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Introduction 

 

The ultimate goal of the KTT project is to have high-quality tele-interpreting services available. The 

KTT project team is working toward this goal by drafting quality criteria for tele-interpreting services. 

These quality criteria should be both substantiated by and based on research and facts. This is 

necessary, on the one hand, to ensure widespread acceptance and support of tele-interpreting within 

the field; and on the other hand, to provide a strong and practical framework for high-quality tele-

interpreting services. This benefits everyone: the interpreters, service providers, financiers, hearing 

persons and, not least of whom, the tele-interpreting users themselves.  

In order to formulate quality criteria based on facts, the KTT project team conducted research. 

This report describes both the research and the tests conducted through 1 May 2013. The results of 

this research will subsequently be used - at a later stage of the project - to formulate the quality 

criteria.  

  

The main research question is as follows:  

 

What factors influence the quality of a tele-interpreting session?  

 

This question can be answered in part by seeking answers to several sub-questions. For example, 

which situations are well suited to remote interpretation and which are not, and why? Which factors 

determine the degree of suitability and which do not? To what extent do issues like the interpreters' 

experiences and motivations play a role? Is an experienced interpreter better suited to provide tele-

interpreting than an inexperienced interpreter? What are the minimum technical requirements of 

hardware and software for successful tele-interpreting?  

The KTT team tested different tele-interpreting situations to research answers to the abovenamed 

questions and  this report describes this research. 

In Chapter 1 we explain the research method. The results of the tests conducted and the results of the 

questionnaires are summarized and presented in Chapter 2. In Chapter 3 we describe our analysis 

and provide a number of provisional and potential criteria. We end by presenting our Conclusion which 

contains a summary of our research as well as specific answers to research questions.   
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1. Method 

 

This chapter describes how we conducted our research. In section 1.1 we briefly describe our 

research design, and in section 1.2 we provide explanations of the tests that we conducted. Section 

1.3 contains information on the test participants while section 1.4 contains information on the 

questionnaires. Finally, in section 1.5 we explain how we processed the test data for this research 

report.  

1.1. Research design 

We began the research by drafting a factors list on the basis of a literature review as well as interviews 

held with Europe- and Netherlands-based (experiential) experts in the field of tele-interpreting. The 

factors list comprises a list of possible factors which, according to the literature consulted and 

(experiential) experts, could influence a remote interpreting ('tolk op afstand', TOA) situation. The list 

includes, inter alia, such factors as the interpreter's years of experience, computer experience, 

technical possibilities, time duration, attitude toward work, and more. We would like to stress that the 

list concerns factors which may specifically apply to tele-interpreting situations.  The factors list is 

located in Appendix A1, an overview of the literature consulted is available in Appendix A2 and a list of 

the (experiential) experts we consulted can be found in Appendix A3.  

 The factors list, in turn, formed the basis for an empirical study in which questionnaires were 

administered to deaf, hard-of-hearing and hearing test participants as well as interpreters in organized 

and largely controlled test situations. For example, a possible factor, such as an interpreter's years of 

experience, was researched by testing conversations including both experienced and inexperienced 

interpreters. Test participants, including the interpreters, then completed a questionnaire related to 

these conversations. Questionnaire responses can be compared to determine the degree of influence 

exerted by a factor like the 'interpreter's years of work experience' on the tele-interpreting situation 

being tested. In this way, the actual influence exerted by each possible factor is researched.  

Once the questionnaire responses were entered into spreadsheets, they were evaluated for 

five topics using a scoring system that was specially developed for this study. The scoring system has 

been used as a way to simplify the analysis of the large amount of test data. Furthermore, a selection 

was made of the striking statements given by participants in the questionnaires. Additionally, the KTT 

researchers themselves wrote reports about the test days and about the evaluation talks held with test 

participants, which took place after a full or partial day of testing. The evaluation data are not 

specifically included in this report, but are used as background information for the analysis in Chapter 

3. The starting point for the analysis namely was to determine the influence of the factors on the basis 

of the test data.  

1.2 Tests 

Through 1 May 2013, 44 different types of tests were conducted. They included telecom and remote 

interpreting tests, videoconferencing conversations, tests with sign language interpreting and speech-

to-text interpreting, tests with one or multiple participants and tests in which the set-up and equipment 
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used varied. The aim of the tests was to investigate which factors of the list found in Appendix A1 

exerted an influence on the quality of the tele-interpreting situations and on perception of the quality. 

Two KTT project members were present for nearly every test to provide explanations and to assist 

with the tests and questionnaire completion. For a majority of the test days, evaluations were 

conducted after the tests which entailed peer discussions with all test participants. Reports were 

compiled which included some of the participants' striking statements from these evaluations. Each 

individual test situation was assigned an individual test code and a brief description along with a 

diagram was created for each test code. The test codes include abbreviations and words which signify 

the type of test they refer to.  

 

Abbreviation/word Explanation 

RTT Real-time text, using speech-to-text interpreting 

NGT use of sign language interpreting (Dutch Sign Language interpreter or 

Signed Dutch interpreter) 

VC Videoconferencing using Djanah (a Total Conversation web application), 

multiple AB and H participants communicating, and a physically present 

interpreter (up to 1 May 2013, only speech-to-text interpreters were 

present for VC-testing) 

Relay/Telecom/Phone telecom-interpreting 

Mobile Djanah software on mobile phone or tablet 

1-to-1 Djanah web app, AB and H together 

meeting interpreting session in a meeting setting 

 

A comprehensive overview of the test codes is available in Appendix C1. Appendix C2 contains brief 

descriptions and diagrams of the test situations.   

1.3 Participants  

Three groups of participants were sought out for the tests: deaf and hard-of-hearing persons, hearing 

persons, and interpreters. This was done with the aid of the newsflash of Dovenschap (National Deaf 

Association), via Facebook and through personal contacts. Participants could subsequently report to 

the KTT project team. On 1 May 2013, 51 deaf and hard-of-hearing persons, 8 hearing persons and 

56 interpreters registered for the tests. Of the initial people who registered, 27 deaf or hard-of-hearing 

persons, 7 hearing persons, 6 sign language interpreters and 4 speech-to-text interpreters participated 

in one or more tests. The number of participants should be viewed in perspective: approximately 1.5 

million deaf and hard-of-hearing persons live in the Netherlands (of which 7,000 use interpreting 

services), as well as 500 registered speech-to-text and sign language interpreters and 15 million 

hearing persons. However, it was not the participants themselves who were being tested, rather it was 

the possibilities and limitations of tele-interpreting in the test situations which was being tested and the 

factors which can exert an influence on them.  
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The test participants were divided into different ID lists: deaf and hard-of-hearing tele-

interpreting users were assigned the code 'IDab-xx' (ab = auditief beperkte or 'hearing impaired'), 

while hearing persons were assigned the code 'IDh-xx' and interpreters with the code 'IDt-xx' (t = tolk 

or ‘interpreter.’  The 'xx' in the IDs stands for the number of the corresponding ID person. For reasons 

of privacy, only the ID codes of the test participants were indicated in this report. The only people who 

knew precisely who the codes corresponded to were the KTT project members. For interpreters, in 

addition to their name and address details, email address, age and telephone number, additional 

information was collected such as their registration number, the interpreter's years of experience and 

his/her experience with tele-interpreting. For hearing-impaired persons, for example, we were able to 

locate their communication preferences — speech-to-text and/or sign language interpreting — in the 

ID list.  

1.4 Questionnaires 

The factors list (in Appendix A1) was translated into questions about the possible influence exerted by 

the factors. The aim of the questionnaires was to investigate whether and to what extent different 

situations, according to test participants, are well suited to tele-interpreting and what factors, again 

according to the participants, influence the situation. For example, the possibility that an interpreter's 

experience could be a determining factor in remote interpreting was translated into the question 'How 

much experience do you have with live interpreting in this situation?' The potential factor that an 

interpreter would be able to interpret only up to x number of minutes resulted in questions for 

interpreters and users of interpreting services about the (scheduled) amount of time.  Or the factor that 

specific skills of the interpreter are required for remote interpreting was addressed in the questions 

'What specific skills do you require for this situation?' and 'Looking back on the situation, were other 

skills required than those which had been anticipated in advance?' We proceeded similarly to prepare 

the questionnaires for hearing-impaired and hearing persons.  

  Participants completed a questionnaire on the internet after a test situation. Deaf and hard-of-

hearing persons, the hearing-impaired persons were requested to complete the 'Questionnaire on 

users' experience of tele-interpreting' for every test situation (Appendix B1). Hearing persons 

completed the 'Questionnaire on hearing persons' experiences of a tele-interpreting situation' (see 

Appendix B2). The interpreters completed the ‘Questionnaire on interpreters' experiences of a tele-

interpreting situation’, (Appendix B3). The responses were automatically processed into organized 

spreadsheets. By 1 May 2013, 129 questionnaires had been completed by hearing-impaired persons 

(the tele-interpreting users), 42 by interpreters and 34 by hearing persons. In addition, 4 interpreters 

wrote their own general reports which were also used in the analysis.  

 The hearing-impaired persons were asked to provide an opinion about the equipment being 

used, their opinion of the video and text quality and to rate both the interpreting situations and how the 

communication proceeded. Questionnaires for the interpreters focused on communication and 

interpreters' individual insights regarding the situations being tested. Interpreters, for example, were 

asked if they would have liked to have done something differently or what factors were distracting. 

Hearing participants were asked, for example, whether they were well prepared for the tests, how the 
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conversation proceeded and whether there was a difference between a standard interpreter and a 

tele-interpreter. The aim of the questionnaires was to be able to determine whether situations were 

well suited to remote interpreting and what factors played an important role in this.  

1.5 Processing of test data  

In order to process the questionnaire responses in an organized manner, a scoring system was 

developed in which, for each participant, points were allocated for each test situation for the following 

five topics (with accompanying abbreviations based on Dutch terminology).  

1. Technology (TK)   

2. Language and interpreting skills (TV) 

3. Communication (CO) 

4. Satisfaction (TD)  

5. Suitability of Remote Interpreting 

(TOA) 

 

The topic of Technology includes video and audio quality and the functioning of the equipment. Points 

for language and interpreting skills involved, for example, an interpreter's years of experience or 

participants' answers and statements about the interpreters. The topic of Communication primarily 

focussed on whether the conversational objective was obtained and whether the conversation 

partners could understand each other. The topic of Satisfaction concerned the extent to which 

interpreters, hearing-impaired and hearing persons were satisfied with the situation, the equipment 

and each other. For the fifth topic, we looked at the extent to which a situation was well suited to 

remote interpreting. The following abbreviations were used (corresponding to the Dutch terms): TK for 

Technology, TV for interpreting and language skills, CO for Communication, TD for Satisfaction and 

TOA for Suitability of Remote Interpreting. OS (optelsom) stands for the sum total as an average final 

rating of the situation.   

 

Based on the responses to the questionnaires, we gave a figure for each topic using the following 

scoring system.  

-2 red = very poor 

-1 orange = poor 

0 white = neutral / no opinion 

+1 blue = good 

+2 green = very good 

 

The average rating of, for example, the topic of Technology thus can be 'very poor', 'poor', 'neutral/no 

opinion', 'good' or 'very good'. All five main topic scores were added together for each test situation, 

per participant. The aggregate score indicates a general summary rating for each test situation. With 

this system, the sum total can fall between -10 and +10.  

There is one exception to this score range: the score for Technology is always 0 for the hearing 

persons, because they were not asked any questions pertaining to this topic. The basic assumption 

here was that the deaf and hard-of-hearing persons would organize the technology with the 
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interpreters. To what extent can you expect a known or unknown hearing person to be familiar with 

and proficient in using the technology and equipment? Further, the interpreters and/or the hearing-

impaired participants automatically noted when the audio was not working or if there was a general 

issue with the technology because the conversation was interrupted. Hearing participants, however, 

were given an opportunity to identify technical issues by way of an open request for additional 

comments. The maximum score range for hearing persons is therefore -8 through +8.  

The following subdivision was made from the aggregate score:  

 

Using the three different questionnaires, an appropriate 

selection was made from the responses/questions submitted 

for each topic. The topic of Technology involved, for example, 

questions 10, 11, 14, among others, from the questionnaire for 

hearing-impaired persons. In the spreadsheets which contain 

automatically processed questionnaire responses, the 

numbering has been replaced by columns with capitals.  

Columns may cover several main topics. Columns were selected for the awarding of points for the five 

main topics. The columns selected for the three questionnaire groups are located in Appendix D. 

Appendix E contains two examples of how the points were allocated with the scoring system; 

one for the hearing-impaired participants, and one for the interpreters. The scoring method was 

applied in the same way for each completed questionnaire. The scores can be read as an average 

rating of the topic and the aggregate score is an average rating of the overall situation. The completed 

and coloured results tables are located in Appendix F1 and F2 (hearing impaired), and G1 

(interpreters) and H (hearing).    

Finally, we have included a selection of striking statements from the questionnaires. These 

statements were chosen, for example, on the basis of contradictions and particularities to provide 

explanations to the scores or because they provide good or additional insight into the circumstances 

and experiences of the test participants.   

-10 through -6 = red (very poor) 

-5 through -1 = orange (poor) 

0 = white (neutral/no opinion) 

+1 through +5 = blue (good) 

+6 through +10 = green (very 

good) 
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2. Results 

 

In this chapter, we present the research results. This chapter consists of seven sections. In section 

2.1, we present the responses to the multiple choice questions in pie and bar charts. Next, we present 

the results on the basis of the results tables and a selection of striking statements from the 

questionnaires - unedited - which were given to the deaf and hard-of-hearing test participants, 

interpreters, and hearing test participants. In section 2.2, we examine the real-time text situations 

involving a conversation between one hearing-impaired person and one hearing person. In section 

2.3, we discuss the results of one-on-one Dutch Sign Language tests. These tests were conducted 

using fixed equipment (2.3.1) and mobile devices (2.3.2). In sections 2.4 and 2.5, we deal with the 

RTT Telecom tests and the Dutch Sign Language telecom tests conducted with fixed equipment. The 

meeting situations are discussed in sections 2.6 (real-time text, RTT) and 2.7 (Dutch Sign Language, 

NGT). Finally, section 2.8 addresses the videoconferencing tests, which up to 1 May had still only 

been administered with speech-to-text interpreters. In the last section of this chapter, we provide a 

summary of the results. 

2.1 Questionnaires: results of multiple-choice questions  

The responses to the multiple-choice questions follow below in pie and bar charts. Where necessary 

or relevant, we provide an explanation of the figures. The responses to open questions are included 

beginning from section 2.2.  

 

Of the 129 answers given by the hearing-impaired participants, we received the response 'yes' 90 

times (70%) and the response 'no' 39 times to the question 'Do you have any previous experience with 

tele-interpreting?'  
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According to the hearing-impaired test participants, half of the hearing test participants had not had 

any previous experience with interpreting.   

The following answers were in response to the question: 'What type of remote interpreting services 

have you used?'   

 

Of the two 'other interpreting' responses given, one came from IDab-26, who said that 'It depends on 

whether Dutch Sign Language interpreting is being referred to or Signed Dutch interpreting.' The 

second 'other interpreting' response was due to the fact that no response was given to the question.  

 

The ratings given by the hearing-impaired test participants varied. For these ratings, 18% were scored 

'poor' to 'very poor'. These figures are included under the topic of Satisfaction and are further 

explained in the following sections.  
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The participants believed that the preparation for the tests was good in 61% of the cases. For 20% of 

the situations, the connection was not functioning. A third of the participants provided additional 

comments which have been incorporated into the topics of Satisfaction and Communication in the 

following sections.   

 

For the vast majority of the cases, the participants rated the situation as well suited (to remote 

interpreting). The ratings for the suitability of the remote interpreting are further explained in the 

following sections.  

 

The duration of the conversations during the tests varied from a few minutes to just over an hour, with 

an average of 14.5 minutes. With the exception of the VC-RTT conversations with videoconferencing, 

the conversations lasted between 1 to 2 hours. When a situation lasted 'too long', this was often due to 

issues with the connection rather than the contents of the conversation. For NGT-mobile-C-4, IDab-34 

explained his response of 'too long': 'The salesperson wanted to talk to other clients, and I had to wait 

until he was ready.'  
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In over half of the situations, the participants rated the equipment used as suitable. These figures are 

further explained in the following sections under the topic of Technology. 

 

A number of test participants had very specific things to say about the background: IDab-22 about 

RTT-meeting-A-1: 'A dark background is necessary for a Dutch Sign Language interpreter (preferably 

blue or grey) and flat, solid-coloured clothing, so that hands and faces really stand out. The same test 

participant said for NGT-1-1-A-1: 'Please, not a white background, but a darker one, for example grey.' 

About NGT-meeting-A-1, for which she found the background 'pleasant', IDab-43 said: 'No. Nothing to 

complain about. However, I do prefer a white background and clothing that is not overly busy.' IDab-12 

found the background for NGT-1-1-A-1 very distracting, saying: 'the interpreter's background needs to 

be neutral, for example without objects like a vase or cabinet.' IDab-35 found the lighting and 

background for NGT-mobile-C-3 disruptive, saying, 'it was not nice to look at. It's better to have good 

lighting and a background that is whiter and even a bit too plain.' With regard to the lighting, 

participants regularly indicated a need for sufficient light, so that the set-up was not too dark.  
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7% of the hearing-impaired persons (in 9 questionnaires) indicated that they found the clothing very 

distracting. The only participant to provide an explanation on this was IDab-35, for the NGT-mobile-A4 

test: 'Clothing needs to be more colourful/noticeable.' Regarding the NGT-mobile-A-1 test, IDab-35 

also said: 'Clothing needs to stand out more. [Interpreters] should be well-dressed, not so shabbily 

dressed.' For NGT-mobile-A-2, IDab-35 said, 'in my opinion, the clothing should be black or brown.'  

IDab-22 said: 'Clothing still needs to be neat, calm and neutral, for example no flower-patterned 

dresses', but IDab-22 rates the interpreter's clothing as normal (for NGT-1-1-A-1).  

 

The answer 'not applicable' for the text image was provided by the Dutch Sign Language tele-

interpreting users who did not use any interpreted text. The real-time text interpreting users could also 

provide the answer 'not applicable' for video images, because they could not see the speech-to-text 

interpreter, only the interpreted text. For video image, we see that more than a quarter of the 

participants found the video image very distracting. We will present an explanation on the distractive 

elements of the video image in sections to come, under the results for the topic of Technology.   
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In nearly half of the cases, the interpreter could be heard clearly. These results will be further 

explained in sections to come, under the topic of Language and Interpreting Skills.  

 

These figures will be explained in sections to come, under the topic of Communication.
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The majority (41%) of the hearing-impaired test participants only used the video image, 13% only used 

text and 20% used a combination of the two. 15% of the hearing-impaired test participants used video, 

text and audio. For the communication in the tele-interpreting situation, 72 hearing-impaired persons 

signed to the interpreter, 17 spoke to the interpreter and 45 spoke directly to the hearing person. The 

high percentage of only sign language and video being used are due to the higher number of 

questionnaires from users of Dutch Sign Language interpreting compared with users of real-time text 

interpreting; 75 Dutch Sign Language users and 48 real-time text users. This variation in percentages 

and answers demonstrated that the participants liked to be able to choose the form of communication, 

whether making only one or three choices. Total Conversation allows users to make several choices.  

We asked the hearing participants how the conversation proceeded, among other questions. Their 

answers are found below: 

 

The vast majority of the hearing participants had prepared themselves well or had received 

instructions. A small percentage (6%) of the hearing participants were overwhelmed by the tele-

interpreting session.  
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2.2 RTT-1-1 tests 

Questionnaires 

Test codes RTT-1-1-A-1, RTT-1-1-A-2, RTT-1-1-B-1, RTT-1-1-B-2 

Description 
1 x AB with 1 x H, T remotely connected from home, fixed equipment, 

microphone, wide angle webcam with A2 and B2 for T 

AB - T - H participants  AB - 8 T - 4 H - 1 

Questionnaires 16 3 0 

 

The final scores from the first test day did not include a single 'good' score, while the scores from the 

second test day did not include any 'poor' or 'very poor' scores. For the first day of testing with RTT-1-

1-A-1 and RTT-1-1-A-2, we noted an orange 'poor' aggregate score twice, and a blue 'good' score four 

times. For the second test day with RTT-1-1-B-1 and RTT-1-1-B-2, we noted a green 'good' score 2 

times, a blue 'good' score 7 times and a white 'neutral/no opinion' score 1 time.   The position of the 

computer screen was changed on the second day. Real-time text users awarded better ratings when 

the computer screen was positioned directly across from the hearing-impaired person and was 

positioned in front of the hearing person along the line of sight.  See also the scores for the RTT-1-1 

tests in Appendix F2 and the diagrams in Appendix C. 

Interestingly, as regards the topic of Technology, on the second test day, the same test 

situation - RTT-1-1-B-1 - twice received a 'poor' score and twice a 'very good' score. This can partially 

be explained by the fact that the test participants dealt with the situations differently. For example, 3 

people hardly read the interpreted text, if at all, because they could follow the hearing speaker well. 

IDab-33 explained this as follows: 'I was able to lip read what the other was saying, I hardly looked at 

the screen on which text was appearing, if at all. The hearing person knew exactly how to talk to me.' 

IDab-1, who said that the 'conversation partner spoke well and very clearly' and 'therefore I did not 

need an interpreter' did, however, end up rating the technology as 'poor'. By contrast, IDab-33 also 

'hardly looked at the screen, if at all' and rated the technology 'very good'. IDab-36 was very positive 

about the technology in RTT-1-1-B-1 because the equipment used was well suited to the situation and 

the text image was nice. IDab-36 continued: 'It allows a person who is alone to hold a conversation 

with, for example, a social worker during an appointment.'  

For Language and Interpreting Skills, we can derive the following from the scores: The only 

'poor' score came from IDab-26 for test RTT-1-1-A-2. IDab-26 said: "The speech-to-text interpreter is 
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clearly lagging behind, which is causing longer waiting times before the conversation can continue. 

The effect of this is that the conversation is less flexible.' Good scores were derived from a number of 

comments from test participants who were positive or who appeared to be so, about the skills of the 

interpreters. IDab-20,for example, said about RTT-1-1-A-2: 'there was a moment (2x) when the 

interpreter added "DIDN'T UNDERSTAND>???"' Therefore I repeated the question, and then it was 

clear.' For RTT-1-1-B-1, IDab-32 found the ‘pace of the interpreted text was too slow.’ Finally, about 

RTT-1-1-B-2, IDab-33 had this to say: 'The person across from me was completely unintelligible, and 

because of that, was not worth the effort, the interpreter by contrast was very busy.'  Participants 

sometimes had very specific things to say about the interpreter and his or her skills, sometimes the 

comments were more general. When comments were made about interpreters, they fell into the 

category of 'good' in three of the four cases.  

 The majority of the test participants rated the communication as 'good' or 'very good'. A 'poor' 

rating was given once for the very first test on the very first day (IDab-26 for RTT-1-1-A-1). The 

average rating of the communication was 'good'. All of the test participants, excepting IDab-32, were 

very satisfied on average. Although the technology was rated 'poor' on the first day of testing, test 

participants still found the situations, on average, well suited to remote interpreting. For RTT-1-1-B-1 

all three test participants, IDab-1, IDab-13 and IDab-33, who were not able to understand the hearing 

person well enough, gave a -1 for suitability. For test RTT-1-1-B-2, we gave the hearing person the 

assignment to sabotage the lip reading by doing things like coughing, mumbling, holding a coffee cup 

or a hand in front of the mouth or tying shoelaces while talking. It was then much harder for IDab-13 

and IDab-33 to understand the hearing person, which meant that they needed the interpreter and the 

interpreter's text more. In this situation, IDab-13 and IDab-33 found the situation well suited to remote 

interpreting. The other two test participants, IDab-32 and IDab-36, who were dependent on the 

interpreter and the interpreter's text, found the situation in both cases well suited to remote 

interpreting. The assessment of the suitability of the remote interpreting appeared to depend strongly 

on how much the participants themselves needed an interpreter. If participants were able to follow the 

conversation without an interpreter, then, in their estimation, it was not well suited to remote 

interpreting. If participants were unable to follow along without an interpreter, then the situation was 

well suited to remote interpreting. See also the scores in the table below.   

 

 

 

 

RTT-1-1-B-1  22-2-2013 IDab-1 -1 0 2 1 -1 1

IDab-13 -1 0 1 1 -1 0

IDab-32 0 1 2 -2 1 2

IDab-33 2 0 2 2 -1 5

IDab-36 2 1 2 1 1 7

RTT-1-1-B-2 22-2-2013 IDab-1 1 0 0 2 1 4

IDab-13 -1 0 1 0 1 1

IDab-32 1 0 1 0 1 3

IDab-33 1 1 1 2 1 6

IDab-36 1 0 1 1 1 4
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Striking statements from questionnaires  

IDab-26 - RTT-1-1-A-1: 'It is nice to be able to feel the atmosphere, that is too empty and void when 

you use text. With text, it is nearly impossible to sense the atmosphere and the accompanying 

emotions '  

IDt-19 - RTT-1-1-A-1: 'due to a microphone switch, the conversation was difficult to 

understand; after a tea break, the microphone was switched back on, which made the conversation 

easier to understand.' 

IDab-20 - RTT-1-1-A-2: 'there was a moment (2x) when the interpreter added "DIDN'T 

UNDERSTAND>???"' Therefore I repeated the question, and then it was clear.' 

IDab-20 - RTT-1-1-A-2: 'The tempo is a drawback here. The speech-to-text interpreter is 

clearly lagging behind, which is causing longer waiting times before the conversation can continue. 

The effect of this is that the conversation is less flexible.'  

IDt-18 - RTT-1-1-A-2: 'agree in advance who will intervene (the deaf person or the interpreter) 

when something is not understood.  The speech-to-text interpreter is not in the image, the facial 

expressions are sometimes disturbing.' 

IDab-33- RTT-1-1-B-1: 'I indicated previously that I did not require an interpreter for this 

situation. I was able to lip read what the other person said; I hardly looked at the screen on which the 

text appeared.  The hearing person knew exactly how to talk to me.' 

IDab-1 - RTT-1-1-B-1: 'My conversation partner spoke very well and clearly, thus I did not 

need an interpreter.' 

IDab-32 - RTT-1-1-B-2: 'For this test, the conversation partner was very unclear. Despite the 

speech-to-text interpreter, it was very tiring.'  

IDab-1 - RTT-1-1-B-2: 'I could see the interpreter and the text appeared on the bottom. It was 

still nice to see a face by the text instead of a black or grey image.' 

IDt-5 - RTT-1-1-B-2: 'The description indicated there would be a brief explanation of the 

situation, but that did not happen...I just dove into it.' 

 

From interpreter IDt-5's individual report (about RTT-1-1-B-1 and RTT-1-1-B-2):  

'What else would you have liked to have done in the situation? Several things, [I would have] asked 

about, for example, camera set-up, setting up other microphones sometimes...requesting that cups not 

be placed next to the microphone (refers to clinking noises)...' 

'Do you think the clients were satisfied?  I hope so, it was a test for everyone...'   

'I already knew a bit about the situation. However, I knew too little for some tests. In the 

beginning I did not even know who all were present; I heard voices: but from whom? 'I did not receive 

a short list of names...' 

 'Did you intervene or request that something be repeated? (If so, how often?) Looking back, 

not enough, I think...' 



 

TeleTolk Quality Criteria project - Research findings through 1 May 2013  

 
 

20 

2.3 NGT-1-1 tests 

The NGT tests can be divided into two groups: NGT-1-1-x-x tests and NGT-mobile-x tests. NGT-1-1-x-

x tests involve one-to-one testing where the hearing-impaired person communicates with a hearing 

person through an on-screen interpreter while using fixed equipment, thus, a PC display with a 

webcam. The NGT-mobile-x tests are also one-to-one situations, but mobile devices are used, thus a 

smartphone and/or a tablet. See also the diagrams and test situation descriptions in Appendix C.  

2.3.1 2.3NGT-1-1-x-x  

Questionnaires 

Test codes NGT-1-1-A-1, NGT-1-1-A-2, NGT-1-1-B-1, NGT-1-1-B-2 

Description 
1 x AB with 1 x H, T remotely connected from home, fixed equipment, 

microphone, wide angle webcam with A2 and B2 for T 

AB - T - H participants AB - 9 T - 1 H - 2 

Questionnaires 18 2 2 

 

We see a 'very poor' aggregate score 1 time, 'poor' 8 times, 'neutral/no opinion' 1 time, 'good' 6 times 

and 'very good' 1 time. The 'very poor' score came from IDab-29 for test NGT-1-1-B-1. For example, 

IDab-29 said: 'in terms of user friendliness, tele-interpreting still performs badly. And the video quality 

cannot actually keep up with the speed of my signing, which results in the interpreter not being able to 

understand me or translate me.' IDab-10 gave NGT-1-1-A-2 a 'very good' score. IDab-10 found the 

clothing, background, lighting, video image and text image pleasing. Continuing, IDab-10 said:  'I was 

struck by the fact that I liked having the computer screen next to the hearing speaker.' It is also striking 

that NGT-1-1-A-2 is the only test situation that did not receive a single 'poor' final score. By contrast, 

NGT-1-1-B-2 once again did not receive a single 'good' final score. Participants were more 

appreciative when the computer screen (displaying the interpreter) was positioned next to the hearing 

person. Regarding this, IDab-49 said about test NGT-1-1-B-2: 'Eye contact is special, sometimes I feel 

a bit autistic in this set-up because I am looking back and forth from the interpreter to the hearing 

conversation partner. IDab-22 said of NGT-1-1-A-1: 'I prefer the hearing person to sit next to the 

interpreter, so then I speak to both the interpreter and the hearing person. Then I am able to see the 

hearing person's reactions.  It is nice for me, as well as the hearing person, if we are able to see each 

other.'   

 Except for NGT-1-1-A-2, the technology was considered insufficient in all test situations. The 

video image in particular was regularly considered very disruptive. The hearing-impaired test 

participants also identified an number of specific points for the interpreters to be aware of, like having 

a neutral background, not eating during the session and being sufficiently skilled in reading 

fingerspelling. Interestingly, a number of hearing-impaired persons expressed doubts over the skills or 

translation skills of the interpreter. For example, IDab-25 said about NGT-1-1-A-1: 'I am not sure if it's 

possible, but I would like to see, through text, what the interpreter says to the hearing person. Is the 

translating accurate, or are things being mistranslated? This could have serious consequences for an 
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important call!' IDab-20 also had doubts about NGT-1-1-B-2: 'I was definitely busy. The interpreter 

monitored things and only began signing when I looked at her.' That was nice. She appears to have 

been able to follow me well. But did she really understand me?' 

Hearing-impaired test participants found the communication slightly more often 'poor' than 

they did 'good'. Communication was rated the worst with NGT-1-1-B-2, and the best with NGT-1-1-A-

2.  Test participants were nearly twice as likely to be dissatisfied as satisfied. The only situation which 

the participants were not dissatisfied about was NGT-1-1-A-2. Situations were labelled unsuitable 

twice as often as they were labelled suitable. The test participants provided very specific reasons for 

both the unsuited and well suited situations.  For example, IDab-49 pointed out:  'A visit to the 

physiotherapist may involve physical examinations; how does that work with video/image interpreting? 

How does communication proceed then?? I still prefer having a live interpreter present.' For NGT-1-1-

B-2, IDab-17 also had an example: 'The situation with regard to the florist cannot be used because the 

camera needs to be continuously directed at different places. Selecting flowers, in particular, requires 

walking back and forth and that is not possible with fixed equipment.' IDab-29 would have preferred a 

live interpreter for NGT-1-1-B-2: 'The conversation was very personal. And a lot of personal issues 

regarding relationships were discussed. I felt embarrassed and because the conversation was digital, 

it felt very distant.' IDab-20 also argued: 'Suppose I am at the doctor's and I use this interpreter, the 

doctor can immediately see what is going on, it is far more comfortable if the interpreter is present.' 

According to IDab-26, the situations are suitable again as long as they do not last too long or take 

place too quickly: 'For longer situations, a physically present interpreter is still preferable. Also, tele-

interpreting cannot be a solution when the tempo is rapid or for political debates.' IDab-22's believed 

that he or she was very knowledgeable about which situations were well suited to tele-interpreting, 

'Short conversations lasting between 15- 20 minutes are highly-suited to tele-interpreting.' Business 

talks with a travel agency, the police, a mortgage consultant, the ANWB (road assistance), etcetera, 

are all well suited to tele-interpreting.'  

 IDt-15 was the only interpreter to turn in questionnaires about NGT-1-1 tests. See the scores 

below: 

 

 We very clearly see that the first test scored 'very poor' for three of the five topics, while for the 

second test, NGT-1-1-A-2, the scores were 'good' for all of the topics. This corresponds reasonably 

well with the scores of the hearing-impaired test participants. 

 For the hearing test participants, we only have completed questionnaires for NGT-1-1-A and 

NGT-1-1-B. The following are the scores for these questionnaires:  

 

For the hearing persons, based on the scores, everything appears to have proceeded well and there 

were no complaints.  

 

 

TE TV CO TD TOA OS

NGT-1-1-A-1 8-feb-13 IDt-15 -2 -1 -2 -2 1 -6

NGT-1-1-A-2 8-feb-13 IDt-15 1 1 1 1 1 5

NGT-1-1-A 8-2-2013 IDh-1 0 1 1 1 3

NGT-1-1-B 19-2-2013 IDh-8 1 2 1 2 6



 

TeleTolk Quality Criteria project - Research findings through 1 May 2013  

 
 

22 

Striking statements from questionnaires 

IDab-26 - NGT-1-1-A-1: 'For longer situations, a physically present interpreter is still preferable. Also, 

tele-interpreting cannot be a solution when the tempo is rapid or for political debates.' 

IDab-26 - NGT-1-1-A-1: "The conversation was successful: after 10 minutes, we had finished 

the programme and the topic. In this sense, therefore, the conversation was neither too short or too 

long. Fine for the boss:-). But I still found the conversation too short because we hadn't really 

established the right atmosphere to design a nice staff outing. (The social aspect, as it were).'  

IDab-26 - NGT-1-1-A-1: 'It seemed like there were more pauses in the interaction between ID-

1 and me. I cannot put my finger on exactly what caused that.' 

IDt-15 - NGT-1-1-A-1: 'for the kitchen store scenario, I thought it was interesting that I could 

not really see the signing of the deaf person, but that was not an issue. I could just perform 

simultaneous interpreting, 'and I would like that here, that kitchen cabinet' and then the deaf client 

indicated that at that moment. It was not a problem that I was not there in person.'  

IDab-26 - NGT-1-1-A-2: 'For shorter sessions, it is better to use remote interpreting and for 

longer sessions, in terms of the effort required, it is better to have a live interpreter and to not have to 

deal with any technical constraints.' 

IDab-22 - NGT-1-1-A-2: 'On account of the interpreter being off-site, the interpreter is not a 

disturbance to the "hearing" environment, and no longer affects the environment. The deaf person is 

more explicitly present  and takes part in the conversation more. The interpreter has a subordinate and 

invisible role. The hearing conversation partner does not see the interpreter and only sees the deaf 

conversation partner.  That is ideal for business talks and short conversations.'  

IDab-22 - NGT-1-1-A-2: 'Due to moderate video quality, the interpreter had to frequently 

request that I repeat what I had signed. Experiencing this from time to time is no issue, but if it 

happens too often, it becomes irritating and you begin to communicate more expressly with the 

interpreter rather than with the hearing person.' 

For NGT-1-1-A-1 or NGT-1-1-A-2: IDt-15: 'the presence of a live interpreter would have been 

better.' 

IDab-17 - NGT-1-1-B-1: 'The interpreter could translate reasonably well. The camera should 

have been positioned a bit closer to the conversation partner to be able to lip read the face and body 

language. Both the interpreter and conversation partner should stay in my field of vision.'  

IDab-20 - NGT-1-1-B-1: 'I could see the interpreter, but I still found myself looking more at the 

interpreter than the speaker. I should also look at the speaker, but I haven't done that. This was 

because I kept looking at the interpreter so that I did not have to switch from the interpreter to the 

speaker and risk missing part of the conversation.' 

IDab-17 - NGT-1-1-B-1:  'The interpreter was visible from the head to the elbow, consequently 

the signing space was much too small, which increased the risk of missing information.' 

IDab-17 - NGT-1-1-B-1: 'the questions were unclear because they were about both my 

experiences in the past and the test situation. This is confusing and it can lead to mistakes in the 

results. What is it about and when.' 
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IDh-8 - NGT-1-1-B-1: 'The feeling with a remote interpreter and with a standard interpreter is 

different. You see the standard interpreter moving in the corner of your eye, this give you more insight 

into when the interpreter is interpreting and when he or she is finished. With a remote interpreter, this 

is harder to see or it cannot be seen, which gave me the feeling that there were long pauses during 

which nothing happened (something was indeed happening, namely the interpreter was interpreting, 

but I could not see that) which made the conversation less flexible.  

IDt-21 - NGT-1-1-B-1: 'in the very first conversations, the laptop was positioned in a triangular 

configuration with the interpreting user and the hearing person. I would have liked to have done this 

differently. Intervening was not that effective and there was less eye contact. 

IDab-29 - NGT-1-1-B-2: 'a slight point of criticism, the interpreter was eating/drinking during 

the conversation.' 

IDab-49 - NGT-1-1-B-2: 'In this situation, the interpreter could not understand my 

fingerspelling, I was able to type in the word using the text. But, really, that should not be a criterion.'  

IDh-8 - NGT-1-1-B-2: 'It makes no difference to the content of the conversation whether the 

interpreter is physically present or not.' 

IDh-8 - NGT-1-1-B-2: 'Prior to the conversation, there was no coordination over whether 

everyone could sufficiently see or understand each other. As a result, I did not notice until the 

conversation was already underway that the audio was on the quiet side. 

2.3.2 NGT-mobile-x-x  

Questionnaires 

 

Test codes 

NGT-mobile-A-1, NGT-mobile-A-2, NGT-mobile-A-3, NGT-mobile-A-4, 

NGT-mobile-A-5, NGT-mobile-B-1, NGT-mobile-B-2, NGT-mobile-B-3, 

NGT-mobile-B-4, NGT-mobile-C-1, NGT-mobile-C-2, NGT-mobile-C-3, 

NGT-mobile-C-4, NGT-mobile-D  

Description 

Different test set-ups with smartphones (hands-free or in holder), H with 

second mobile phone as an additional speaker/microphone, via 3G or Wi-

Fi.  

AB - T - H participants AB - 9 T - 6 H - 5 

Questionnaires 38 17 15 

 

The following are the final scores for the NGT-mobile-x tests:  

NGT-mobile-A-x final scores are 'good' 8 times, 'neutral/no opinion' 1 time and 'poor' 2 times.  

NGT-mobile-B-x final scores are 'very good' 1 time, 'good' 3 times, 'neutral/no opinion' 1 time and 

'poor' 7 times.  

NGT-mobile-C-x final scores are 'good' 2 times, 'neutral/no opinion' 2 times, 'poor' 6 times and 'very 

poor' 2 times.  

NGT-mobile-D-x final scores are 'very good' 1 time, 'neutral/no opinion' 1 time and 'poor' 1 time.  
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There is one final score of +10, by IDab-12 for NGT-mobile-B-1. For example, IDab-12 said this about 

it: 'it is nicer to be able to call with a hands-free mobile; the mobile was on the table, this meant that 

my two hands were free for use.  The video quality was also very sharp due to sufficient daylight close 

by, I was nearby the outside and a large window, which also let in strong light. IDab-12 also found the 

lighting, video image, background and clothing pleasant. The other 'very good' score, a +6, was from 

IDab-43 for NGT-mobile-D. IDab-43 found the lighting, video image, background and clothing 

pleasant. IDab-43 found ‘this manner of communicating not handy.’ NGT-mobile-A-x and NGT-mobile-

D for the sum total, on average, score the highest with an average score of 0.8 and 1.3, respectively. 

NGT-mobile-C-x clearly scored the lowest with an average score of -2.5.  

 In over half of the cases, the test participants rated the technology as 'poor' or 'very poor'. 

There are many disruptive and obstructive factors, such as a bad connection, distracting lighting and 

video images or jerky, too small and blurry video and poor audio. The hearing-impaired participants 

identified very specific plus and minus points for the interpreters. Poor scores were explained, for 

example, using comments about 'poor clothing' according to IDab-35:  'they should take care that the 

colour is not too bright or too dark, otherwise I cannot see very well. I think the clothing should be 

black/brown.'  For NGT-mobile-C-1, IDab-34 said the following about the interpreter: 'The drawback 

was that the interpreter was not able to completely understand what I said. Then I had to repeat what I 

said.' The interpreter also was 'not sitting in the right place' and IDab-34 would have liked an 

'experienced interpreter'.  With 'good' test scores, the participants indicated that the interpreter was 

clear, that the 'advantage is that I am very familiar with the voice of interpreter IDT 27' or 'the 

interpreter also let me know when I was not positioned correctly in the image or did not follow 

something.'  

Participants found the communication  'poor' nearly twice as often as 'good'.  There were 

regular factors which made the communication stressful, difficult or unpleasant. Lack of clarity was a 

determining factor, as IDab-20 explained: I still wonder if I was clear, because the interpreter also did 

not appear not to be clear, but she did ask me for clarification, something like that.' In addition, 

participants were dissatisfied almost precisely as often as they were satisfied about a situation. The 

scores indicate that the situations were 'well suited' to remote interpreting 17 times, 'very well suited' 2 

times, 'poorly suited' 10 times and 'very poorly suited' 1 time. IDab-35 awarded the 'very poor' score 

for the very same reasons that IDab-35 gave for being very dissatisfied: 'too many disruptions, too 

much distraction, unpleasant communication'. IDab-43 found the situation 'very well suited' to remote 

interpreting, because: 'communicating with interpreters this way is definitely handy. I am well aware 

that this is also possible using the mobile/computer, etcetera.' IDab-12 gave a 'very good' rating for all 

four points and therefore believes the situation is 'very well suited' to remote interpreting.  

 For NGT-mobile-A-1, IDt-21's scores for all five topics were close to the scores of the  

interpreting users. The average final score also corresponds well. The scores of IDt-15 for NGT-

mobile-A-1 and NGT-mobile-A-4 are many times higher than those of the hearing-impaired test 

participants. For NGT-mobile-A-2, NGT-mobile-A-3 and NGT-mobile-A-5, the scores of IDt-15 are 

again nearly identical, though slightly higher.  With the scores of IDt-27, which were slightly higher 

than those of the deaf and hard-of-hearing persons, it was notable for test NGT-mobile-A-5 that the 
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interpreter gave a 0 for satisfaction, while all three hearing-impaired test participants gave a 1. 

However, in the telecom tests (NGT-Relay-C, discussed in more detail in section 2.5 Dutch Sign 

Language telecom testing) IDt-21 consistently gave more points for Technology, Language and 

Interpreting skills, Communication and Satisfaction than the IDab-test participants. The scores of IDt-

21 only correspond with the hearing-impaired persons for the Suitability of Remote Interpreting.  

 

Compare below the scores of IDt-test participants with IDab-test participants for NGT-mobile-B-x:  

 

 

 

 

IDt-40 and IDt-27 each once gave a series of scores that were fairly similar to those of the hearing-

impaired test participants, but they each once gave a series of scores that differed greatly.  We see 

the greatest differences with the topic of Satisfaction.   

The following are the interpreters' scores for NGT-mobile-C:  

 

 

NGT-mobiel--B-1 1-mrt-13 IDt-27 2 2 2 2 2 10

NGT-mobiel-B-1 1-3-2013 IDab-12 2 2 2 2 2 10

NGT-mobiel-B-1 1-3-2013 IDab-20 -1 1 0 1 -1 0

NGT-mobiel-B-1 1-3-2013 IDab-34 1 1 1 1 1 5

NGT-mobiel--B-2 1-mrt-13 IDt-40 -2 1 1 1 1 2

NGT-mobiel-B-2 1-3-2013 IDab-12 -2 0 -1 -1 -1 -5

NGT-mobiel-B-2 1-3-2013 IDab-20 -1 1 0 0 -1 -1

NGT-mobiel-B-2 1-3-2013 IDab-34 -1 0 -1 0 0 -2

NGT-mobiel--B-3 1-mrt-13 IDt-27 -1 -1 -1 1 -1 -3

NGT-mobiel-B-3 1-3-2013 IDab-12 -2 0 -1 -1 -1 -5

NGT-mobiel-B-3 1-3-2013 IDab-20 -1 0 0 0 0 -1

NGT-mobiel-B-3 1-3-2013 IDab-34 -1 0 0 0 -1 -2

NGT-mobiel--B-4 1-mrt-13 IDt-40 -1 1 1 2 0 3

NGT-mobiel-B-4 1-3-2013 IDab-12 -1 0 1 0 1 1

NGT-mobiel-B-4 1-3-2013 IDab-20 -1 0 -1 0 1 -1

NGT-mobiel-B-4 1-3-2013 IDab-34 0 0 0 1 1 2

NGT-mobiel-C-1 8-mrt-13 IDt-20 2 0 1 1 -2 2

NGT-mobiel-C-1 8-mrt-13 IDt-56 1 2 -1 1 -2 1

NGT-mobiel-C-2 8-mrt-13 IDt-20 1 2 1 2 2 8

NGT-mobiel-C3 8-mrt-13 IDt-20 -2 -1 -1 0 2 -2

NGT-mobiel-C-3 8-mrt-13 IDt-56 -1 0 1 -1 0 -1

NGT-mobiel-C-4 8-mrt-13 IDt-56 1 -2 -1 -1 2 -1
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The following are the hearing-impaired test participants' scores for NGT-mobile-C:  

 

For Technology, Language and Interpreting Skills, Communication, Satisfaction and Suitability of 

Remote Interpreting, the interpreters clearly gave different scores than the hearing-impaired 

participants.  

 We can clearly derive a number of specific things on the basis of the scores given by the 

hearing participants for the NGT-mobile tests. In a quiet location without environmental noise, it does 

not matter to a hearing user whether he or she uses a headset. When more environmental noise is 

present, the scores for communication go down. Furthermore, it appears that there is no difference for 

the hearing participants between Wi-Fi and 3G, when the telephone sits in a holder. A second mobile 

telephone held at the hearing participant's ear, serving as a microphone/speaker, ensures much better 

communication than the hands-free mode with only a mobile telephone. One hearing participant did 

remark that, in this case, there was too much attention paid to the mobile telephone rather than the 

deaf conversation partner. The rating of the communication depends on the quality of the software to 

be used on the mobile telephone. The Android Djanah version of the Galaxy tab2 provided good 

scores for NGT-mobile-D, while a beta client (software still in development) on the iPhone with bugs 

for NGT-mobile-D received a 'poor' score by the hearing person.   

 

Striking statements from NGT-mobile-A-x questionnaires  

IDab-12 - NGT-mobile-A-1: 'But we need to make some sort of agreements about this. For example, 

who speaks next, sometimes we speak too quickly over each other. For the text telephone, for 

example, there is a kind of agreed code. For example, first awaiting your turn, so that when 3x xxx is 

displayed, I know that I am next in line to speak. Then the others have to wait...until xxx is displayed, 

then my turn is up once again." 

IDab-35 - NGT-mobileA-1: 'Clothing needs to stand out more.  [Interpreters] should be well-dressed, 

not so shabbily dressed.' 

IDh-2 – NGT-mobile--2: 'I found interpreting with a headset even more pleasant: the 

translation was even more clearly directed straight to the ear, without ambient noise (naturally, this 

NGT-mobiel-C-1 8-3-2013 IDab-34 0 -1 -1 -1 0 -3

NGT-mobiel-C-1 8-3-2013 Idab-35 -2 0 -1 -2 -2 -7

NGT-mobiel-C-1 8-3-2013 IDab-38 -1 0 -1 -1 0 -3

NGT-mobiel-C-2 8-3-2013 IDab-34 -1 0 0 0 1 0

NGT-mobiel-C-2 8-3-2013 Idab-35 -2 0 -1 0 0 -3

NGT-mobiel-C-2 8-3-2013 IDab-38 -1 0 -1 1 1 0

NGT-mobiel-C-3 8-3-2013 IDab-34 -2 0 -1 -1 -1 -5

NGT-mobiel-C-3 8-3-2013 Idab-35 -2 0 -2 -1 -1 -6

NGT-mobiel-C-3 8-3-2013 IDab-38 0 0 0 1 1 2

NGT-mobiel-C-4 8-3-2013 IDab-34 -2 0 -1 -1 -1 -5

NGT-mobiel-C-4 8-3-2013 Idab-35 -2 0 -1 -1 -1 -5

NGT-mobiel-C-4 8-3-2013 IDab-38 1 0 1 2 1 5
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comes with using a headset).  So I did not experience any further issues and even found the headset 

to have added value.' 

IDab-12 - NGT-mobile-A-4: 'Yes, great to have freedom, you can call from anywhere. You're 

not dependent on a landline. Therefore, it is well suited. Only you do need to check that the mobile 

has sufficient coverage. 

IDab-12 - NGT-mobile-A-5: 'I did the test outside. The video quality was outstanding because there 

was more light outside than inside. I was able to place a call outside in the fresh air. I did, however, 

have to get used to keeping my arm busy with calling. It was also very quickly tiring. I asked a hearing 

person to hold my mobile so that he could also hear the audio better. This gave me more room to use 

both hands again.  

IDab-35 - NGT-mobile-A-4: 'but the video image is small. If I continue signing, I do not pay 

attention to the image, then the tele-interpreter waves, if he or she is not able to follow me. The signal 

should be more obvious. 

IDh-2 – NGT-mobile-A-5: 'The extra noise and hubbub on the street, I suppose, made 

communication with the tele-interpreter more difficult than with an interpreter in person. This effect, 

however, can be partially offset by holding the telephone close to the ear of the hearing person.'  

IDt-15 – NGT-mobile-A-5: 'the communication was received, thus, I think that the clients were 

satisfied.' 

IDt-15 – NGT-mobile-A-x: 'yeah, the client reacted to the changing facial expressions, which 

was quite clever given the small screen.' 

IDt-15 – NGT-mobile-A-x: 'The assistance from the hearing person was convenient. The 

hearing person held the mobile. I could indicate to the hearing person the best way to hold the 

telephone so that I could see the sign language of the deaf person better. 

IDt-15 – NGT-mobile-A-x: 'No, no problems, I did however note that I began to bluff. Then I 

was not able to see the sign language gestures very well and then I voice interpreted that.  For the 

most part I was able to see well. I noticed that both the hearing and deaf person sometimes 

responded to each other quite well, then it was really a good conversation. Sometimes they did not 

respond to each other at all. The cause? Not clear.'  

IDt-15 – NGT-mobile-A-x: 'You have to really focus on the video, which sometimes fell away, 

then you have to guess a bit about what was said. (context was very clear, so then you could do that).' 

IDt-15 – NGT-mobile-A-x: 'the client was satisfied, and booked his trip.'  

 

Striking statements from NGT-mobile-B-x questionnaires 

IDt-27 – NGT-mobile-B-1: 'it is a different kind of interpreting. The situation on the ground was not 

clear, which meant that people's sense of the surroundings could have been different from what it 

really was.  

IDh-1 – NGT-mobile-B-1: 'As a hearing person, I was bothered by the noises in the 

environment. The audio coming from the telephone was not as good as that from the laptop. 

IDab-20 – NGT-mobile-B-2: 'Use a small INTERPRETING ROOM, I had to adapt some signs 

by using fingerspelling.' 
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IDab-20 – NGT-mobile-B-2: 'When the interpreter is speaking, I feel the trembling of the 

mobile, which is good to know.'  

IDab-34 – NGT-mobile-B-2: 'It is always strange in the beginning...if I use a remote interpreter 

more often, I will be more used to it...'  

IDt-40 – NGT-mobile-B-2: 'I would have liked to have an official introduction.'  

IDab-12 – NGT-mobile-B-4: 'I only use sign language. Sometimes I was a bit too fast for the 

interpreter due to the rapid pace of sign language, then I slowed down a bit during the conversation. 

That was nice for the interpreter.' 

IDab-20 – NGT-mobile-B-4: 'Well, you really have to be alert, your attention is fully occupied 

with the mobile, no attention is paid to the speaker.'  

IDh-1 – NGT-mobile-B-2: 'the deaf person often moved the telephone when the sign language 

gestures were larger. The deaf person sometimes held the telephone closer or further away, then I 

was more difficult to understand for the interpreter (further away). Likewise, the environmental noise 

was more distracting in this arrangement than with the laptop. 

IDh-1 – NGT-mobile-B-3: 'It was easy to understand, very clear. I could look at the person 

across from me and was not distracted by the issue of whether or not I could understand the 

interpreter. For a noisy location, I think this is a good solution for holding a conversation. 

IDt-27 – NGT-mobile-B-3: 'there were delays in the line. This sometimes led to unnecessary 

silences and led to confusion over who should speak now.' 

IDh-1 – NGT-mobile-B-4: 'It was very nice to see how helpful the store employees were and 

how smoothly the talks took place.   

 Now and again there were some issues with the connection, or with the lighting, but I think that's a 

matter of getting used to it all. 

IDt-40 – NGT-mobile-B-4: 'context knowledge was helpful. Also, general experience with 

interpreters. Dutch Sign Language skills. If you already have problems with voice interpreting in 3D, it 

can be even more difficult in 2D.'  

ID-h[street] – NGT-mobile-B-4: 'All of the hearing participants asked what they (people in the 

street) thought of their experiences. The people were unanimously positive.  They indicated that this is 

a good way to speak with someone whose language you do not understand. It is also a quicker way to 

make contact.'  

 

Striking statements from NGT-mobile-B-x questionnaires 

IDab-35 – NGT-mobile-C-1:  'It was very disruptive. It isn't nice to continue to communicate 

this way.' 

IDab-35 – NGT-mobile-C-1:  'It is not pleasant, having to use one hand for holding, that makes 

it difficult to sign.' 

IDt-20 – NGT-mobile-C-1: 'it would have been better to have a live interpreter.' 

IDab-38 – NGT-mobile-C-2: 'What do you mean telephone costs for the interpreter and me? 

That is one of my questions. Because many of the deaf do not want to have high account charges.' 
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IDt-56 – NGT-mobile-C-3: 'greater concentration, less control. Very good voice interpreting 

skills are required. 

IDt-56 – NGT-mobile-C-3: 'Neither I nor the client were satisfied, no, the connection was bad 

and we found it difficult to communicate.  

IDab-35 – NGT-mobile-C-4: 'I discovered that the tele-interpreter had a microphone. If he 

moved his head slightly to the left or right, I could not follow his mouth because his microphone is next 

to his mouth.  

IDt-56 – NGT-mobile-C-4: 'my neck and shoulders are sore'.  

 

Striking statements from NGT-mobile-D questionnaires 

IDab-40: 'on the positive side, I can be available everywhere via the video interpreting. I do 

first have to explain to the hearing person why I need an interpreter.  

IDab-20: 'Yes, you focus more on the interpreter than the client, what's more, the contact was 

not good in the beginning, especially my visibility.    

2.4 RTT-telecom tests 

Questionnaires 

Test codes 
Phone-RTT-B, RTT-Telecom-B-1, RTT-Telecom-B-2,  RTT-Telecom-E-1, 

RTT-Telecom-F-1 

Description AB phones using fixed equipment (PC with Djanah) via T with H  

AB - T - H participants AB - 10 T - 2 H - 2 

Questionnaires 16 2 2 

 

Out of a total of 16  RTT-Telecom tests, the final score was 'poor' for one: a -4 with RTT Telecom-B-1-

32 from participant IDab-32.   

  

 According to IDab-32, 'the connection went dead' and 'the interpreter did not have audio.' This was a 

technical fault that appeared to be resolved by the very next RTT-Telecom-B-2 test and immediately 

resulted in a final score of +6. Of the remaining 15 RTT-Telecom tests, there were 2 'neutral/no 

opinion' scores, 10 'good' and 3 'very good'. The 2 'neutral' scores came from the first RTT-Telecom 

tests, where there were still some issues with the audio (reverb/echo) and the connection. With 

hearing impaired participants, the RTT-Telecom tests scored on average a final score of 3.1.  

 The technology was rated 'poor' in 4 of the 16 RTT-Telecom tests. Two of these involved the 

very first RTT-Telecom tests, during which there were still some technical issues. The connection was 

not good for participant IDab-32 for RTT-Telecom-B-1, but this was resolved by the subsequent RTT-

Telecom-B-2 test.  IDab-22 rated the technology 'poor' for the RTT-Telecom-F-1 test because the 

letters of the interpreted text were 'very disturbingly' too small and the video image was 'mosaic-like 

and 'very disruptive'.  For 3 tests, there was a 'neutral/no opinion' score 1 time, 'good' 8 times and a 
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'very good' score 1 time. Hearing-impaired test participants gave very little feedback on the 

interpreters' skills. The 'poor' scores were the result of the interpreter not indicating clearly who was 

speaking or when, due to uncertainty about the introduction with the hearing person, and because the 

interpreter did not give notification that the other side of the line was picking up. 'Good' scores were 

clearly given when the call was answered, when there was coordination about the introduction (in this 

case, by the hearing-impaired person), quick interpreting, because the interpreter was able to follow 

the conversation and because the conversation with the interpreter proceeded well. It appears from 

this that there is a need to coordinate who will do the introductions and to coordinate what precisely 

should be interpreted by the interpreter.  

In nearly half of the cases, the communication was rated 'good'.  There was 'no opinion' or a 

'neutral' score for 6 of the 16 tests. The only 'poor' score was for the first RTT-Telecom test which was 

strongly impacted by the insurmountable technical issues. The hearing-impaired participants were on 

average quite satisfied with the RTT-Telecom tests. One of the 'dissatisfied' scores can be explained 

by technical issues, which were resolved by the following conversation. The other 'dissatisfied' score 

was due to the hearing-impaired participant's lack of experience: it was this person's first RTT 

telephone conversation. Repeat testing could result in increased satisfaction. The uncertainty 

surrounding the introduction can be solved by making clear agreements between the interpreter and 

the interpreting user or with a protocol.  

According to IDab-32, the situation was not well suited to remote interpreting in 1 of the 16 cases with 

the RTT-Telecom-B-2 test.  The reason for this negative score, however, was a connection issue 

which was resolved for the test immediately afterwards and resulted in a good score for Suitability for 

Remote Interpreting. The poorly-suited rating of IDab-32 for RTT-Telecom-B-1 can be offset by the 

well suited rating for RTT-Telecom-B-2. Furthermore, according to the test participants, 14 situations 

were well suited and according to 1 test participant, they were 'very well suited' (to remote 

interpreting).  

 

Striking statements from questionnaires 

IDab-3 - Phone-RTT-B: 'I spoke to the hearing person and saw the interpreter. A question was put to 

the interpreter and then I saw the interpreter speaking. That was clear and who was speaking was 

also indicated by a letter in the text.  

IDab-20 - Phone-RTT-B: 'I looked at the text, the interpreter typed what the person said, not 

what I said. If I was not audible, the interpreter did not indicate this. (this was not agreed in advance.)  

IDab-3 - Phone-RTT-B: 'I had to wait for a long time on hold and the music was truly awful, it 

was insufferable, therefore the audio had to be turned off and I had to pay attention the entire time to 

see if the call was connected. An occasional click or something similar is more than sufficient, rather 

than music.' 

IDab-1 - RTT-Telecom-B-1: 'Calling the GP via this kind of text telephone is a good method.' 

IDab-13 - RTT-Telecom-B-1: 'Normally (when I am calling) there is only audio and there is no 

waiting time. Now there was a delay, but this seemed to be comparable to a live interpreting situation.  
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IDab-1 - RTT-Telecom-B-1: 'It was my first time telephoning via a text telephone. I was not 

aware that the interpreter had explained that she was the intermediary, I would have preferred to have 

told the "GP" that myself. It was also not clear to me when the assistant was on the telephone. The 

answering of the telephone was not interpreted at that time; I think she was explaining that she was 

my interpreter, but I did not receive this information. I think this is really a negative point.'  

IDab-1 - RTT-Telecom-B-2: 'I have just called for the second time. Now I read that the GP 

picked up the call and told the interpreter in advance that I said that I am hard of hearing and call 

through an interpreter. This felt good!!!' 

IDab-37 - RTT-Telecom-E-1: 'This is a way to call people and organizations which could not 

be reached otherwise. The telephone is still more direct than an email: you ask or say something and 

receive an immediate response.  

IDab-37 - RTT-Telecom-E-1: 'normally I do not place calls! 

IDab-22 - RTT-Telecom-E-1: 'It was not necessary to have the speech-to-text interpreter on 

screen...but I did find his occasional laughing response funny.' 

IDab-22 - RTT-Telecom-E-1: 'It is the same method of calling as via Teleplus, the difference is 

that you are dealing with an actual professional interpreter or speech-to-text interpreter, who has a 

better feeling for the conversation than the staff of Teleplus.' 

IDh-5 - RTT-Telecom-E-1: 'You cannot see that someone is interpreting and it seems at first 

that the connection is not good because you do not hear anything. It is indeed nice if notification is 

given that an interpreter will be used and how that works, then you know what is going on and why the 

silences are longer. This is not visible and cannot be tracked and thus this is a bit uncomfortable and 

awkward for the uninitiated.' 

IDh-6 - RTT-Telecom-E-1: 'The conversation itself was notably less smooth than an telephone 

conversation with a hearing person. Because the hard-of-hearing person had to wait until the 

interpreter had translated something, there was always a silence after you had spoken, that takes 

some getting used to.' 

IDt-18 - RTT-Telecom-E-1: 'A clear protocol needs to be established on whether the 

interpreter introduces him or herself to both parties, and if so, how. I introduce myself to the deaf or 

hard-of-hearing person who calls in while I am transferring the call. But at the moment that the hearing 

person takes the call, do I then have to introduce myself to the hearing person? I did not do that, but 

then there was a short, awkward silence between when the hearing person answered the call and the 

deaf or hard-of-hearing person read the text that I typed and the hearing person may have thought it 

was a prank call.'    

IDab-22  - RTT-Telecom-F-1: '- on the other hand, clearly indicate that it will be a conversation 

that is translated by an interpreter, but that it should be considered direct contact.  Because yesterday 

I saw text like "Yes, but I already told the gentleman that..." ' 

IDab-22  - RTT-Telecom-F-1: 'When I type my story to the interpreter, I see a premature 

response from the hearing person displayed, even though I am not yet done with my story. That is why 

it is important for the hearing person to be told by the interpreter to wait until I am finished with my 
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story.  It is usually the opening story that is perhaps a bit long, but then a dialogue follows  with short 

questions and responses, then this goes well.' 

2.5 NGT-telecom tests 

Questionnaires 

Test codes 

 

Phone-NGT-B, Phone-NGT-C, NGT-Telecom-B, NGT-Relay-C, NGT-

Telecom-E, NGT-Telecom-F-1, NGT-Telecom-G-1, NGT-Telecom-H-1 

Description 

Fixed equipment, AB behind PC with Djanah, via Wi-Fi or Ethernet, T at 

home with Djanah on PC, H mobile telephone or dedicated PSTN 

telephone at home 

AB - T - H participants  AB - 9 T - 4 H - 1 

Questionnaires 14 8 1 

 

The hearing-impaired participants did not give a 'poor' or 'very poor' score once for technology and on 

average, they rated the technology as 'good'. With regard to Communication, there was a 'very good' 

score 1 time, a 'good score' 9 times and there was not 1 negative score. About the 'very good' score 

for NGT-Telecom-F-1, IDab-38 said, inter alia: 'I can converse directly and can easily lip read' and 

'videos are a positive and work well'. On average, the deaf and hard-of-hearing persons were well 

satisfied. There was only one dissatisfied test participant, but about that, IDab-20 says: 'A bit of a bad 

day (bad day or a bit off - WB) today, but then again I am tired.' The various telecom situations, 

according to the hearing-impaired participants, were 'well suited' to remote interpreting. Lastly, the final 

scores indicate that the test participants on average experienced the telecom test situations as 'good'. 

We need to place a little side note here, due to the scores for NGT-Relay: 

 

IDab-17 turned in two different questionnaires and gave an average final score of -4 . That was the 

only hearing-impaired test participant to give a 'poor' score for a Telecom test. IDab-20 was the only 

test participant to have given a 'neutral' final score, but for the other three Telecom tests, gave a final 

score of 4, 1 and 5. For NGT-Relay-C, Technology scored highly insufficient due to a bad connection 

and bad image quality. For example, IDab-17 indicated:  'the video quality is very bad, frame rate is 

fluctuating wildly. It is difficult to see the face, eyes and facial expressions' and 'the connection has 

failed badly: often thrown out. The queue test proceeded with difficulty. IDab-29 complained that 'there 

were frequent delays during the conversation'. Technical issues appear to account for the poor scores 

for NGT-Relay-C.  About the 'poor' score for the Language and Interpreting skills, IDab-17 

commented: 'Reflective glasses (which reflected the computer screen) impeded observation of the 

facial expressions, face and eyes, which prevented good communication. It was striking that, despite 

NGT-Relay-C 26-2-2013 IDab-17_1 -2 -1 -1 -1 0 -5

IDab-17_2 -2 -1 -1 1 -3

IDab-20 -1 0 0 1 0 0

IDab-29 -1 1 1 0 1 2
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the failing technology, the situations are not labelled 'poorly suited'. It appears that the test participants 

for NGT-Relay-C indicate that the telecom situations have the potential to be well suited, provided that 

a number of points for attention and improvement are taken into account. The reason for the 'poor' 

scores for NGT-Relay-C lies in part with the test participants themselves: they were ill-prepared, 

installed the software at the last moment and had not read through the instructions properly. For the 

other telecom tests, completed after the NGT-Relay-C was conducted, the test participants were well 

prepared and we see higher scores there.  

 For the interpreters, we only see a 'poor' score for Technology once: a -1 with Phone-NGT-C 

by IDt-15. Except IDt-56 for NGT-Telecom-G-1 and IDt-21 with NGT-Relay-C, the interpreters gave a 

'good' or 'very good' score in all cases for Language and Interpreting Skills. Continuing, we see a 

score of -1 just 1 time for the Phone-NGT-C test from IDt-15 for Communication, while the other 

scores are a +1 or +2. Only IDT-15, with a score of 0 for the Phone-NGT-C test, appeared to have 

doubts about the Suitability for Remote Interpreting.  

 

Only one hearing person completed and sent in a questionnaire for a telecom test:  

 

 

Striking statements from questionnaires 

IDt-21 – NGT-telecom-B: 'the deaf person spoke with his own voice, which allowed the hearing person 

to hear him. I only had to translate the hearing person, but they talked over each other and continued 

to do so.' 

IDt-21 - Phone-NGT-B: 'I'm satisfied as an interpreter, but only because it is a test.'  

IDt-15 - Phone-NGT-C: 'REMAIN aware that people can still see the interpreter.' 

IDt-21 - NGT-relay-C: 'clearer introduction, instructions on how to treat the situation when the 

hearing client begins to speak to the interpreter. Less delays, better video quality'  

IDab-12 - NGT-Telecom-F-1: 'During the conversation, a number of notes were made on 

paper, including my house address, post code, etcetera, for the interpreter. I presume that the data 

was destroyed immediately after the conversation in accordance with confidential information. Thus, 

not stored. 

IDab-38 - NGT-Telecom-F-1: 'it's new for a hearing person who receives a telephone call via a 

tele-interpreter to hear a woman's voice, while I am a man :-)' 

IDab-38 - NGT-Telecom-F-1: 'I have one question: suppose that a hearing person would like 

to call me via TeleTolk, can they call me using tele-interpreting?  

IDt-27 – NGT-Telecom-F-1: 'were there any distractions? A kitty entered the video with a deaf 

client (mind you, not insurmountable!)  an ambulance drove by here and made an acoustic signal, 

busy background by deaf clients.' 

2.6 RTT-meeting tests 

Questionnaires 

TV CO TD TOA OS

NGT-Telecom-E-1 16-3-2013 IDh-3 0 1 1 1 3
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Test codes 

 

RTT-meeting-A-1, RTT-meeting-A-2 

Description A-1: small meeting with 1x AB and 3x H, 1 laptop with Djanah web or 1 

Galaxy Tab2 on Wi-Fi. 

A-2: large meeting with 4 x AB + 4 x H, 8 individuals. 2x TC device + 2 

microphones. Audio from 1 laptop 

AB - T - H participants  AB - 5 T - 1 H - 3 

Questionnaires 9 2 6 

 

A majority of the hearing-impaired test participants gave a 'good' rating, and one gave a 'very good' 

rating in the total score. Not a single final score was 'poor' or very 'poor'. The average rating indicates 

that the Technology still leaves something to be desired. In 7 of 9 cases, the score for Language and 

Interpreting Skills was 'neutral' or 'no opinion'. The 2 'good' scores came from the same person for the 

same interpreter. IDab-13 said, among other things: 'Incidentally, a compliment for IDt-18 who kept up 

a rapid pace with the text. The waiting time, given the somewhat difficult situation, was very short. 

Continuing, IDab-13 said: In this situation, the two microphones appeared to be properly functioning. 

But I have my doubts. I think the interpreter used all of his or her energy in order to compensate for the 

poor audio quality. You do not notice this, but it is an assault on the interpreter and a lesser-skilled 

interpreter than IDt-18 would have failed." The experiences with Communication were very mixed: half 

of the participants thought it was going well, the other half were neutral about the Communication. On 

average, the hearing-impaired participants were reasonably satisfied with the test situations. The 

situation was Well Suited to Remote Interpreting 6 times according to the hearing-impaired 

participants, and 3 times the participants did not provide an opinion about this. Participants were more 

satisfied with RTT-meeting-A-1 than with RTT-meeting-A-2. One possible explanation for this is that a 

complex meeting with several attendees, according to IDab-28, is 'tiring for hard-of-hearing persons'.  

IDab-22 provided the following as a possible solution:  'Pause moments for each topic or agenda point 

so that the interpreter can still ask the user questions, makes comments or add something. 

The meeting setting for RTT-meeting-A-2 with hard-of-hearing persons and the interpreted text 

on a projector screen clearly scored worse on Communication, Satisfaction, Suitability for Remote 

Interpreting and the final scores than the situation with only one hearing-impaired participant. This 

suggests that the higher the number of people involved in a remote interpreting situation, the greater 

the risk for a less positive/pleasant experience for the hearing-impaired participants.  

For the interpreter, we see that both meetings scored 'very good' for nearly all topics and that 

there are no differences between the first and second meeting test situation. The figures suggest that 

it does not matter to the interpreter how many people attend the meeting.  

For nearly every test, the three hearing persons gave a 'very good' score for Language and 

Interpreting skills, Communication, Satisfaction, Suitability for Remote Interpreting and the aggregate 

score. All of the totalled scores were 'very good' for both test situations. Thus, for the hearing persons, 
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it appears not to matter how many persons are involved in the test situation: the meeting with fewer 

people scored just as well as the meeting with more people.  

 

Striking statements from questionnaires 

IDab-37 RTT-meeting-A-1:  'It goes well this way, interpreting a meeting with a screen with text right in 

front of you. Myself, I also like to look at the people, and not just at the screen. I can now alternate 

between text/face.' 

IDab-13 RTT-meeting-A-1:  'The questionnaire seems to be more focused on practical 

situations, thus the answers are sometimes a bit....unusual.'  

IDab-22 RTT-meeting-A-1:  It is important to set-up the connection 15 minutes beforehand to 

test if everything works, the connection, video, audio, text, and so forth. Also, a bit of chatting, and 

then the tele-interpreting situation begins. After the conversation has ended, always evaluate it for at 

least 15 minutes. If you request an hour of tele-interpreting, always add an additional 30 minutes, thus, 

an hour and a half. 

IDab-3 RTT-meeting-A-1:  'Normally the interpreter indicates if things are happening too 

quickly or if the speakers are overlapping. That wasn't happening, and I am certain that I missed it.  

The pace was too slow. I was very good at following, but found it difficult to participate. Then I had to 

interrupt the others. 

IDab-22 RTT-meeting-A-1: 'A remote interpreter has its advantages, they're not explicitly 

present. Some people find the physical presence of an interpreter with a keyboard or a Dutch Sign 

Language interpreter disruptive.  Then the conversation is conducted more with the interpreter than 

the deaf person.  Having a remote interpreting ensures that the deaf person can participate normally at 

the meeting or in the conversation without the surrounding people noticing the presence of the 

interpreter (only the presence of a laptop or tablet).'  

IDt-18 RTT-meeting-A-1: 'what would I have done differently? The first group started without 

me even noticing. I would have preferred that people went around the room making their introductions, 

that each participant said their name, so that was a failure. For the second group, I typed in a request 

for this, which was displayed for the deaf/hard-of-hearing client, but apparently he or she did not read 

it. In the third group, however, I did succeed. Therefore, I could not include a name in the interpreted 

text for the first two groups.  

IDh-7 RTT-meeting-A-1:  'It was more like a normal conversation than if a live interpreter had 

been present. 

IDh-5 RTT-meeting-A-1: 'Also the conversation was nearly the same pace as one without an 

interpreter or deaf person.' 

IDab-22 RTT-meeting-A-2:  'Yes, for short meetings of between 15 to 60 minutes max. Then 

the interpreter does not have to travel back and forth unnecessarily. For longer meetings, it is 

convenient for an interpreter to be physically present. 

IDab-28 RTT-meeting-A-2:  'always better than without an interpreter.' 

IDh-6 RTT-meeting-A-2:    'With tele-interpreting, there is more distance between the 

conversation and the interpreter. The advantage of that is that the interpreter is less disruptive and no 
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stranger is there for the conversation, the drawback is that the communication with the interpreter is 

more difficult. 

IDh-6 RTT-meeting-A-2: 'I also noticed that the presence of the laptop was distracting (I sat 

next to the hard-of-hearing person and could look along).  You still have a screen in front of your nose 

on which things happen, therefore, you automatically watch and read along, that is distracting for a 

hearing person. 

IDh-6 RTT-meeting-A-2: 'You are more inclined to speak to the interpreter if he/she is sitting 

there, while you are more likely to focus on the deaf/hard-of-hearing person with a tele-interpreter.' 

IDh-5 RTT-meeting-A-2: 'especially because there is also a non-hearing participant who 

speaks very softly. As a hearing person, then you also have an interest in having a tele-interpreter. 

IDh-5 RTT-meeting-A-2: 'If you read along, you can also observe what is being said and you 

have a small back-up if you would like to go back to a topic. 

2.7 NGT-meeting tests 

Questionnaires 

Test codes 

 

NGT-meeting-A-1, NGT-meeting-A-2 

Description A-1: small meeting with 1x AB and 3x H, 1 laptop with Djanah web or 1 

Galaxy Tab2 on Wi-Fi. 

A-2: large meeting with 4 x AB + 4 x H, 8 individuals, 1 laptop with Djanah 

web with T, 1 Tab2 tablet Wi-Fi and 1 S3 3G. VC room use (4 screens) 

and projector 

AB - T - H participants  AB - 3 T - 1 H - 3 

Questionnaires 6 2 3 

 

There were three 'poor' scores, two 'good' scores and one 'very good' score for the final scores. All the 

'poor' final scores came from NGT-meeting-A-2. The reasons for this included: a video that was too 

small and blurry (not sharp) and a connection that was not working well. NGT-meeting-A-2 received a 

'poor' final score. NGT-meeting-A-1 scored fairly well. NGT-meeting-A-2 scored "poor' twice and 'very 

poor' once for Technology. According to IDab-43, a 'blurry (video) is definitely a drawback and 

according to IDab-20, 'the (video) is and remains small.' NGT-meeting-A-1 scored a 0, a 1 and a 2. 

Concerning the latter, IDab-43 said, inter alia: 'Yes, imagine, you are with your hearing friends and you 

have a small idea for something, but they cannot use sign language and you need an interpreter in 

this situation.' IDab-43 also finds the items of lighting, video image and text image pleasant. IDab-40 

gave the -2, one of the reasons being that the 'mobile is too small' and 'the video is very small and 

dark'. Communication scored reasonably well at the first meeting and at the second meeting, fairly 

'poor'. All three test participants rated the first meeting as Well Suited to Remote Interpreting. For the 

second meeting, there were two 'neutral' or 'no opinion' scores, and one participant found the situation 

poorly suited due to the very poorly functioning technology. The first meeting, according to the 
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hearing-impaired test participants, was reasonably well suited to remote interpreting, the second was 

not well suited to a certain extent.   

 The interpreter scored a sum total of -1 for the A-1 meeting and for the A-2 meeting, a -5.  

What is notable here is that the suitability was rated a -2 for the A-1 meeting and a -1 for the A-2 

meeting.  

 For the hearing persons, questionnaires were completed only after the first meeting. For this 

meeting, we see a 'very good' score 1 time, a 'good' score 2 times and a 'good' score 2 times as an 

aggregate score, and not a single negative/poor score. There are no known questionnaires/data from 

the second meeting.   

 

Striking statements from questionnaires 

IDab-43 - NGT-meeting-A-1: 'Yes, imagine, you are with your hearing friends and you have a small 

idea for something, but they cannot use sign language and you need an interpreter in this situation.' 

IDab-40 - NGT-meeting-A-1: 'it is my first time with tele-interpreting, I am not used to it and 

really have to pay attention to the interpreter and not the other colleague, for example. 

IDab-20 - NGT-meeting-A-1: 'Yes, I am constantly looking at the interpreter and not at the 

people. It was, however, good that I informed the interpreter in advance WHO was sitting where... I 

gave the names of the persons and the interpreter saw who sat where. And pinpointing location. (that 

is the most important, because if the interpreter does not recognize the voice, he or she would be able 

to figure out which person is speaking, and from where.)' 

IDt-21 - NGT-meeting-A-1: 'preparation should include: knowing who is present and who sits 

where, knowing what the conversation or meeting is about, who the deaf persons are, asking whether 

to use Dutch Sign Language or Signed Dutch, people speaking clearly, the deaf client regularly 

looking at the screen when he or she is speaking so that I have an opportunity to indicate that I am 

able to follow the conversation and to intervene.' 

IDh-8 - NGT-meeting-A-1: 'With the remote interpreter, you are increasingly less aware of the 

course of the conversation, causing you to forget that an interpreter is present, until the interpreter 

translates something from the hearing-impaired person. (voice interpreting)'. 

IDh-3 - NGT-meeting-A-1: 'Speed of communication, communication was more difficult than in 

the tele-interpreting situation.' 

IDh-3 - NGT-meeting-A-1: 'I do not see the interpreter in the tele-interpreting situation and I 

miss that.' 

IDab-20 - NGT-meeting-A-2: 'The mobile, that very little pictogram, you had to look at that from 

close-up, that stresses the eyes. The further away you are from the mobile, the more you have to 

concentrate, the more likely that you will be distracted by environmental factors (environment around 

the mobile).  It is also important that you can see the "depth".....' 

IDt-21 - NGT-meeting-A-2: 'how was the communication? That I cannot really say because it 

was the first time that I had several windows open in my application window, it took a lot of getting use 

to ;-)'  
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2.8 Videoconferencing tests 

Questionnaires 

Test codes 

 

VC-RTT-A, VC-RTT-C, VC-RTT-E-1, VC-RTT-F-1, VC-RTT-G-1 

Description Videoconferencing with speech-to-text interpreter, 1 of 2 x AB and 1, 2 or 

3 x H  

Participants AB - T - H  AB - 4 T - 2 H - 3 

Questionnaires 7 2 5 

 

One test participant, IDab-48, also a KTT project member, who had already had conversations with 

real-time text and videoconferencing, rated the total sum as 'very good' while the other three test 

participants with far less experience gave a much worse rating. This suggests that experience and 

familiarity with the technology and videoconferencing situation have a major influence on the 

experience of a conversation with real-time text and videoconferencing. The test participant with 

technical experience rated technology in most cases as 'very good'. The so-called 'new' test 

participants rated it far lower/worse. Experience and technical knowledge appear to strongly influence 

the functioning and the evaluation of the technology. The more experienced test participant was more 

positive about the - for him - familiar interpreter and interpreting skills. The meeting would not have 

been possible without the attendance of the speech-to-text interpreter at VC-RTT-G-1. This resulted in 

'good' and 'very good' figures for satisfaction. The experienced and accustomed test participant IDab-

48 was also often well satisfied to highly satisfied. The hearing-impaired test participants rated the 

conversations with real-time text and videoconferencing in general as Well Suited to Remote 

Interpreting. The only time that it was not rated this way, was by IDab-50, who was not accustomed to 

a speech-to-text interpreter and the delays that come with their use.  

 The interpreters scoring varies widely here: IDt-18 rates 'very good' for 4 of the 5 topics for 

videoconference-RTT-E-1 without a single negative score, while IDt-55 for VC-RTT-A  does not give a 

single good rating and for technology, gives a -1.  

 

Striking statements from questionnaires 

IDt-55 – VC-RTT-A: 'yes, the clients reacted adequately to each other.' 

IDab-48 - VC-RTT-C: 'the font size should be larger for incoming text. And video quality should 

be better when we read lips.' 

IDh-8: 'T typed at a rapid pace, as such I did not have the feeling that there was a delay in the 

conversation because the hearing-impaired person was still reading long after the hearing person was 

finished with speaking. Because you could also read the text, you know where T is with the 

interpreting.' 

IDab-48 - VC-RTT-C: 'Videoconferencing is a very good way to have a tele-conference. 

Slightly better video and sign language interpreters can be utilized better.' 
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IDab-48 - VC-RTT-E-1: 'video for seeing who is speaking and for eye contact/emotions with 

facial expressions. Audio for my speech and text for the translated conversation of the speech-to-text 

interpreter. 

IDh-7 - VC-RTT-G-1: 'I hardly noticed that a speech-to-text interpreter was there because the 

video and audio of the interpreter had not been switched on.' I myself could not see the typed text 

because the iPhone does not have a text option for videoconferencing.  That made it difficult because 

I could not watch and see how far along the interpreter was with the translation.' 

2.9 Results summary 

Through 1 May 2013, 44 test situations have been tested with varying set-ups of test participants, 

group size, equipment, conversation topic, telecom, remote interpreting or videoconferencing. This 

yielded 129 completed questionnaires from 27 hearing-impaired participants, 42 from 10 interpreters 

and another 34 from 7 hearing participants. Of these, 75 are from Dutch Sign language users, 48 from 

users of real-time text interpreting 39 from interpreters and 34 from hearing persons processed into 

the results tables.  A number of points can be derived from comparison of the lists of scores. First, the 

interpreters and hearing participants rated the test situations far better and more optimistic about them 

than the hearing impaired participants. In addition, the real-time text interpreting users gave better 

scores than the Dutch Sign Language tele-interpreting users; for real-time text test participants, the 

final score was good in all cases. The Telecom tests group, in which the hearing-impaired sat alone 

behind a PC and telephoned the off-site hearing person via the remote interpreter, scored the highest. 

For these tests, we see mostly a 0, neutral or no opinion for Language and Interpreting Skills from the 

hearing-impaired participants, while for the other test situations, they more often gave a 'good' or a 

'poor' rating. The NGT-mobile tests score the worst, particularly for the topic of Technology.  
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3. Analysis – translation into possible criteria  

 

A number of things are clear or have become clearer through the tests. The results provide an 

indication of which factors may be included as criteria, but also those that cannot. The KTT project 

team analysed the results and translated them into items that most likely do not need to be a criterion 

(section 3.1), items that very well could be (section 3.2) and into recommendations (section 3.3). This 

chapter describes a number of preliminary and possible criteria based on the test data. The final and 

complete set of criteria will be established at a later stage in consultation with focus groups. Finally, in 

section 3.4, we discuss the results and analysis.  

3.1 Excluded criteria 

Let us begin by identifying those items which, based on assumptions, appeared or appear to be 

obvious criterion, but, after conducting the research, no long appear to be so.    

Experience of the interpreter  

The assumption that an experienced interpreter is better at tele-interpreting, or would is more suitable 

for it, has proven unfounded so far. Based on the scores of the Dutch Sign Language test situations, it 

does not appear namely that sign language interpreting users award higher scores for test situations 

involving experienced Dutch Sign Language interpreters than for situations involving inexperienced 

Dutch Sign Language interpreters.  On the contrary, inexperienced interpreters received slightly higher 

scores from the interpreting users.  

 

Clothing 

Clothing adapted specifically for tele-interpreting, unlike with live interpreters, did not appear to be a 

criterion.  

  

Background colour 

We have no indication that a specific background colour should be applied as a criterion. Grey was the 

colour preference most referenced by the hearing-impaired participants.  

3.2 Criteria 

In this section, we identify the items that we would like to introduce to the focus groups as criteria.  

 

Background: flat/neutral  

The background to the interpreter should be flat and neutral (no relief and a solid colour without 

patterns and figures). The hearing-impaired test participants indicate a clear preference for a flat or 

neutral background.  

 

Background contrast with clothing 

The background colour should contrast with the clothing of the interpreter. Test data showed that 

when the interpreter was wearing light-coloured clothing, the hearing-impaired test participants liked a 
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dark background. When the interpreter wore dark clothing, they preferred a lighter background. Pastel 

colours, therefore, are very suitable. 

 

The lighting in the interpreting room should not create shadows or cause colour deviations in 

the video. 

The interpreting room should use a good, diffuse light source that prevents shadows from forming on 

the face (especially near the eyes and around the mouth) or on the background behind the interpreter. 

The same light source may not cause colour deviations for the webcam (especially in certain LED and 

compact fluorescent ones). 

The tests and evaluations showed that shadows and discolorations impede the visibility of the 

interpreter. 

 

Interpreting user evaluation of the suitability of remote interpreting. 

Interpreting users determine when they will use the tele-interpreters. It appears primarily from the 

results tables that the interpreting user him or herself can best determine whether or not a situation is 

Well Suited to Remote Interpreting. This appeared explicitly when we compared RTT-1-1-B-1 with 

RTT-1-1-B-2, as shown in Chapter 2.2.  

Interpreter training: dealing with equipment and software 

Interpreters need to follow a training course to learn about the possibilities and limitations of 

equipment and software before they begin tele-interpreting. With the tests, we sometimes observed, 

as the test began, that interpreters were using the software for the first time or that webcams or 

microphones were not functioning properly. Interpreters also frequently appeared unable to solve 

technical problems, which would have been easy to fix with some more basic knowledge. Speech-to-

text interpreters, for example, were not aware they could turn on the microphone or how to do it, in 

order to intervene in the situation.  

3.3 Recommendations 

The test data led to a number of recommendations. Some of these recommendations will be 

elaborated in protocols that can be used to streamline tele-interpreting situations. These protocols are 

briefly described in section 3.3.1.   

Preferred computer screen position 

The test data clearly demonstrate a preferred position for the screen. That position is next to the 

hearing person for Dutch Sign Language interpreting users.  For real-time text users, that position is in 

front of the hearing person. See also the diagrams below:  
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Our recommendation is to adapt this set-up - as much as possible - for tele-interpreting conversations 

with a deaf or hard-of-hearing person. 

Start with telecom 

Hearing-impaired persons rated the telecom situations best in which they were alone and behind a PC 

to call a hearing person via a tele-interpreter.  Therefore, hearing impaired persons who find it stressful 

to use a tele-interpreter and to become familiar with the equipment are recommended to start with 

telecom situations.  

 

Wi-Fi instead of 3G  

For wireless internet, the tests clearly shows that Wi-Fi scores a bit better than 3G. We recommend 

using Wi-Fi as much as possible for tele-interpreting,  

 

Additional equipment for large meetings  

For a meeting with more than five attendees, we recommend that multiple microphones be used and 

possibly an additional wide angle camera so that the interpreter can better understand the meeting 

attendees and see who is speaking.   

 

Preparation 

The figures show that interpreters who had prepared in advance were rated better by the hearing-

impaired participants. Our recommendation then is to email the interpreter any notes or an agenda in 

advance and, at the start of the meeting, to identify conversational participants' names and positions.    

3.3.1 Protocol 

Many test participants expressed a desire to receive concrete instructions both before and after the 

tests. What can/may I do and what not? And what do I leave for someone else to do? How can I 

intervene if the conversation is not going well? We will use these instructions to draft protocol in 

consultation with the focus groups. A protocol is a number of recommendations to streamline the tele-

interpreting session, a list of do's and don'ts . The protocol for the interpreter, for example, could 

include how and in which way he or she can intervene, a road map to check the equipment and 
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software in advance and a list of the (preparatory) data the interpreter may request at the beginning of 

the tele-interpreting situation. Not every hearing person will react the same to a protocol, but it may 

include such things as a short explanation on how tele-interpreting works or the tip to speak clearly 

and not to talk over one another. Hearing-impaired persons can also benefit from a protocol that 

contains, inter alia, instructions informing the interpreter at the beginning of the session about the 

conversation topic and the conversation participants. The protocol may also include instructions on 

how the interpreter can create better working conditions, such as not to position themselves with their 

back to the window and to place the microphone in the correct position. The protocols are guidelines, 

not requirements.  

3.4 Discussion  

The factors list which could influence the quality of the tele-interpreting appeared to be a dynamic 

whole during the research. While processing the test data, some so-called factors were discarded 

while new things came to light for which no assumptions had yet been made. For example, the likely 

factor that experienced interpreters would be better at tele-interpreting was initially included in the 

evaluation of the interpreters' questionnaires. Gradually, the research showed that experience could 

not be established as an influential factor. We also noted that when the technology was not functioning 

or not functioning properly, and scored a -2 for example, the answers to other questions appeared to 

be general assumptions by the interpreters that were not relevant to the specific situation being tested. 

What does it say when the technology did not function yet the interpreter still filled in complete 

questionnaire with good scores for the other topics? Were these answers more socially desirable? 

Therefore, after completing the analysis and after 1 May, the KTT project team reviewed and amended 

the interpreters' results tables. After which an interpreter's experience was no longer weighted and the 

'strange' results were removed. This amended results table, which can be found in Appendix G2, has 

not been included in the results chapter, but has been included in the answers to the research 

questions in Chapter 4.  

 Another discussion point is what the KTT team called the 'wow factor': outdoor tests with 

smartphones score a bit better than controlled test situations with smartphones. Participants appear to 

be less critical and more forgiving when outside and, for example, the technology is not functioning 

well or if the communication is not very fluid. Therefore, it cannot be ruled out that people score 

differently in daily practice than in controlled test situations for which project members were present 

and the participants were asked to pay extra attention.  Perhaps the hearing-impaired test participants 

were a bit milder about the interpreter and his or her interpreting skills or the technology when they 

were using standard tele-interpreting rather than tele-interpreting in a test situation.  

 The analysis further showed that the hearing, deaf and hard-of-hearing participants as well as 

the interpreter participants did not always complete questionnaires clearly or in their entirety. 

Relatively fewer questionnaires were received from hearing persons and interpreters than other 

participants. In addition, there were some comments on the questionnaires, such as IDab-17 with 

NGT-1-1-B-1: 'the questions were unclear because they were about both my experiences in the past 

and the test situation. This is confusing and it can lead to mistakes in the results. What is it about and 
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when.' For further research, the questions (about the tested situation) should be more specifically 

formulated.  

Initially, tests in traditional classroom settings fell outside of the scope of the KTT project. 

However, Kentalis and Auris, two major educational institutions for education of the deaf and hard-of-

hearing, indicated that they wanted to research how much added value tele-interpreting can provide in 

a classroom setting. The background to this desire is that, in education, the funding for interpreters 

has changed. There will be an increasing need for effective and efficient use of interpreters in the 

future. Due to technical and administrative barriers with the education organizations, the classroom 

setting tests ultimately were not able to get off the ground in time. However, four classroom setting 

tests with students at the University of Applied Science Utrecht and the University of Groningen were 

successfully conducted after the scheduled test period. These tests, in which a remote interpreter was 

used for lectures and examination preparation, resulted in adaptations which can be used for remote 

interpreting when the audio connections between the teacher and the interpreter are only of sufficient 

quality. These tests, however, were conducted after the data analysis and therefore have not been 

included in this report. We would like to emphasize, incidentally, that many of the test situations which 

have been discussed in this research may also be applied in education. Examples include one-on-one 

conversations such as between a parent and teacher or between a student and teacher.  
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4 Conclusion 

 

We answer the research questions in section 4.1 and our recommendations for further research are 

discussed in section 4.2.  

4.1 Answers to research questions 

In the following, we answer the research questions per individual question. We begin with the sub-

questions and end by answering the main research question.  

 

Which situations are well suited to remote interpreting and which are not, and why?  

According to the hearing and interpreting test participants and the speech-to-text interpreting users, 

almost all situations are 'well suited to a tele-interpreter'. The sign language interpreting users find 

nearly half of the situations not well suited for remote interpreting. Technology plays a major role in 

this assessment: especially when either the internet connection or the video image is not good, the 

hearing-impaired Dutch Sign Language test participants did not think that the situation was well suited 

to remote interpreting. Further, we see that the type of situation in particular influences the suitability 

assessment. All three groups of test participants found the telecom conversations well-suited to 

remote interpreting. Dutch Sign Language tele-interpreting users think that the situations with mobile 

devices and meetings with more than five attendees are not well suited to having a tele-interpreter. 

The computer screen's position is an influential factor in one-to-one situations with Dutch Sign 

Language interpreting users .  A portion of the test participants indicate through their questionnaire 

answers that most situations can be made more suitable when the points for improvement, as 

identified by them, are taken into consideration.  

 

Which factors determine the degree of suitability and which do not?  

The performance of technical equipment heavily influences the suitability assessment for remote 

interpretation. When the technology does not function or function properly, the interpreting users of 

Dutch Sign Language find the situation poorly suited for a remote interpreter. The type of situation also 

has an influence, as previously described in the answer to the prior sub-question. For the suitability 

assessment by the hearing-impaired test participants, it does not matter who the interpreter is.  

 

To what extent do issues like the interpreters' experiences and motivations play a role?  

Experience in relation to the number of years an interpreter has been working, does not have an 

effect. Experience with the equipment matters, however, all the more so. Although it is difficult to 

measure the motivation of the interpreters, it does appear to play a role. The motivations of the 

interpreters who did participate were varied: for one, it appeared to be an obligation, while another just 

wanted to make money. Only one person seemed to be enthusiastic about providing a tele-interpreting 

service. The final group of interpreters were better prepared for the test, for example because they 

already had installed and tried the software. A striking observation is that relatively few interpreters 
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actually participated in the tests.  The fact that some interpreters cancelled a test at the last moment, 

because they wanted to take part in a live interpreting assignment, implied that the tele-interpreting 

situations were considered less important. Many interpreters did not appear to be motivated to 

participate in the research. We wonder how motivated they are to perform tele-interpreting.  

 

Is an experienced interpreter better suited to provide tele-interpreting than an inexperienced 

interpreter?  

No. Hearing-impaired test participants even rated inexperienced sign language interpreters — less 

than 10 years' experience — slightly better.  We did measure a difference for the speech-to-text 

interpreters. It appears that other factors are more important for interpreting users than the 

interpreters' years of experience.  

 

What are the minimum hardware and software requirements for successful tele-interpreting?  

The technical success of remote interpreting depends on the extent to which one can communicate 

using video, audio and text as naturally as possible and without delay. Therefore, it is essential that 

the technology does not create any barriers. The users' choices must be given priority: A PC or laptop 

is sufficient one time, while a mobile device is preferred the other; sometimes the user only wants to 

read text, sometimes he or she only wants to see the video. In this case, it would not matter which 

communications device the people use.  

Sign language should be displayed smoothly: video image with a minimum of 20 frames 

(images) per second is required for this. With the tests involving smartphones, we saw that many 

Dutch Sign Language Interpreting users were dissatisfied with the video quality. The users were 

dissatisfied because, for both tests, the smartphone cameras seldom appeared to reach the desired 

20 frames per second (fps). The fps number is higher and more stable with Wi-Fi than with 3G. 

Speech must be transmitted between the conversation participants without distortion and without 

disruptive sounds. Both the hearing persons and the interpreters indicated they found clear audio 

important. However,  this requires quality microphones. For the interpreting user, text must be 

displayed nearly simultaneously (within 500 milliseconds)  from the moment that the text is created by 

the interpreter. For lip readers, there may be, at a maximum, 100 milliseconds difference between the 

audio and video image. The internet connection bandwidth must have unobstructed uploading and 

downloading speeds of a minimum of 384 kilobytes per second.  The technical parameters are also 

defined in the international standards for Total Conversation and in Dutch legislation.  

 

Below we answer the main research question. That question was :  

 

What factors influence the quality of a tele-interpreting session?  

 

As a result of the tests, we have been able to determine three groups of factors with regard to 

influencing the quality of a interpreting session. The first group of factors does not exert influence, the 

second group has little influence, and the last group has a lot of influence. In Appendix I, we indicate in 
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the last column which of these three groups a specific factor falls under. In answering the main 

question, we only describe the most influential factors because they are the most important ones for 

establishing the quality criteria for tele-interpreting services.  

  For interpreters, basic and more specialized computer skills as well as experience with 

remote interpreting - particularly how often the interpreter has already participated in a tele-interpreting 

session - are influential factors. For interpreting users, computer experience also plays a large role, as 

does owning a communications device which is the same or similar to the one used in the tests. The 

settings of the Total Conversation app involving letter size and video also exert a lot of influence. In 

addition, the communications need of the interpreting user are very influential: Real-time text tele-

interpreting users are substantially more positive than Dutch Sign Language tele-interpreting users. 

For a hearing person, really only the intelligibility of the audio is very important. For an interpreting 

workplace, we see that the computer screen, for example the resolution, size or the size of the text 

box, does have a lot of influence. The background visible behind the interpreter is very important for 

many interpreting users. They especially like the background to be flat, neutral and distraction-free and 

to sufficiently contrast with the interpreter's clothing. Environmental noise also exerts a lot of influence, 

for both the interpreter and the hearing person. The camera is also important. Particularly in reference 

to the resolution, brightness and viewing angle.  And the number of frames per second matters, as 

explained in the answer to the research question on minimum technical requirements,  

 With the interpreting situation, the communication equipment, size and resolution of the 

screen, the microphone and the owner of the device are all influential factors.  We especially observed 

the latter with mobile telephones. Test participants who already had a smartphone with a Total 

Conversation app dealt far better with the technology than test participants who did not own a 

smartphone and, thus, had to borrow one or use one for the first time in the test situation. The setting, 

the type of conversation and the number of speakers are all influential: a meeting with several 

conversation participants and multiple hearing-impaired test participants scores significantly worse 

than a telecom situation in which the hearing-impaired person sits alone behind a PC and calls a 

hearing person via a tele-interpreter. 

Both interpreters and interpreting users clearly indicated a significant desire to prepare in 

advance and to become acquainted with the people in the situation. Naturally the quality of the 

equipment is important, as well as the visibility of the interpreter and the interpreted text.    

Distractions, such as environmental noise or movement behind the signing interpreter and interpreting 

user, also exert a lot of influence. The type of interpreting is important because speech-to-text 

interpreters are still scored higher than sign language interpreters. Whether and how often an 

interpreter is able to intervene and to request repetition are strong determinants of the quality of the 

tele-interpreting session. Finally, we see for the interpreting connection that bandwidth, network 

accessibility, for example configuration of port numbers and synchronicity with data transfer, are very 

influential. With the latter, we mean, for example, that the video image must synchronize with the 

audio, which is relevant for lip readers.  
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4.2 Further research 

We were able to answer the research questions to our satisfaction on the basis of the test data. 

However, there are still a number of items which we would have liked to research further and to 

analyse. Are there, for example, factors that we missed? To what extent is the interpreter's attitude 

towards remote interpreting or the duration of the call  a determining factor? More research into this is 

required in the future.  

There should also be further research with regard to education institutions. Kentalis and Auris, 

the two major education institutions for deaf and hard-of-hearing persons in the Netherlands, have 

indicated they would still like to test traditional classroom settings with a remote interpreter in the 

second half of 2013. The objective of the tests will be to research whether remote interpreting services 

can be provided in the context of 'appropriate education'? These tests will need to be financed by the 

organizations themselves. KTT can offer its tele-interpreting system and the project team could, under 

condition of funding, be deployed to conduct the tests. The findings from these tests are supplied with 

this research report as supplementary information.   
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Appendix A1 - Factors list 

 

 

Groepen Factoren Inhoud

Tolk

Certificatie registratie RTG

Tolkvaardgheid RTG

Computer ervaring Vaardigheid

Ervaringsjaren Jaren

Ervaring tolk op afstand Hoe vaak/Platform

Ervaring Ervaring na het gebruik van teletolk

Competentie Teletolk vaardigheid beoordeling

Tolkgebruiker

Ervaring met tolk jaren/ aantal per week

Taal Engels of NL taal kennis

Tolkgebruiker registratie

Speciaal onderwijs gevolgd School/plaats

Opleiding diploma

Bezit communicatie device. apparaat

Computerervaring type/gebruik

Leeftijd geboortejaar

Werkuren arbeid aantal uren per week

Werk baan

Voorkeur tolk tolkvorm/naam

Ervaring met tolk op afstand Hoeveel keer? En hoe?

Communicatiebehoefte soort

Contactgegevens sms/e-mail/tc

Voorkeur Tolksituatie Voorkeur tolksituatie op afstand

Omgang TC instellingen TC

Ervaring Ervaring na het gebruik van teletolk

Horende

Ervaring Ervaring na het gebruik van teletolk

Verstaanbaarheid Kwaliteit communicatie via audio

Ervaring Live tolk Eerder in aanraking met tolk
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Groepen Factoren Inhoud

Tolkwerkplek

Houding Zitten/staan

Scherm Grootte/resolutie/tekstvenstergrootte

Toetsenbord Soort

Luidspreker Soort

Achtergond Kleur/patroon

Afscherming Soort

Omgevingsgeluid Luidheid en patroon 

Camera resolutie/lichtsterkte/kijkhoek

Kleding Soort

Duur Tijd

Framerate Frames per seconde

Resolutie resolutie

Situatiebeschrijving logboek

Tolksituatie

Device Soort type

Merk naam

Aantal TC devices aantal

Scherm Grootte

Microfoon Horende Spreker(s)

Device beschikbaarheid Eigenaar device

Scherm Resolutie

Gebruik Gebruikervaring device

Omstandigheid Soort Setting

Duur tijd

Voorbereiding Voorstellen/kenismaken

Afrondingstijd Met tolkgebruiker

Voorbereidingstijd tijd

Soort gesprek soort deelname tolkgebruiker

Kwaliteit Device Hoe geschikt is het voor omstandighed

Presentatie tolken tolk/tekst zichtbaar voor iedereenVermoeidheid/concentratie 

vergeleken met live tolken duur tolken zonder onderbrekening

Afleidingen Zijn er afleidingen vanuit beide kanten

Comfort Werkomgeving Tolkplek

Afstand postcode tolk en postcode opdracht
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Groepen Factoren Inhoud

Communicatie Communicatielijn Inzet van aantal tolken/locaties

Tolkvorm Soort

Gebruik TC Instellingen TC

Input aantal sprekers

Inrgijpingsmogelijkheid Tolk Ja/nee

Aantal TC devices Getal/types

Evaluatie alle ervaringen

Tolkverbinding

Internetverbinding Bandbreedte

Vertraging tijd

Scynchronisatie tijdverschil

Toegankelijkheid Poortnummer

Opzet verbinding Omschrijving werkzaamheden

Verbinding type
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Appendix A3 - Conversation basis for factors list 

Name Company/function Short description 

Lissa Zeviar sign language interpreter 
Experience with telecom interpreting and 
Video Relay Services in San Francisco, 
United States. 

Gunnar Hellstrom Omnitor, director 

International standard expert for Total 
Conversation and accessible 
Telecommunications for Deaf and Hard-of-
Hearing persons.  

Lisa Astrom Omnitor, employee Provider of Total Conversation services. 

Johan Wilterdink 
Beeldtelefoon project 
group  

Experiential experts in the field of video 
telephones like Tandberg. Experience with 
remote interpreting services. 

Roy Gierman 
Beeldtelefoon project 
group 

Experiential experts in the field of video 
telephones like Tandberg. Experience with 
remote interpreting services. 

Gerda Egberts Simea Interpreting services in schools 

Bart van Weijden Tolknet, director 
Educational dissemination for interpreting 
services and remote interpreting.   Planning 
of remote interpreting services.  

Eelco Kroos Tolknet, employee 
Educational dissemination for interpreting 
services and remote interpreting. Planning of 
remote interpreting services 

Markell Rijsdijk NBTG, policy employee 
Nederlandse Beroepsvereniging Tolken 
Gebarentaal  (Dutch Association of Sign 
Language Interpreters) 

Henk Buis UWV Interpreter services at UWV 

Peter Raggers 

Chairman of (Dutch) 
Sudden Deafness 
Foundation (Stichting 
Plotsdoven) 

Interest group for persons with sudden 
deafness, expert interpreting user 

Splinter Schagen 
Chairman of (Dutch) Youth 
Commission 
(Jongerencommissie) 

Interest group for deaf persons, expert 
interpreting user 

Piety Groeneveld Menzis Interpreter services at Menzis  

Henny van der 
Neut 

University of Applied 
Sciences Utrecht 
(Hogeschool Utrecht) 

Interpreter training 

Joop Beelen 
Director of NVVS (Dutch 
association for the hard of 
hearing) 

Interest group for hard-of-hearing persons, 
expert interpreting users 

Anika Smeijers Zorgbeter 
Project partly examining remote interpreting 
Uses SignHealth and non-Total 
Conversation solutions. 

Marien Hannink FODOK 
Interest group for parents of deaf children, 
expert interpreting users 

Bert Aarts 
Ministry of Economic 
Affairs 

Working on the new telecommunications act 
and the relay service and video service for 
2013  
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Carmen van de 
Werk 

Ministry of Economic 
Affairs 

Working on the new telecommunications act 
and the relay service and video service for 
2013 

Wim Gerbecks 
Dutch Association of Text 
Interpreters 

NSV, Nederlandse Schrijftolken Vereniging 

Appendix B1 Questionnaire for hearing-impaired test participants 

 

Please answer the following questions about your experience with tele-interpreting for the 

implemented situation. 

* = compulsory 

1. What is your name? *   

2. What is your participation code? * 

   The KTT team will provide you with this information. 

3. Do you have any previous experience with tele-interpreting? *  

   For example, interpreting via Skype, FaceTime, MSN or ...  

  Yes 

  No 

4. Does the hearing person have any previous experience with the interpreter?*  

   Person with whom you are speaking, via the interpreter .  

  Yes 

  No 

 I've seen the interpreter, but have never used their services. 

5. Which type of remote interpreting have you tried? *  

 Dutch Sign Language interpreter 

 speech-to-text interpreter  

 Signed Dutch interpreter  

 Other: ………….   

6. How would you rate your last experience with tele-interpreting? *  

Very poor 1 2 3 4 5 Very good 

7. How well prepared were you for the tele-interpreting situation?  *  
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    Did you have enough time to prepare with the interpreter and did you have enough time to set-up 

the connection?  

  Yes, everything was well prepared. 

  No, the connection was not good. 

  No, the tele-interpreter and I were not well-prepared. We were not able to understand each 

other. 

  No, there was too little time. 

 Other: ………….  

8. Do you think the current situation is well suited to tele-interpreting? *  

  Yes, it was well suited. 

  No, it was not well suited. 

Why? 

9. How long did the tele-interpreting situation last?*  

  To long 

  Neither too long nor too short 

  Too short 

If it was too long or too short, why? 

10. How suitable was the peripheral equipment?* 

      The peripheral equipment could be a laptop, mobile, computer, microphone, etcetera.  

  They were very well suited. 

  They were clumsy. 

  Something more was needed, because they were insufficient. 

  They didn't work well. 

 Other: …………  

If the peripheral equipment was not suitable, please explain why.  

Please indicate which peripheral equipment you are referring to. 

11. How positive or negative are the following items?* 

      Were they helpful or disruptive during the interpreting situation?  
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Very 

disruptive 

Normal Nice Not applicable 
 

Background         
 

Lighting         
 

Clothing         
 

Video image          
 

Text image         
 

 

Comments on other points of attention   

Is there anything else that you considered an advantage or disadvantage?  

12. How did you communicate during the tele-interpreting session? * 

      Multiple choices possible.  

  I signed with the tele-interpreter. 

  I spoke with the tele-interpreter. 

  I spoke directly to the hearing person. 

  I typed text. 

  Other: …………  

13. Were you able to see whether you were speaking with the interpreter or with the hearing person 

via the interpreter? *  

  Yes, the interpreter was clear. 

  No, I was sometimes confused. 

  I really had pay attention. 

  Other: ……….  

If not, why was that? 

What was the cause? What could have been better?   

14. Did your communication via tele-interpreting proceed differently than normal? * 

     What was different from a normal interpreting situation?  

  Tempo was different. 

  Eye contact was different. 

  Use of sign language/typing was 

different.. 

  Information about the environment 

was different. 

  Other: …………  
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Please provide an explanation:   

15. How do you use communication technology? *  

  Video only 

  Text only 

  Video and text combined  

  Video and audio combined 

  Video and audio combined  

  All three, video, text and audio 

  Other: ………..  

If you use a combination, please explain how you use them. 

For example, video for sign language and text for spelling names...   

16. Do you have any other comments? If so, please fill them in.  

 Are there any other points of attention which were not addressed by the questions?  
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Appendix B2 Questionnaire for hearing test participants 

 

Would it be possible for the person with whom the tele-interpreting user has spoken to answer the 

questionnaire? 

*Compulsory 

1. What is your name? …...……………….. 

2. Have you worked with an interpreter before? * Especially a sign language or speech-to-text 

interpreter.  

  Yes, frequently 

  Yes, occasionally 

  No, never 

  Have heard of interpreters. 

3. Were you well prepared for using the tele-interpreting services? *  

  Yes, I was informed in advance  

  No, but I was given a good explanation. 

  No, I was overwhelmed, though. 

4. How did the call via the tele-interpreting proceed? *  

Very good 1 2 3 4 5 Very poor 

Why? *  

5. Did you observe any difference between a standard interpreter and a tele-interpreter? *  

 Very little difference 

 Definitely a big difference  

Why?   
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Appendix B3 Questionnaire for interpreter test participants 

 

Please note: for the project, 'interpreting setting' is used to indicate the type of hours 

(work/education/private) and 'interpreting situation' to indicate the tele-interpreting moment and/or 

scenario.  

The interpreting methods included: Dutch Sign Language (NmG) , Signed Dutch (NGT) and speech-

to-text  

Questions about the scenario 

1. Which scenario did you just interpret? 

 one-on-one situation  

 one-on-one situation with several listeners accompanying the deaf client (e.g. deaf 

person's family members were present) 

 one-on-one situation with several listeners accompanying the hearing client (e.g. a 

hearing intern present with the hearing client) 

 a group of hearing persons, 1 deaf (group of 6 people max) 

 a group of hearing persons, 1 deaf (group of 6 - 15 people) 

 a group of hearing persons, 1 deaf (more than 15 people) 

 a group of deaf persons, 1 hearing (group of 6 people max) 

 a group of deaf persons, 1 hearing (group of 6 - 15 people) 

 a group of deaf persons, 1 hearing (more than 15 people) 

 

2. What was the setting? 

 education 

 healthcare 

 work 

 

3. How often have you experienced this situation in face-to-face interpreting situations? 

 fewer than 25 times 

 between 25 and 50 times 

  between 50 and 100 times 

 more than 100 times 
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4. Which interpreting method have you used? 

 Dutch Sign Language 

 Signed Dutch 

 Speech-to-text interpreting 

 International Sign (ISL) 

 If you used a different interpreting method, what was it? 

 

5. How many people were involved? 

6. What else would you have liked to have done in the situation? 

7. Do you think that the clients were satisfied?  

8. What factors (e.g. environment, people or situational) did you find supportive in the situation? 

What factors were not supportive? 

9. Were you bothered by distractions? If so, what were they? 

10. Were you given enough information about the situation? What information was missing? 

11. Which technology (e.g. computer/iPhone, etc.) did you use as an interpreter? Do you also 

know what your clients used? 

12. Were you able to introduce yourself to everyone present for the scenario?  

13. What interpreting method did you use?  

14. What skills would you have needed to provide better interpreting for this situation? 

15. Did you prepare in advance? If so, were the advance preparations effective? 

 Yes 

 No 

16. Had you previously interpreted for one of the clients (hearing/deaf)? 

 Yes 

 No 

17. 'Did you intervene or request that something be repeated? (If so, how often?) 

 Yes 

 No 
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18. Did you want to intervene more frequently or want to ask that something be repeated? 

 Yes 

 No 

19. Were you troubled by any environmental factors that affected your interpreting? 

 Yes 

 No 

20. Was the scheduled time long enough? 

 Yes 

 No 

21. Have you already interpreted in this situation?  

 Yes 

 No 

1 = perfect, no problems whatsoever, 5 = several problems encountered  

22. How smoothly did the situation proceed? 

1      2      3      4      5 

23. Do you think that the information came across sufficiently? 

1      2      3      4      5 

24. How was the audio quality?  

1      2      3      4      5 

25. Were you competent to interpret the situation? 

1      2      3      4      5 

26. Were you able to interpret well for everyone in the group? 

1      2      3      4      5 

27. Would having a live interpreter have made a positive impact? 

1      2      3      4      5 
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Appendix C1 – Overview of tests 

 

Date Participant code Sli

de 

Description of experiment 

8-02-2013 NGT-1-1-A-1 1 AB+H both in image view, side by side.  

NGT-1-1-A-2 2 AB and H across from each other 

NGT-Telecom-A 5 Relay (telecom interpreting) with Djanah web 

9-02-2013 RTT-1-1-A-1 3 AB does not see video, T does not see video 

RTT-1-1-A-2 4 AB sees T, T has an overall view of the 

interpreting location (AB + H across from 

each other) 

RTT-Telecom-A 5 Relay (telecom interpreting) with Djanah web 

16-02-2013 NGT-1-1-B-1 +6 AB+H diagonally across from each other, 

able to see both screens placed next to them 

(H part of screen, AB total screen) 

NGT-1-1-B-2 7 AB+H across from each other, AB sees T, 

screen is in line of sight for AB. 

NGT-Telecom-B 5 Relay (telecom interpreting) with Djanah web 

18-02-2013 Phone-NGT-B 8 Telecom interpreting, users at home with 

Djanah on laptop. 

19-02-2013 Phone-NGT-C 8 Telecom interpreting, users at home with 

Djanah on laptop. 

20-02-2013 Phone-RTT-B 8 Telecom interpreting, users at home with 

Djanah on laptop. 

20-02-2013 VC-RTT-A 9 Videoconferencing with speech-to-text 

interpreting, AB and 1 H. 

22-02-2013 RTT-1-1-B-1 10 AB does not see video, T does not see video 

RTT-1-1-B-2 11 AB sees T, T has an overall view of the 

interpreting location (AB + H across from 

each other) 

RTT-Telecom-B 5 Relay (telecom interpreting) with Djanah web 

23-02-2013 NGT-mobile-A-1 12 Android Galaxy S3, in holder, hands-free 

(device has mic and speaker), Wi-Fi, one-on-

one conversation. 

NGT-mobile-A-2 12 Android Galaxy S3, in holder, headset (mic 

and speaker by H), Wi-Fi, one-on-one 

conversation. 
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NGT-mobile-A-3 12 Android Galaxy S3, in holder, hands-free ( 

device has mic and speaker), 3G,  one-on-

one conversation. 

 

NGT-mobile-A-4 12 Android Galaxy S3, in holder, headset (mic 

and speaker by H), 3G, one-on-one 

conversation. 

NGT-mobile-A-5 12 Testing outside. 3G, handheld, no headset. 

Signing with 1 hand, one-on-one 

conversation. 

25-02-2013 VC-RTT-C 9 Videoconferencing with speech-to-text 

interpreting, AB and 2 H. 

26-02-2013 NGT-relay-C 8 Telecom interpreters, users at home with 

Djanah on laptop or on Android. 

1-03-2013 NGT-mobile-B-1 13 3G, Galaxy S3 Android, in holder, one-on-

one conversation. No headset  

NGT-mobile-B-2 13 3G, Galaxy S3 Android, in hand, one-on-one 

conversation.. No headset 

NGT-mobile-B-3 13 3G, Galaxy S3 Android, in hand, one-on-one 

conversation, but H using mobile telephone 

(audio via telecom interpreting method) 

NGT-mobile-B-4 13 3G, Galaxy S3 Android, in hand, one-on-one 

conversation outdoors. (combination of B-2 

and B-3 for audio) 

8-03-2013 NGT-mobile-C-1 14 Indoors, one-on-one, 3G, handheld, S3 and 

Tablet Tab2 exchanged by users. 

NGT-mobile-C-2 14 Indoors, audio via mobile telephone (telecom 

interpreting method), one-on-one, 3G, 

handheld, S3 and Tablet Tab2 exchanged by 

users. 

NGT-mobile-C3 14 Outdoors, one-on-one, 3G, handheld, S3 and 

Tablet Tab2 exchanged by users. 

NGT-mobile-C-4 14 Outdoors, audio via mobile telephone 

(telecom interpreting method), one-on-one, 

3G, handheld, S3 and Tablet Tab2 

exchanged by users. 

15-03-2013 

 

RTT-meeting-A-1 15 AB+3H, small meeting, 1 laptop with Djanah 

web or 1 Galaxy Tab2 on Wi-Fi.  

RTT-meeting-A-2 16 ABx4+Hx4, large 8-person meeting. 2x TC 
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device + 2 mics. Audio from 1 laptop  

RTT-telecom-E-1 5 Telecom relay demo/test met Djanah 

 

16-03-2013 NGT-meeting-A-1 15 AB+3H, small meeting,1 laptop with Djanah 

web. 

NGT-meeting-A-2 17 8-person meeting (4H+4AB). 1 laptop with 

Djanah web with T, 1 Tab2 tablet Wi-Fi and 1 

S3 3G. VC room use (4 videos) and 

projector. 

NGT-telecom-E-1 5 Relay call (telecom interpreting) AB on 

Djanah web/laptop and H on mobile 

telephone. 

 NGT-mobile-D-1 - Relay call (telecom interpreting) AB on 

iPhone or Tab2, H on mobile telephone. 

19-03-2013 VC-RTT-E-1 9 Videoconferencing with speech-to-text 

interpreting, AB and 2 H. 

29-03-2013 NGT-telecom-F-1 8 Telecom interpreting, users at home with 

Djanah on laptop or Android. 

10-04-2013 RTT-telecom-F-1 8 Telecom interpreting, users at home with 

Djanah on laptop or Android. 

10-04-2013 VC-RTT-F-1 9 Videoconferencing with speech-to-text 

interpreting, AB and 2 H (H + 2H). 

17-04-2013 NGT-telecom-G-1 8 Telecom interpreting, users at home with 

Djanah on laptop or Android. 

25-04-2013 NGT-telecom-H-1 8 Telecom interpreting, users at home with 

Djanah on laptop or Android. 

25-04-2013 VC-RTT-G-1 9 Videoconferencing with speech-to-text 

interpreting, 4x AB and1 H.  
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Appendix C2 –  Diagrams and test specifications  
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Appendix D – Tables with columns selected from questionnaires, by topic 

 

The following table contains columns selected from the questionnaires for hearing-impaired 

participants:  

 

Spreadsheet of columns selected from the questionnaire for hearing-impaired 

participants  

Technology Q V W X Y Z AA AB AE AF AG AH 

Language and 

Interpreting Skills 
I U X AA AB AC AD AH 

    

Communications K T U AA AB AC AD AE AF AH 
  

Satisfaction  J N P V W X Y Z AA AB AH 
 

Suitability of 

Remote 

Interpreting  

L M N P AA AB AH 
     

 

The columns with the interpreters' answers are grouped as follows:  

 Spreadsheet of columns selected from the questionnaire for interpreters 

Technology L M N Q AB 
         

Language and 

Interpreting Skills 
G K O P  S U V W Z AA AC AD 

  

Communications J L M O P T W Z AA AB AD AE 
  

Satisfaction  J K L M N T V W AA 
     

Suitability of 

Remote 

Interpreting  

J K L M N T U V W X Z AA AD AE 

 

The following table contains columns selected from the questionnaires for hearing participants:  

 
Spreadsheet of columns selected from the questionnaire for hearing participants 

Technology        

Language and 

Interpreting Skills 
F  G H I   

Communications C E F G H I  

Satisfaction F  G H I   
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Suitability of 

Remote 

Interpreting 

C E F G H I  
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Appendix E – Scoring system examples  

 

Example of weighted scoring system for hearing-impaired participants   

Each participant's responses were examined, weighted and given a score between -2 and +2. For the 

topic of Technology, the following columns from the questionnaire for tele-interpreting users/hearing-

impaired persons are applicable:  

Technology Q V W X Y Z AA AB AE AF AG AH 

  

Each response has been examined for 'very poor', 'poor', 'neutral', 'good' or 'very good'. The average 

score for the relevant topic was derived from the total of these individual column scores.  The following 

scoring reasoning is applicable to test code RTT-1-1-B-1 for each hearing-impaired test participant. 

 

IDab-1 

Column Q: ‘Microphone not sensitive enough.’ = -1 negative rating 

Columns V, W, X and Z 'normal' answer = average score not better or worse = stays -1  

Columns AA and AB: 'Because I was able to fully understand my conversation partner, I have not 

looked at the screen'.= no rating for Technology, thus stays -1 

Columns AE and AF: No explanation, no change = still -1 

Column AG: 'You have to sit fairly close to the microphone in order to project your voice to IDt-5, 

which means that I still have to sit on the edge of my seat, as I always do for conversations, in order to 

be able to follow along with my hearing capacity.' = slightly negative, same as answer in column Q, 

thus stays -1  

Column AH: 'I would like to have a situation soon with a lot of environmental noise or one that makes it 

difficult to understand the conversation partner.'= no rating for Technology, thus stays -1 

 

The average final score for the main topic of Technology is thus -1. This hearing-impaired test 

participant thinks the technology is 'poor'.  

 

IDab-13 

Column Q: ‘it is clumsy’ = -1 because negative about the equipment used 

Columns V, W, X and Z 'normal' rating  not applicable = average score not better or worse =  stays -1 

Column Z: ‘very disruptive’ reinforces the -1 because the text image is important for a speech-to-text 

interpreting user, thus score is -2 

Column AA 'above: very disruptive and (the text format) was too bold, but the layout of the image with 

several text boxes was still negative.' = lowers – 2 to -1 

Column AB: no answer = stays -1 

Columns AE and AF: 'Looking at the hearing person to see emotions and nonverbal communication 

and still doing a quick scan of the interpreted text to double-check what I thought I was hearing.' = 

neutral, no opinion, thus stays -1 
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Column AG: '1) the microphone primarily picks up the speech of the hearing person. I think it's also 

important for the interpreter to hear the text of the deaf person to understand the conversation and to 

interpret the hearing person's contribution better, given audio quality which is most likely not always 

that great in practice.  

2) with speech-to-text interpreting, the text should stand out more and be seen at a glance. Now I think 

that we should have decreased the size of the Djanah image area and I understood that the font can 

be increased in the next version, that makes it easier to quickly glance at the text.'= These are 

improvement suggestions for the Technology. The microphone was working well, but the test 

participant was not entirely satisfied with the audio quality. The text was legible, but could be more 

legible if it stands out more. As a whole, this is a slightly negative rating, a 'poor' and therefore remains 

an average of -1.  

Column AH: 'It takes some getting used to, I may have more comments in the next sessions :)' = this 

is not a specifically a rating of the Technology, neutral 0 thus remains -1. 

 

The average final score for Technology is therefore -1, according to the test participant; 'poor', but not 

'very poor'.  

 

IDab-32 

Q: 'they are clumsy' = -1, to start off with, is not a completely negative rating 

V, Y and Z ‘normal’ and W and X ‘nice’ = positive +1, which makes the average score a 0. 

AA and AB nothing, stays 0 

AA and AB nothing, stays 0 

Column AG: ‘laptop or smartphone is handier’ = slightly negative, but no rating for the Technology 

used, thus the average remains a 0 

 

IDab-32 score is 0 for Technology, because a number of positive and negative points are identified 

which are rated equally.  

 

IDab-33 

Column Q: 'they are good'= positive +1 

Columns V, W and Z score well, X and Y n/a : clearly more positive rating, thus the average rating is 

very positive = +2 

AA and AB no answers, stays +2 

AA and AB nothing particular, stays +2 

AG and AH: no answers, thus stays +2 

 

IDab-33's general rating for Technology: very satisfied, thus +2.   

However, one of the answers provided was: 'did not look at the screen'. Thus, this gives a false 

impression of the participant's experience of the Technology because she could not really judge this 

well if she did not look at the interpreted text.  
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IDab-36 

Q: 'they are good'= positive +1 

V = normal, W and Z nice, X and Y n/a, this is also slightly positive with an average of +1, thus the 

average is +1 +1 = +2 

AA and AB nothing, stays +2 

AA and AB nothing, stays +2 

AG and AH also nothing, thus stays at +2 

 

IDa-36 primarily has positive things to report about the Technology and does not 

give any negative answers. Thus, IDa-36's experience with the Technology  was 

'very good' and therefore a +2  

 

The result of the scores for the 5 hearing-impaired test participants, according to 

the scoring system for the topic of Technology (TK), for the specific test situation 

RTT-1-1-B-1, are provided in the table to the right.  

 

Example of weighted scoring system for interpreters  

Below is the selection of columns from the questionnaires for interpreters regarding the topic of 

Technology.  

 

Technology L M N Q AB 
 

 

We will evaluate the figures for Technology given by interpreter IDt-15 with test code NGT-1-1-A-1.   

 

Column L is empty= 0 

Column M: 'PC went on standby' = communication halted, thus a -2 

Column N is empty = stays -2 

Column Q: 'video was blurry every 8 seconds, the microphone did not cooperate.' = stays a -2 

Column AB: 'audio was satisfactory' = rating based on the times that the connection was functioning 

and partly contradicts the answer from column Q that the microphone did not cooperate, thus it stays -

2 

 

In this case, the fact that part of the communication was completely disrupted and the video was 

regularly blurry was heavily weighted, as this is precisely what is extra important for Dutch Sign 

Language interpreters.  Therefore, the derived score of interpreter IDt-15 for NGT-1-1-A-1 for the 

Technology used was -2: very poor.  

 

  

ID TK 

IDab-1  -1 

IDab-13 -1 

IDab-32 0 

IDab-33 2 

IDab-36 2 
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Appendix F1 – Results table for hearing-impaired persons: Dutch Sign Language interpreting users 

  

Testcode

Testdatum

ID
-code AB T H

Techniek

Taal- en tolk 

vaardigheden

Com
m

unicatie
Tevredenheid 

G
eschiktheid 

TO
A

 

O
ptelsom

 score

NGT-1-1-A-1 8-feb-13 IDab-10 -1 1 1 -1 -1 -1

IDab-12 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -5

IDab-22 -1 0 -1 -1 0 -3

IDab-25 1 1 1 2 -1 4

IDab-26 -1 0 0 1 1 1

NGT-1-1-A-2 8-feb-13 IDab-10 2 2 1 2 1 8

IDab-22 0 0 0 1 1 2

IDab-25 1 1 -1 1 -1 1

IDab-26 0 1 1 0 0 2

NGT-1-1-B-1 16-2-2013 IDab-17 -2 -1 0 -1 0 -4

IDab-20 1 1 1 0 0 3

IDab-29 -1 -1 -1 -2 -1 -6

IDab-49 -1 0 -1 -1 0 -3

NGT-1-1-B-2 16-2-2013 IDab-17 -1 0 -1 -2 -1 -5

IDab-20 1 -1 0 -1 1 0

IDab-29 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -5

IDab-49 1 -1 0 0 -1 -1

NGT-mobiel-A-1 23-2-2013 IDab-12 -1 0 -1 0 0 -2

IDab-35 1 -1 0 0 1 1

NGT-mobiel-A-2 23-2-2013 IDab-12 0 0 -1 1 1 1

IDab-35 1 -1 1 1 1 3

NGT-mobiel-A-3 23-2-2013 IDab-12 -2 0 -1 -1 1 -3

IDab-35 0 -1 0 0 1 0

NGT-mobiel-A-4 23-2-2013 IDab-12 0 0 0 0 1 1

IDab-35 0 0 0 0 1 1

NGT-mobiel-A-5 23-2-2013 IDab-12 1 0 1 1 0 3

IDab-30 -1 0 0 1 1 1

IDab-35 1 0 0 1 1 3
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Testcode

Testdatum

ID
-code AB T H

Techniek

Taal- en tolk 

vaardigheden

Com
m

unicatie
Tevredenheid 

G
eschiktheid 

TO
A

 

O
ptelsom

 score

NGT-Relay-C 26-2-2013 IDab-17_1 -2 -1 -1 -1 0 -5

IDab-17_2 -2 -1 -1 1 -3

IDab-20 -1 0 0 1 0 0

IDab-29 -1 1 1 0 1 2

NGT-mobiel-B-1 1-3-2013 IDab-12 2 2 2 2 2 10

IDab-20 -1 1 0 1 -1 0

IDab-34 1 1 1 1 1 5

NGT-mobiel-B-2 1-3-2013 IDab-12 -2 0 -1 -1 -1 -5

IDab-20 -1 1 0 0 -1 -1

IDab-34 -1 0 -1 0 0 -2

NGT-mobiel-B-3 1-3-2013 IDab-12 -2 0 -1 -1 -1 -5

IDab-20 -1 0 0 0 0 -1

IDab-34 -1 0 0 0 -1 -2

NGT-mobiel-B-4 1-3-2013 IDab-12 -1 0 1 0 1 1

IDab-20 -1 0 -1 0 1 -1

IDab-34 0 0 0 1 1 2

NGT-mobiel-C-1 8-3-2013 IDab-34 0 -1 -1 -1 0 -3

Idab-35 -2 0 -1 -2 -2 -7

IDab-38 -1 0 -1 -1 0 -3

NGT-mobiel-C-2 8-3-2013 IDab-34 -1 0 0 0 1 0

Idab-35 -2 0 -1 0 0 -3

IDab-38 -1 0 -1 1 1 0

NGT-mobiel-C-3 8-3-2013 IDab-34 -2 0 -1 -1 -1 -5

Idab-35 -2 0 -2 -1 -1 -6

IDab-38 0 0 0 1 1 2

NGT-mobiel-C-4 8-3-2013 IDab-34 -2 0 -1 -1 -1 -5

Idab-35 -2 0 -1 -1 -1 -5

IDab-38 1 0 1 2 1 5

NGT-vergadering-A-1 16-3-2013 IDab-20 0 0 0 0 1 1

Idab-40 1 0 1 1 1 4

IDab-43 2 0 2 1 1 6
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Testcode

Testdatum

ID
-code AB T H

Techniek

Taal- en tolk 

vaardigheden

Com
m

unicatie
Tevredenheid 

G
eschiktheid 

TO
A

 

O
ptelsom

 score

NGT-vergadering-A-1 16-3-2013 IDab-20 0 0 0 0 1 1

Idab-40 1 0 1 1 1 4

IDab-43 2 0 2 1 1 6

NGT-vergadering-A-2 16-3-2013 IDab-20 -1 0 -1 0 0 -2

Idab-40 -2 0 -1 -1 -1 -5

IDab-43 -1 0 0 0 0 -1

NGT-Telecom-E 16-3-2013 IDab-20 1 0 1 1 1 4

Idab-40 1 0 1 1 1 4

IDab-43 2 0 1 1 1 5

NGT-mobiel-D 16-3-2013 IDab-20 -1 0 0 -1 0 -2

Idab-40 0 0 0 0 0 0

IDab-43 2 0 1 1 2 6

NGT-Telecom-F-1 29-3-2013 IDab-12 1 0 1 0 1 3

IDab-34 2 0 1 1 2 6

IDab-38 2 0 2 2 2 8

NGT-Telecom-G-1 17-4-2013 IDab-20 0 0 1 -1 1 1

IDab-38 1 0 1 1 1 4

IDab-44 0 0 1 0 1 2

NGT-Telecom-H-1 25-4-2013 IDab-20 1 0 1 2 1 5
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Appendix F2 – Results table for hearing-impaired persons: real-time text interpreting users  

 

Testcode

Testdatum

ID
-code AB 

Techniek

Taal- en tolk 

vaardigheden

Com
m

unicatie
Tevredenheid 

G
eschiktheid 

TO
A

 

O
ptelsom

 score

RTT-1-1-A-1 9-feb-13 IDab-3 -2 0 1 1 1 1

IDab-20 0 0 0 1 0 1

IDab-26 -2 0 -1 0 1 -2

RTT-1-1-A-2 9-feb-13 IDab-3 1 0 1 1 1 4

IDab-20 1 1 1 1 1 5

IDab-26 -2 -1 0 0 0 -3

Phone-RTT-B 20-2-2013 IDab-3 -1 0 -1 1 1 0

IDab-20 -1 -1 0 1 1 0

RTT-1-1-B-1  22-2-2013 IDab-1 -1 0 2 1 -1 1

IDab-13 -1 0 1 1 -1 0

IDab-32 0 1 2 -2 1 2

IDab-33 2 0 2 2 -1 5

IDab-36 2 1 2 1 1 7

RTT-1-1-B-2 22-2-2013 IDab-1 1 0 0 2 1 4

IDab-13 -1 0 1 0 1 1

IDab-32 1 0 1 0 1 3

IDab-33 1 1 1 2 1 6

IDab-36 1 0 1 1 1 4

RTT-Telecom-B-1 22-2-2013 IDab-1 1 -1 1 -1 1 1

IDab-13 1 0 1 1 1 4

IDab-32 -1 0 0 -2 -1 -4

IDab-33 0 1 1 2 1 5

IDab-36 1 0 2 2 1 6

RTT-Telecom-B-2 22-2-2013 IDab-1 1 1 2 2 2 8

IDab-32 1 1 1 2 1 6

VC-RTT-C 25-2-2013 IDab48 1 1 1 2 2 7
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Testcode

Testdatum

ID
-code AB 

Techniek

Taal- en tolk 

vaardigheden

Com
m

unicatie
Tevredenheid 

G
eschiktheid 

TO
A

 

O
ptelsom

 score

RTT-vergadering-A-1 15-3-2013 IDab-3 -1 0 1 0 1 1

IDab-13 0 1 1 1 1 4

IDab-22 -1 0 1 1 1 2

IDab-28 0 0 0 1 0 1

IDab-37 1 0 2 2 1 6

RTT-vergadering-A-2 15-3-2013 IDab-13 0 1 1 1 1 4

IDab-22 -1 0 0 0 1 0

IDab-28 1 0 0 1 0 2

IDab-37 0 0 0 1 0 1

RTT-Telecom-E-1 15-3-2013 IDab-13 1 0 0 1 1 3

IDab-22 0 0 0 2 1 3

IDab-28 2 0 1 1 1 5

IDab-37 1 0 0 2 1 4

VC-RTT-E-1 19-3-2013 IDab-48 1 0 1 2 1 5

VC-RTT-F-1 10-4-2013 IDab-48 2 0 1 2 1 6

RTT-Telecom-F-1 10-4-2013 IDab-1 1 0 1 2 1 5

IDab-3 0 0 1 1 1 3

11-4-2013 IDab-22 -1 0 0 1 1 1

VC-RTT-G-1 25-4-2013 IDab-30 0 0 1 1 1 3

IDab-48 2 1 1 2 2 8

IDab-50 -1 0 1 2 0 2

IDab-51 -1 0 0 1 1 1
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Appendix G1 – Results table for interpreters   

  

 

 

  

T
estd

atu
m

ID
-code

 A
B

 

T
 H

Techniek

Taal- en 

tolk 

vaardighed

en

Com
m

unic

atie

Tevredenh

eid 

G
eschikthe

id TO
A

 

O
ptelsom

 

score
8-feb-13 IDt-15 -2 -1 -2 -2 1 -6

8-feb-13 IDt-15 1 1 1 1 1 5

9-feb-13 IDt-19 -1 1 1 1 2 4

9-feb-13 IDt-18 1 2 2 1 2 8

16-feb-13 IDt-21 1 1 1 2 2 7

18-feb-13 IDt-21 1 2 2 1 1 7

19-feb-13 IDt-15 1 2 1 1 0 5

19-feb-13 IDt-15 -1 1 -1 1 2 2

20-feb-13 IDt-55 -1 1 1 1 1 3

22-feb-13 IDt-55 -1 -1 -1 -1 0 -4

23-feb-13 IDt-15 1 2 2 2 2 9

23-feb-13 IDt-21 1 1 -1 -1 -1 -1

23-feb-13 IDt-15 -1 1 2 1 2 5

23-feb-13 IDt-15 -1 -1 -1 0 2 -1

23-feb-13 IDt-15 -1 1 2 2 2 6

23-feb-13 IDt-15 -1 1 1 1 2 4

23-feb-13 IDt-27 2 1 1 0 1 5

26-feb-13 IDt-21 1 0 2 1 1 5

1-mrt-13 IDt-27 2 2 2 2 2 10

1-mrt-13 IDt-40 -2 1 1 1 1 2

1-mrt-13 IDt-27 -1 -1 -1 1 -1 -3

1-mrt-13 IDt-40 -1 1 1 2 0 3

8-mrt-13 IDt-20 2 0 1 1 -2 2

8-mrt-13 IDt-56 1 2 -1 1 -2 1

8-mrt-13 IDt-20 1 2 1 2 2 8

8-mrt-13 IDt-20 -2 -1 -1 0 2 -2

8-mrt-13 IDt-56 -1 0 1 -1 0 -1

8-mrt-13 IDt-56 1 -2 -1 -1 2 -1

15-mrt-13 IDt-18 2 2 2 2 2 10

15-mrt-13 IDt-18 1 2 2 2 2 9

15-mrt-13 IDt-18 1 2 2 2 2 9

15-mrt-13 IDt-18 2 2 1 2 2 9

16-mrt-13 IDt-21 0 1 -1 1 -2 -1

16-mrt-13 IDt-21 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -5

19-mrt-13 IDt-18 1 2 2 2 2 9
29-mrt-13 IDt-21 1 2 2 1 2 8

29-mrt-13 IDt-27 1 2 2 2 1 8

29-mrt-13 IDt-5 1 1 1 2 2 7

17-apr-13 IDt-56 2 0 1 1 2 6
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Appendix G2 – Results table for interpreters: amended afterwards 

 

   

Testcode

T
estd

atu
m

ID
-code

 A
B

 T
 H

Techniek

Taal- en tolk 

vaardigheden

Com
m

unicatie
Tevredenheid 

G
eschiktheid TO

A
 

O
ptelsom

 sco
re

NGT-1-1-A-2 8-feb-13 IDt-15 1 1 1 1 1 5

RTT-1-1-A 9-feb-13 IDt-18 1 2 2 1 2 8

NGT-telecom-B 16-feb-13 IDt-21 1 1 1 2 2 7

Phone-NGT-B 18-feb-13 IDt-21 1 2 2 1 1 7

Phone-NGT-C 19-feb-13 IDt-15 1 2 1 1 0 5
NGT-mobiel-A 

(1e en 2e 23-feb-13 IDt-15 1 2 2 2 2 9

NGT-mobiel-A-1 23-feb-13 IDt-21 1 1 -1 -1 -1 -1

NGT-mobiel-A-5 23-feb-13 IDt-27 2 1 1 0 1 5

NGT-relay-C 26-feb-13 IDt-21 1 0 2 1 1 5

NGT-mobiel--B-1 1-mrt-13 IDt-27 2 2 2 2 2 10

NGT-mobiel-C-2 8-mrt-13 IDt-20 1 2 1 2 2 8

RTT-telecom-E-1 15-mrt-13 IDt-18 2 2 2 2 2 10
RTT-vergadering-

A1 15-mrt-13 IDt-18 1 2 2 2 2 9
RTT-vergadering-

A2 15-mrt-13 IDt-18 1 2 2 2 2 9
RTT-vergadering-

A-3 15-mrt-13 IDt-18 2 2 1 2 2 9

VC-RTT-E-1 19-mrt-13 IDt-18 1 2 2 2 2 9

NGT-telecom-F-1
29-mrt-13 IDt-21 1 2 2 1 2 8

NGT-Telecom-F-1
29-mrt-13 IDt-27 1 2 2 2 1 8

RTT-Telecom-F-1 29-mrt-13 IDt-5 1 1 1 2 2 7

NGT-telecom-G-1 17-apr-13 IDt-56 2 0 1 1 2 6
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Appendix H – Results table for hearing persons 

 

 

  

Testcode

Testdatum

ID
-code 

AB T H

Techniek

Taal- en 

tolk 

vaardighed

en

Com
m

unic

atie

Tevredenh

eid 

G
eschikthe

id TO
A

 

O
ptelsom

 

score

NGT-1-1-A 8-2-2013 IDh-1 0 1 1 1 3

NGT-1-1-B 19-2-2013 IDh-8 1 2 1 2 6

VC-RTT-A 20-2-2013 IDh-9 2 2 2 2 8

NGT-mobiel-A-1 23-2-2013 IDh-2 2 2 2 2 8

NGT-mobiel-a2 23-2-2013 IDh-2 2 2 2 2 8

NGT-mobiel-a3 23-2-2013 IDh-2 2 2 2 2 8

NGT-mobiel-a4 23-2-2013 IDh-2 2 2 2 2 8

NGT-mobiel-a5 23-2-2013 IDh-2 -1 1 1 0 1

VC-RTT-C 25-2-2013 IDh-8 1 1 1 1 4

NGT-mobiel-B-1 1-3-2013 IDh-1 -1 -1 0 0 -2

NGT-mobiel-B-2 1-3-2013 IDh-1 -2 -2 -1 -1 -6

NGT-mobiel-B-3 1-3-2013 IDh-1 1 2 2 2 7

NGT-mobiel-B-3 1-3-2013 IDh-8 0 -1 0 0 -1

NGT-mobiel-B-4 1-3-2013 IDh-1 1 1 2 1 5

NGT-mobiel-B-4 1-3-2013 IDh-publiek 1 1 2 1 5

NGT-mobiel-C1 8-3-2013 IDh-2 -2 -1 -2 -2 -7

NGT-mobiel-C2 8-3-2013 IDh-2 2 1 2 2 7

RTT-vergadering-A-1 15-3-2013 IDh-5 1 2 2 1 6

RTT-vergadering-A-1 15-3-2013 IDh-7 2 2 2 2 8

RTT-vergadering-A-1 15-3-2013 IDh-6 2 2 2 2 8

RTT-vergadering-A-2 15-3-2013 IDh-7 2 2 2 2 8

RTT-vergadering-A-2 15-3-2013 IDh-6 2 2 2 1 7

RTT-vergadering-A-2 15-3-2013 IDh-5 2 2 2 2 8

RTT-telecom-E-1 15-3-2013 IDh-5 1 0 1 1 3

RTT-telecom-E-1 15-3-2013 IDh-6 1 1 0 1 3

NGT-vergadering-A-1 16-3-2013 IDh-7 2 2 2 2 8

NGT-Vergadering-A-1 16-3-2013 IDh-8 0 1 1 1 3

NGT-vergadering-A-1 16-3-2013 IDh-3 1 1 1 1 4

NGT-Telecom-E-1 16-3-2013 IDh-3 0 1 1 1 3

NGT-mobiel-D 16-3-2013 IDh-7 2 2 2 1 7

NGT-mobiel-D 16-3-2013 IDh-7 -1 -1 -1 0 -3

VC-RTT-E-1 19-3-2013 IDh-8 -1 1 0 1 1

VC-RTT-E-1 19-3-2013 IDh-7 1 1 1 1 4

VC-RTT-G-1 25-4-2013 IDh-7 0 0 0 0 0
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Appendix I – Completed influential factors list  

‘geen’ = no influence  ‘weinig’ = little influence  ‘veel’ = a lot of influence 

 

Groepen Factoren Inhoud Invloed

Tolk

Certificatie registratie RTG geen

Tolkvaardigheid RTG geen

Computer ervaring Vaardigheid veel

Ervaringsjaren Jaren geen

Ervaring tolk op afstand Hoe vaak/Platform veel

Ervaring Ervaring na het gebruik van teletolk weinig

Competentie Teletolk vaardigheid beoordeling weinig

Tolkgebruiker

Ervaring met tolk jaren/ aantal per week geen

Taal Engels of NL taal kennis geen

Tolkgebruiker registratie geen

Speciaal onderwijs gevolgd School/plaats geen

Opleiding diploma geen

Bezit communicatie device. apparaat veel

Computerervaring type/gebruik veel

Leeftijd geboortejaar weinig

Werkuren arbeid aantal uren per week geen

Werk baan weinig

Voorkeur tolk tolkvorm/naam geen

Ervaring met tolk op afstand Hoeveel keer? En hoe? weinig

Communicatiebehoefte soort veel

Contactgegevens sms/e-mail/tc geen

Voorkeur Tolksituatie Voorkeur tolksituatie op afstand weinig

Omgang TC instellingen TC veel

Ervaring Ervaring na het gebruik van teletolk weinig

Horende

Ervaring Ervaring na het gebruik van teletolk weinig

Verstaanbaarheid Kwaliteit communicatie via audio veel

Ervaring Live tolk Eerder in aanraking met tolk weinig
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‘geen’ = no influence  ‘weinig’ = little influence  ‘veel’ = a lot of influence 

  

Groepen Factoren Inhoud Invloed

Tolkwerkplek

Houding Zitten/staan geen

Scherm Grootte/resolutie/tekstvenstergrootte veel

Toetsenbord Soort geen

Luidspreker Soort weinig

Achtergond Kleur/patroon veel

Afscherming Soort weinig

Omgevingsgeluid Luidheid en patroon veel

Camera resolutie/lichtsterkte/kijkhoek veel

Kleding Soort weinig

Duur Tijd geen

Framerate Frames per seconde veel

Resolutie resolutie veel

Situatiebeschrijving logboek weinig

Tolksituatie

Device Soort type weinig

Merk naam weinig

Aantal TC devices aantal geen

Scherm Grootte veel

Microfoon Horende Spreker(s) veel

Device beschikbaarheid Eigenaar device veel

Scherm Resolutie veel

Gebruik Gebruikervaring device weinig

Omstandigheid Soort Setting veel

Duur tijd geen

Voorbereiding Voorstellen/kenismaken veel

Afrondingstijd Met tolkgebruiker geen

Voorbereidingstijd tijd weinig

Soort gesprek soort deelname tolkgebruiker veel

Kwaliteit Device Hoe geschikt is het voor omstandighed veel

Presentatie tolken tolk/tekst zichtbaar voor iedereen veel
Vermoeidheid/concentratie 

vergeleken met live tolken duur tolken zonder onderbrekening weinig

Afleidingen Zijn er afleidingen vanuit beide kanten veel

Comfort Werkomgeving Tolkplek weinig

Afstand postcode tolk en postcode opdracht geen
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‘geen’ = no influence  ‘weinig’ = little influence  ‘veel’ = a lot of influence 

 

Groepen Factoren Inhoud Invloed

Communicatie Communicatielijn Inzet van aantal tolken/locaties geen

Tolkvorm Soort veel

Gebruik TC Instellingen TC veel

Input aantal sprekers veel

Inrgijpingsmogelijkheid Tolk Ja/nee veel

Aantal TC devices Getal/types weinig

Evaluatie alle ervaringen geen

Tolkverbinding

Internetverbinding Bandbreedte veel

Vertraging tijd weinig

Scynchronisatie tijdverschil veel

Toegankelijkheid Poortnummer veel

Opzet verbinding Omschrijving werkzaamheden geen

Verbinding type weinig


