types of interactions. However,
these norms also depend on language-specific ecologies. In this study, interpreting will be
conceptualized as a form of conversational activity type, thereby suggesting that it involves
specific norm-governing gaze behavior. Thus, in addition to activity type, | suggest the semiotic
character of the source utterance also affects the interpreter’s gaze behavior. Moreover, an
interpreted event is constituted by the presence of at least two language ecologies, and thus,
two different sets of gaze behavior norms are represented in the same interactional encounter.

2.2. Embodied participation framework and gaze in interpreted interaction
In interpreted interaction the complexity of participation frameworks is increased compared



to monolingual conversations, as acknowledged by Wadensjo (1998) and Roy (2000).
Consequently, the interpreter has specific professional conversational and communicative
needs (Jucker et al., 2018; Vranjes & Bot, 2021). Gaze is ascribed several functions in spoken
language interpreting, including turn taking (Hansen & Svennevig, 2021; Lang, 1978; Mason,
2012; Pasquandrea, 2011; Vranjes et al., 2018), sequence organization (Vranjes et al., 2018)
and the signaling of position and epistemic authority (Davitti, 2012; Mason, 2012). The current
study leans onfindings from studies onthe role of gaze and participationroles, resulting in a non-
normative, interactionist, and dialogical view (Wadensjo, 2017). Furthermore, an interpreter’s
participation has been conceptualized in terms of a professional role-space (Llewellyn-Jones
& Lee, 2014). Llewellyn-Jones and Lee (2014) claim that interpreted interaction depends on
interactional signals from the interpreter. If the interpreter suppresses these signals, as some
are trained to do, the interaction might be perceived as dysfunctional (Llewellyn-Jones & Lee,
2014, p. 39).

Some experimental studies have described linguistic phenomena of signed-to-spoken
interpreting (Gabarré-Lopez, 2024; Nilsson, 2010; Quinto-Pozos et al., 2015; Santiago et al.,
2015). Nilsson (2010, p. 64), finds that the character of discourse affects interpreters’ ability
to render it appropriately. However, to investigate interactional resources, a real audience
for renditions is required. One naturalistic study explored the teamwork between a deaf
professional and two interpreters in the context of a formal, monological talk given by the
deaf professional (Napier, 2007; Napier et al., 2008). Pause, nods, and eye contact were found
as important discourse markers for achieving clarification and controlling the pace. Nodding
(often co-occurring with a sign or gesture) was also found to serve the communicative function
of reassuring that all was going well (Napier et al., 2008, p. 32). Also in a formal context, Henley
and McKee (2020), using an interactional sociolinguistic approach, compared two interpreted
meetings led by a deaf and a hearing chair-person. In the deaf-led meeting, they found gaze,
nodding, and pointing to have important turn-allocation functions. They highlight the two sets
of discourse norms present in a mixed meeting and find that only in the meeting led by a
deaf chairperson were the visual discourse norms adhered to. This adherence was found to
increase the perceived access by the deaf participants in the meeting (Henley & McKee, 2020).

Finally, one study investigates interpreted classroom group-work activities among deaf and
hearing upper secondary school students. In this study the direction of interpreting is mostly
spoken-to-signed, as the deaf student is rarely ratified as a member of the hearing students
(Berge, 2018, p. 108). The few instances described of signed-to-spoken renderings are
consequences of the interpreter’s negotiation of the participation status of the deaf student
by means of, e.g., gaze and gestures (Berge, 2018, p. 108). In signed-to-spoken renditions,
the interpreter exploits body leans and eye contact to indicate the addressee(s) of the signed
utterances (Berge, 2018).

2.3. Interactional space and the coupled turn

In Conversation Analysis (CA), the adjacency pair consists of two self-contained turn-
construction units (Sacks et al., 1974). The organization of interpreted interaction involves a
turn-construction unit that is not self-contained, i.e., the interpreter’s contribution is better
viewed as the extension of the original utterance than an independent turn. This has led to
the notion of a coupled turn, consisting of the original utterance and its rendition (Poignant,
2021). The notion of the coupled turn helps to understand how the interpreter manages to
create a domain of conversation (Ciolek & Kendon, 1980, p. 237) or a joint interactional space
(Mondada, 2013) by means of embodied resources. Sometimes, the interactional space of an
interpreted encounter needs extra work to be negotiated according to ratified participation



roles. It is not always the case that hearing participants who are not used to interpreted
interaction look at the deaf participant holding the floor. As the interpreter is making a signed
utterance audible, people tend to look at the interpreter, while the principal is actually a deaf
participant (Napier et al., 2019).

The research question of the present study is: How does the interpreter accomplish and sustain
the embodied participation framework in a signed-to-spoken interpreted conversation? In
particular, | focus on the role of gaze and head gestures and the intricate pattern of their
interdependency. Findings may serve as evidence of the notion of a coupled turn in interpreted
interaction.

3. Data and method

The analysis is based on naturalistic data consisting of one video-recorded informal lunch
conversation (duration: 42:35 min) with two deaf participants, one non-signing hearing
participant and an interpreter. The deaf participants and the interpreter have been colleagues
for many years, familiar with each other. The interpreter is trained (in Norway, interpreters are
required to have a BA to be qualified) and has more than ten years of experience. The hearing
participant works in the same corridor, but in a different department and was previously
unacquainted with both participants. She had very limited to no knowledge of sign language or
deaf people in general and became intrigued by the subject. This situation led the conversation
to focus on being and growing up deaf. This theme proved to benefit the research focus
because many utterances were directed from the deaf participants to the hearing participant.
The conversation was initiated by me, approaching participants by email (in Norwegian). The
data is thus co-constituted between the researcher and participants in the study (Mondada,
2006). However, the participants are actual colleagues and are in a situation where there is
something real at stake; they remain in a common workspace after this conversation.

The conversation was video recorded with two cameras while | was present in the room to
manage the recording. The choice to stayin the room could be perceived as unfortunate because
of my position in the field as an interpreter, interpreter trainer, and interpreting researcher.
For this reason, | ensured that the participating interpreter had not been my student. The
possibility of affecting the ongoing course of interaction in some way is nevertheless difficult to
entirely dismiss; a human presence will always affect the room. The decision was also affected
by the availability of data, as technical issues could compromise the quality of the recordings.
In several instances, adjustments to camera angles were required due to participants changing
their positions.

The study was granted approval by the Norwegian Centre for Research Data (SIKT). All
participants signed written informed consent forms, which stated how the data would be used
and presented. All participants agreed to openly sharing the data, without anonymization. Even
though I have been granted permission to publish pictures and video clips, this does not relieve
the researcher from treating participants as carefully and responsibly as possible (Skedsmo,
2021, p. 83). Thus, the names of the participants are changed to pseudonyms, following the
alphabet: Anna, Beatrice (deaf participants) and Cora (hearing non-signing participant).

The data was annotated in ELAN (Crasborn & Sloetjes, 2008). The videos from the two
cameras were aligned to display them in the same ELAN file. Initially, | identified all instances
in which the interpreter orients towards the hearing participant with a head gesture, with or
without gaze. Next, the corresponding NTS source utterance and gaze direction of the signing
participant were annotated on two separate tiers. This was done in order to see how the
gaze patterns of a rendition aligned with the original utterance in a coupled turn. Finally, the
interpreter’s verbal rendition (orthographically transcribed), gaze direction, and head gestures



were annotated on three separate tiers. The annotations of head gestures of spoken language
renditions are inspired by the MUMIN schema guidelines (Allwood et al., 2007). The approach
in this qualitative study is informed by multimodal conversation analysis (C. Goodwin, 2000;
Mondada, 2014; Deppermann & Streeck, 2018).

Torepresentboththe signed and spoken discourse of thisinterpreted event, | consulted different
transcription traditions and developed an annotation guide in accordance with the research
focus of the current study. The annotations of NTS discourse in this study are highly influenced
by the guidelines used for Auslan! (Johnston, 2019). Since NTS does not have a written form,
the annotations follow the tradition of glossing, which entails denoting each sign an English
word that is close in meaning, written in SMALL CAPS. A gloss is not a translation but a lemma
to represent signed discourse in written form. Importantly, though widespread in the field, this
tradition is problematic because of the risk of signed languages being represented as a simple
version of a spoken language (Janzen & Shaffer, 2023; Rosenthal, 2009). In this paper, the
annotations of signed discourse are minimalistic, and readers are encouraged to view video clips
to see the signed source utterance analyzed. The three short sequences analyzed for this paper
can be found here: https://osf.io/n4c79/?view_only=e7af211d65c5485787a5848f0f196a7a.

The multimodal transcription conventions of embodied conduct are highly influenced by
Mondada (2018). The full list of annotation conventions can be found in the Appendix. Still
images from the open dataset are provided in annotations.

4. Results and analysis

This section includes the analysis of four extracts from the conversational data in which
the addressee is the hearing participant. Overall, a total of 174 sequences were identified
in which the interpreter gazes or moves her head (or both) towards the hearing participant
while interpreting from NTS to Norwegian. The examples shown in this paper are selected
to represent indicative behavior with and without gaze, and also to show a variety of head
gestures. In most cases, the head gesture movement consists of a mixture of tilting (governed
by the top of the head) and turning (governed by the chin). This variation may be explained by
considering seating arrangements, displayed in figure 1.

Figure 1. Seating arrangements

Consequently, all variation of head gestures without gaze is treated under the umbrella of
head gestures. The types of head gestures are illustrated in figures 2-5. Figure 2 displays one
of the examples where the interpreter includes gaze to indicate the addressee is provided:

1 The majority signed language used in Australia.
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Figure 2. Head gesture (side-turn) and gaze

In figures 3-5, | present examples of the interpreter indicating the addressee without gaze,
realized with different head gestures. However, the positions are all in some way oriented
towards the hearing participant. Examples of three different realizations without gaze are
provided in the following:

Figure 3. Head gesture: side-tilt

Figure 4. Head gesture: side-turn

Figure 5. Head gesture: back

The difference in form was not found to reflect a difference in meaning but is nevertheless
presented to potentially serve as a starting point for future studies.



To get an impression of the relative frequency and distribution of the interactional resource of
head gestures with and without gaze, see Table 1:

Gaze and head gestures used to visually indicate the

- . i Number of occurrences
addressee in spoken Norwegian renditions

Head gesture (side-turn) with gaze 24
Head gesture without gaze 150
Total 174

Table 1. Distribution of gaze direction and head gesture

From Table 1 we can see a total of n=174 tokens of rendered utterances (in spoken Norwegian)
indicating the hearing participant (named Cora) as addressee with visual resources, with or
without gaze. There is quite a small category (n=24) in which the interpreter directs her gaze
towards the hearing participant. These instances consistently co-occur with a side-turn head
gesture. The larger second category (n=150) are instances without gaze in which there is a
variety of combinations of head-tilt and head-turn gestures. While it would be possible to
categorize this further, according to type of head gesture, | leave more fine-grained analytic
work concerning head gestures to future studies with a larger body of data. For this study, the
point is to show how the embodied participation framework is navigated and affected by the
signals of participation and the semiotic character of the source utterance.

In what follows, in-depth multimodal conversation analysis of four extracts from the recorded
conversation are provided. The first two examples represent examples in which the interpreter
shifts her gaze, joining the gaze direction of her co-participant in a coupled turn.

4.1. Interactional space and the coupled turn

In the dataset, head gestures frequently accompany an utterance directed towards the hearing
participant but are not necessarily followed by gazing in the same direction. The gaze pattern
| analyze in Extract 1 only occurs in n=24 instances from the data (see Table 1). In this extract,
the interpreter’s gaze is briefly directed towards the hearing participant, subsequent to a wh-
question?. Interactionally, the interpreter selects the next speaker, reflecting the gaze behavior
accompanying the source utterance, which indicates Cora (the hearing participant) selected as
next speaker.

After figuring out that they have never met, but that their offices are actually quite close to
each other, Anna asks Cora how long she has worked there.

2 |n Extract 1, there is a small particle a (line 2), marked <DM:Q>, and it is thus labelled a discourse marker. This

is not a regular question word; it is a Norwegian way of signaling the request of a response in an informal style.



Extract 1:

Anna self-selects and produces a wh-question while gazing (and pointing) at Cora, who is thus
selected as the next speaker: ("how long have you been here?’) (line 1). Anna maintains her gaze
on the addressee while asking the question, aligning with observations made in monolingual
encounters concerning gaze accompanying questions (Rossano, 2010; Stivers et al., 2009).

Before producing a rendition, the interpreter’s head is slightly tilted towards her right (line 2,
image 1.1). Starting the rendition, her head immediately turns slightly towards the hearing
participant (line 2, image 1.2), signaling her emerging turn. The rendition includes a deictic
pronoun ‘you’, a recipient indicator (Lerner, 2003, p. 182), making the next speaker explicitly
addressed. This pronoun is immediately followed by an embodied orientation towards the
hearing participant by a gaze shift (line 2). All participants now share a mutual focus of
attention with their gaze (image 1.3), establishing Cora as the next speaker in the embodied



participation framework. The interpreter’s gaze towards the hearing participant (0.3 sec) is not
reciprocated, nor the interpreter’s gaze back to the deaf participant. The interpreter is thus
not treated as speaker in the participation framework. The hearing participant has her gaze
directed towards Anna throughout the sequence, which is evidence that Anna is treated as
ratified speaker (Goffman, 1981). This is not always the case in signed-to-spoken interpreting
as hearing interlocutors tend to look towards the interpreter instead of the deaf signer (Napier
et al., 2019). The interpreter’s gaze is held for 0.3 seconds (image 1.3) before returning to
Anna. The interpreter receives no gaze throughout the sequence. The absence of orientation
towards the interpreter’s gaze supports the notion of the coupled turn (Poignant, 2021),
shared between Anna and the interpreter. The choice of prioritizing a gaze shift in a context
with potential signed utterances that the interpreter needs to monitor, speaks to gaze as a
powerful signal for selecting the next speaker (C. Goodwin, 2007; Rossano, 2012).

This example is illustrative of how the interpreter, when rendering a direct question
accompanied by a gaze behavior selecting the next speaker, may join the gaze behavior of the
signing participant and thus conduct a full shift of gaze, despite her perceptual requirement to
look at a signing participant. Copying the gaze behavior of the speaker may serve as evidence
for the coupled turn in interpreted interaction, as both participants (ratified speaker and the
interpreter) cooperate in selecting the next speaker with gaze. We now move on to another
example in which the gaze behavior in the original utterance is more complex, and where
the physical angles of seating arrangements add to the complexity. To demonstrate how the
interpreter organizes her gaze behavior in a rendition when faced with a more complex gaze
pattern in the original utterance, the following example represents an instance with a very
swift gaze shift in the rendition, reflecting a more indecisive gaze pattern from the original
utterance.

In Extract 2, Beatrice has just explained that growing up, she sometimes had speech therapy,
like most deaf children (in Norway), and she did not like it. The utterance, towards the end of her
turn, summarizes that she is pleased that period of her life is finished. In the previous example,
where we saw a direct question, Anna consistently gazed towards the hearing participant
throughout the utterance. Beatrice displays a different gaze pattern: after a short gaze towards
the hearing participant, she shifts her gaze towards a high location in signing space (gazing
upwards). An upwards gaze is used to signal “distance” in time and/or space (Janzen et al.,
2023), which aligns with the pattern observed in this example: Beatrice addresses the distant
past in describing experiences from her childhood. Note how the interpreter’s head position
is high, possibly orienting towards the same area as Beatrice’s gaze (image 2.1). The specific
gaze behavior of Beatrice is annotated in Extract 2 (see lines 1 and 3). When producing her
rendition in the coupled turn, the gaze pattern of the interpreter can be seen in the images
2.1-2.4. Inimage 2.2, observe how the interpreter orients towards the hearing participant with
a gaze shift.
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Beatrice signals the potential completion of her turn placing her hands on her lap (lines 1
and 3). However, her facial expression also signals marking of a stance (pursed lips; images
2.2-2.3) toward her own story (Ruusuvuori & Perakyld, 2009, p. 386). The pursed, smiling
lips may signal contentment because she is finished with the period of her life that included
speech therapy, but it may also mark decisiveness, i.e., something she feels strongly about.
Simultaneously, she displays a pattern of gaze behavior co-occurring with her facial expression.
Accompanying her hands on her lap, her gaze is directed towards the interpreter (0.7 sec.),
who is in the middle of her rendition. This aligns with the monitoring reported from other
deaf professionals working with interpreters (Haug et al., 2017). Then, she looks at Anna (1.1
sec.), opening a possibility for her to take the floor. As Anna does not take the floor, Beatrice
returns her gaze to the interpreter (0.4 sec.), and finally to Cora (0.6 sec.) (line 3). In sum, this
sequence of gaze behavior with a facial expression of stance (Feyaerts et al., 2022; Ruusuvuori
& Perakyla, 2009) lasts 2.8 seconds. Interactionally, she signals readiness to yield the floor to
someone else. Note however, that she does not select the next speaker. The gaze behavior,
where she looks at all participants in turn (including the interpreter), leaves the floor to a
potential self-selected speaker.

In the rendition part of the coupled turn, the interpreter is not provided with sufficient
embodied cues to treat anyone as the selected next speaker, and her gaze toward Cora is
very brief before returning to Beatrice. However, note that the interpreter’s gaze toward Cora
is reciprocated (image 2.3, indicated with arrow) which again speaks to the power of gaze in
conversation in general. While a gaze would normally be evidence that the interpreteris treated
as a speaker and thus contests the participation framework, Cora gives several signals that
she treats Beatrice as the speaker. She orients towards Beatrice with gaze after 0.7 seconds.
In the previous example, the absence of gaze served as evidence that the interpreter was
treated as different than the other participants, but still considered an active participant in the
embodied participation framework. This may serve as evidence for the notion of the coupled
turn, considering that Cora’s gaze toward the interpreter is visible for Anna. This suggests that
Cora, by gazing at both the interpreter and Anna, sequentially acknowledges the coupled turn
and thus signals a cooperative stance (C. Goodwin, 2007) towards the participation framework.

Given the seating arrangements of this situation, the interpreter’s orientation towards Beatrice
leaves Cora almost behind her, outside of her visually accessible area, making the interactional
space between them physically different. This may be the reason why the head gesture is more
tilted backwards than in the previous example (image 2.1, line 2-3) as this will increase her
physical peripheral range of vision. The moment Beatrice places her hands in her lap, signaling
readiness to yield the floor, the interpreter initiates her shift of gaze almost simultaneously
(0.1 seconds subsequent of placing the hands in her lap). Thus, the interpreter’s initiated gaze
shift occurs immediately after Beatrice is orienting towards the interpreter with her gaze. Gaze
in this sequence is timed as if the interpreter is forwarding the gaze to Cora (see timing of this
gaze behaviorinlines 3 and 4). As we have already seen, the gaze is only a very quick orientation
towards Cora before returning her gaze back to Beatrice. In addition to semiotic work relevant
to the embodied participation framework, seating arrangements may also impact this pattern:
The seating angle now leaves Beatrice outside of the interpreter’s visually accessible space,
making the interpreter unable to monitor and recognize communication signals.

Summing up, this example illustrates how the interpreter restricts her gaze behavior to align
with the interactional signals of the original utterance. In addition, it demonstrates how
seating arrangements in interpreted interactions may impact the possibilities of maintaining
the interactional space. The interpreter initiates a gaze shift but does not fully direct it toward
Cora (see Image 2.2); instead, she immediately returns her gaze to the other participants. This



may in part be due to the gaze pattern in the original utterance, where Beatrice shifts her gaze
between all participants in the interaction, not selecting a next speaker. However, this swift
gaze was sufficient for Cora to reciprocate it, possibly displaying a cooperative stance towards
the participation framework. Moreover, depending on visual access because the interpreter
does not know where, or in which modality the next utterance will come from, she needs to
position herself to have visual access (C. Goodwin, 2007) to the deaf signing participants in
particular. Having seen two examples in which the interpreter shifts her gaze to indicate the
direction of utterances, we will see instances in the following two examples in which gaze is
not shifted; the interactional semiotic work is conducted by other resources, specifically head
gesture.

4.2. Head gestures without gaze

The data presented above has demonstrated how the interpreter indicates the addressee using
both gaze and head gesture. However, most of the indicative behavior towards the addressee
in the data occurs without gaze and thus solely with a head gesture. The next two examples
are originally one sequence, divided into two extracts because the interpreter displays
two different head gestures in the sequence. The semiotic work to sustain the embodied
participation framework is subtle, but significant, as it represents a pervasive pattern of the
interpreter’s embodied interactional resources (see Table 1).

Extract 3 depicts an example of indicative behavior solely with head gesture. Anna talks about
a dog she used to have. As the dog was also deaf, they would both be startled if a car came
up behind them. Anna provides Cora with some information, that the dog was also deaf. She
selects Cora as the addressee with her consistent gaze throughout this piece of information.
However, Anna does not signal any readiness to leave the floor to someone else, as she gazes
towards the signing space in the next sequence (line 1). Early in her rendition, the interpreter
makes a slight head gesture towards Cora (indicated with an arrow). Consider the difference in
head position between images 3.1 and 3.2:

Extract 3:



In this example, the interpreters’ slightly downward side-tilt (image 3.2) accompanies the
introduction of a new topic: the dog (recently introduced) is deaf, as its owner. Anna topicalizes
the sign DEAF with a head nod (Liddell, 1980; Sutton-Spence & Woll, 1999). This topicalization
of adiscourse entity is also reflected in the rendition. It may be an instance of copying behavior,
although head nods are also used for topicalization in spoken discourse (Bernad-Meché, 2017).
However, the direction in which the head is directed simultaneously signals visual orientation
towards the hearing participant, semiotically indicating the addressee in a coupled turn. This
argument is further supported if we consider image 3.2 in extract 3 in which we can see that
the head position is moved out of the optimal position at which she can look straight ahead
to perceive the signed utterance she is interpreting. The communicational need to perceive
what is signed, and the communicational need of interactionally indicating the direction of an
utterance compete for the resource of gaze. In alternative terms, there is a “trade-off” (Vranjes
& Bréne, 2021) between gaze and head gesture. The interpreter’s head gesture oriented
towards the addressee creates a joint orientation towards the hearing participant, which again
reveals the cooperation between the interpreter and Anna in the coupled turn.

In the continuation of this sequence (see Extract 4), the gaze behavior of Anna is more varied.
Moreover, the semiotic character of discourse also has consequences for the interactional
space in this example. Consider again the difference between head positions in images 4.1
and 4.2.

Extract 4:



Anna is engaged in a discourse semiotically characterized by depiction (Dingemanse, 2015;
Ferrara & Hodge, 2018), in which she depicts a car coming up from behind (her right hand
represents the car), and how she and her dog would react if that happened (enacting how
she would hold the dog leash). The depictive sign system prompts recipients to imagine what
the depicted entities look like (Clark, 1996; Dingemanse, 2015; Ferrara & Hodge, 2018). This
discourse mechanism organizes the interactional space in a specific way: the space in front
of Anna is now perceived as a stage for the invisible referred events to unfold. This highly
depictive discourse will in turn have its effect on the perceived interactional space, and could
affect the interpreter’s cognitive load (Nilsson, 2010). Depictive sequences like this are typically
organized in part by gaze: the signer establishes specific areas in signing space as significant
by looking at them (Dudis, 2011; Roy, 2011; Young et al., 2012). This is also the case here:
Anna shifts her gaze between signing space, Cora (the hearing participant) and the interpreter
(line 1). Anna’s gaze pattern is not reflected by the interpreter, whose gaze is not shifted, but
consistently directed towards Anna in the coupled turn with a Norwegian rendition. However,
the embodied conduct of leaning towards Cora with a side-tilt head gesture allows her to
visually indicate the addressee without gaze. This indicative behavior is in part an independent
choice by the interpreter, as Anna is shifting her gaze between participants and signing
space. Note that the interpreter’s head gesture is somewhat elevated, which may reflect the
interpreter’s need to obtain a bird’s eye view of the interactional space, as Anna is actively
exploiting the 3D possibilities of depictive signed discourse. The highly depictive character of
discourse is also physically affecting the interactional space of this conversation.

5. Discussion

The interpreter is faced with the complicated task of being highly attentive towards the deaf
participant in order to perceive the NTS utterance, while simultaneously including the hearing
participantintheinteraction. If thisinteractional goal is not attained, the perceived participation
framework is at stake (Llewellyn-Jones & Lee, 2014, p. 39). When the interpreter’s attentiveness
towards the deaf participant requires gaze, she needs to make use of other available resources,
as demonstrated in the current study. The findings support previous claims of gaze and head
movements in signed-to-spoken interaction, i.e., they are important interactional resources
(Henley & McKee, 2020; Napier et al., 2008), and the character of discourse may affect the
interpreter’s language practices (Nilsson, 2010). This study complements the literature on
signed-to-spoken interpreting with conversational data.

Rossano (2012, p. 313) argues that earlier studies on gaze behavior have not accounted for
the different expectations and norms of gaze behavior of different activity types. Regarding
interpreting as an activity type, this study supports this view. Moreover, based on observations
from the last example (see section 4.2), it was argued that the interactional space is not only
affected by activity type, but also by the semiotic character of discourse. Discourse in this
example was characterized by depiction as a semiotic strategy. Consequently, part of the
physical space between interlocutors was conceptualized as a scene in which discourse entities
were placed, in part by looking at these places. When gaze has this additional semiotic function,
a different expectation regarding gaze behavior emerges, in turn affecting the interactional
space. Thus, | argue we should not only account for activity type, but also the semiotic
character of discourse when discussing participation frameworks and gaze. The semiotic lens
applied to gaze behavior also highlights that two sets of discourse norms are present in one
interactional event (Henley & McKee, 2020), or a “constant overlap between target and source
environment” (Wadensjo, 2004, p. 105) which is constitutive of the face-to-face interpreted
event. Bringing this feature of the interpreting task to the forefront has implications for how
we discuss the task of interpreting.



Interpreters have been found to inhabit a key coordinating role in interaction in dialogue
interpreting settings (e.g., Mason, 2012; Pasquandrea, 2011; Wadensjo, 1998). While this “key
coordinating role” could be conceptualized as an interpreter-specific behavior, coordinating
discourse is in fact a fundamental characteristic of interaction in general, recognized since
Goffman (1963, 1986), and emerges as a consequence of the interpreter being an active
participant in interaction. This study has provided examples of how an interpreter can find
herself with competing needs between her conversational needs and the role of coordinating
discourse as an interpreter (Vranjes & Bot, 2021). This is specifically observed in the need to
perceive an utterance while visually indicating the addressee of the utterance. The need to
focus on the signed discourse might be affected by the semiotic character of the utterance:
Highly depictive sequences may pose specifically demanding cognitive tasks for the interpreter
(Nilsson, 2010, 2023).

When the resource of gaze is occupied with perception, we have seen examples where
resources are organized successively, i.e., the interpreter shifts her gaze towards the addressee
(the hearing participant) after perceiving the signed utterance. However, the majority of
instances in which the addressee is indicated visually occur without gaze. In these instances,
head gestures have the interactional task of sustaining the participation framework, and thus
the interactional space. Moreover, due to the different positions of the two deaf participants,
the interactional spaces provide different possibilities to shift the gaze, as the interpreter risks
losing visual access due to her perceptual capacity. Thus, she positions herself with different
head positions to ensure visual access. The notion of an interactional space foregrounds what
is at stake: shifting the gaze might entail losing the common interactional space. Thus, the
interpreter finds strategies of accommodating space to her communicative needs (Jucker et
al., 2018, p. 99).

6. Conclusions

In this study, | have demonstrated how the embodied participation frameworks of one
signed-to-spoken interpreted encounter are constantly negotiated with intricate patterns of
semiotic resources, similar to the patterns of participation frameworks in general (Goffman,
1981, 1986; C. Goodwin, 2007). However, there are some specific ecological factors of these
situations that will inevitably affect how participation frameworks are accomplished. First, the
interpreter’s gaze is consistently occupied with perceiving the NTS utterance, which results
in the constant navigating of (at least) two simultaneous communicational needs: perception
of signed discourse and indicating the addressee of renditions. In the first two examples, the
interpreter nevertheless prioritized a gaze shift, which speaks to gaze as a powerful resource
of indicating the addressee of an utterance (C. Goodwin, 2007; Rossano, 2012). In the last two
examples, representing the majority of instances in which the interpreter visually oriented
towards the addressee, there was no gaze shift involved, only head gestures.

Applying the notion of the coupled turn (Poignant, 2021) | have demonstrated how dialogue
interpreting requires a specific form of collaboration between all parties involved: When the
speaker selects the addressee of an utterance by means of gaze, the interpreter may reflect
this gaze direction. If the gaze is occupied with perception, the interpreter may instead exploit
head gestures to visually mark the addressee of the rendition. Thus, the interpreter navigates
two simultaneous interactional processes, perceiving an NTS utterance on the one hand and
producing a spoken language utterance on the other.

This study is limited in terms of the size of data, and further investigations are needed to
explore gaze and head gesture patterns of different constellations of participants. Furthermore,
this study only considers gaze and head gestures; in future studies, a larger variety of visual



resources could be investigated, e.g., manual gestures, other facial expressions and body
leans. Also, this study only briefly looks at the involvement from the hearing participant. To
learn more about the intricate patterns of signed-to-spoken interpreting, more focus should
be directed towards the hearing participants of such encounters.

Finally, | claim the methodological tools of multimodal conversation analysis have proven
useful to highlight the organization of resources deployed to sustain the embodied
participation frameworks in interpreted discourse. The framework has allowed for the scrutiny
of the semiotic characteristics of resources at play, which is useful to increase specificity in
terminology when discussing language practices of interpreters. Also, it is a framework that is
not concerned with the vehicle of a semiotic resource, or its linguistic status, which makes it a
more inclusive approach. The explorations of interpreted discourse in this qualitative study add
to our knowledge regarding semiotic strategies deployed interactionally in a signed-to-spoken
interpreting context. The claim in this paper is that this approach is useful when documenting
and analyzing the language practices of interpreters as it foregrounds that interactional and
pragmatic resources are crucial parts of an interpreter’s competence.
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9. Appendix

Main tiers Transcript conventions Explanation

GLOSS Identifies tokens of lexical signs that are part
of NTS source utterances.

INT Norwegian An orthographic transcription of the
interpreter’s verbal rendition into Norwegian

Trans A translation into English. Source utterances
and renditions are both provided with an
English translation.

<DM:example> Identifies a discourse marker

POSS-1P.s Identifies first person singular possessive
pronoun

PRO-1P.s Identifies first person singular personal
pronoun

PRO-2P.s Identifies second person singular personal
pronoun

*Raised eyebrows------ * Descriptions of embodied actions are
delimited between * * Transcriptions of
embodied actions are based on Mondada
(2018)

Gaze *Cora----* Identifies gaze towards named interlocutor
for as long as dashes show
*indicates the point where gaze shifts

*gGmmmmmmam * Identifies gaze towards signing space for as
long as dashes show

[ Identifies points of simultaneity between
[ source utterance and rendition

* > Action described continues across
subsequent lines




S >> Action described continues until and after
extract ends

# Indicates the exact moment at which the
screen shot has been recorded

(.) Identifies pause lasting less than 0.3 seconds

Head G Identifies a head gesture

*side-turn/downward--* | Identifies types of head gestures.
Transcriptions of head gestures are based on
Allwood et al. (2007)
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