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Abstract 

The aim of this report is to provide thorough and reliable sociolinguistic information about the deaf 
community of Portugal by means of a rapid appraisal survey. We targeted the two largest population 
centers, Lisboa and Porto in October and November of 2011. Our goals included establishing contact 
with the deaf community in Portugal, measuring language standardization among sign language users, 
evaluating language vitality, comparing the sign languages used in the cities of Lisboa and Porto, 
investigating current and potential project opportunities, and comparing the sign languages in Portugal 
to languages in neighboring countries. Our team consisted of two American researchers who conducted 
fieldwork over six weeks—four weeks of background research and networking in Spain and two weeks of 
data collection in Portugal. Three tools were used to achieve our research goals: participant observation, 
sociolinguistic questionnaires, and wordlist comparison. 

Our initial conclusions are that Lingua Gestual Portuguesa (Portuguese Sign Language) is viewed by 
Portuguese deaf as a single, unique language community. Members of this community recognize some 
variation within the language, but stress that communication is never difficult. Geography was said to be 
one cause of this variation, but is not confined to specific cities. Wordlist data suggests that age impacts 
language variation much more than geography; also, the similarity of wordlists collected from younger 
participants suggests that the language is becoming more standardized over time; many participants 
expressed that standardization is favorable. Further study is needed to test intelligibility between various 
regions, but if the language continues to standardize over time, differences are likely to become less 
pronounced. 

The Portuguese deaf community shows many signs of development and vitality. A strong network of 
deaf associations and a national federation, full membership in the European Union of the Deaf, and 
national events and marches all suggest progress and an active deaf population. We are unaware of any 
large scale language development projects such as national dictionary projects or unified education 
curricula, but our time spent with the deaf community leads us to believe that they would be open to 
partnership with projects of this type, given full involvement by the deaf community. 

All of our tools suggest that the sign varieties in Lisboa and Porto are mutually intelligible. Further 
study is needed to determine the extensibility of publications in one variety or the other, especially in 
more rural areas. 

Initial research suggests that Portuguese sign language is significantly different from sign languages 
of surrounding countries; LGP users cited borrowed vocabulary from languages of Greece, Spain, and 
Sweden, but stated that the similarities are small. Contacts in Spain confirmed that sample data from 
Portugal shared very little with Spanish sign languages. 

Our research suggests that Lisboa, as the country’s population center, and identified by our 
participants as the city with the most services and support for the deaf, would be the ideal location for 
any large scale language development projects. 
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1 Introduction to Portugal 

Our goal in this report is to provide thorough and reliable sociolinguistic information about the deaf1 
community of Portugal. 

The Portuguese Republic, referred to here as Portugal, is located on the Iberian peninsula of 
southwestern Europe. It is bordered by Spain and the Atlantic Ocean. The archipelagos of Madeira and 
Azores are also considered part of Portugal, though are politically semi-independent. Portugal has 
roughly the same area as the state of Indiana. See Figure 1. Portugal map. (Worldatlas.com 2012) 

Figure 1. Portugal map. 

Portugal’s climate is generally temperate, rainier in the north and warmer and drier in the south. 
Elevation varies from sea level to 2,351 meters. The population of approximately 10.7 million is made 
up of mostly native Portuguese with few other ethnic groups. Religion within Portugal is 
overwhelmingly Roman Catholic at 84.5% (CIA World Factbook 2012). 

For this survey, we targeted the two largest population centers, Lisboa and Porto. We chose these 
cities based on two factors. The first is that worldwide deaf culture tends to be centered in areas with 
high population density due to availability of services, education, and other resources. The Lisboa 
metropolitan area has a population of over 2.6 million, while the Porto metropolitan area has over 1.2 
million (Instituto Nacional de Estatistica 2011). All of the other major population centers are much 
smaller, less than 200,000. The second factor is that we had been told by sign language linguists in 
neighboring Spain that there are rumors of significant differences between the signing varieties in the 
two cities of Lisboa and Porto (Parkhurst and Parkhurst 2011). In the next section, we examine factors 
present in Portugal and discuss their impact on the deaf population of Portugal. 

                                              
1The authors recognize the cultural significance of capital D “Deaf” and lower case d “deaf.” We choose to use lower 
case “deaf” in this paper to include the widest possible range of deaf identity, culture and lifestyle. 
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2 Disability in context 

According to the 2001 census, there were 84,172 residents of Portugal with hearing disabilities; .008 
percent of the population. With updated numbers from the 2011 census2, this would mean a current 
hard-of-hearing and deaf population of slightly more than 85,600 (Instituto Nacional de Estatistica 
2011). This report, however, makes a distinction between audiological deafness, which is hearing loss, 
and cultural deafness, which is a self-identifying cultural group. For the remainder of this report, we will 
use the term “deaf” to refer primarily to people who use sign language and identify themselves with that 
cultural group. The above statistic almost certainly includes far more people than are the subject of this 
report, such as people who suffer from hearing loss due to age. A more reasonable figure for our purpose 
comes from the European Union of the Deaf (of which Portugal is a member), which claims that there 
are 11,500 deaf sign language users in Portugal (European Union of the Deaf 2012). 

In 1999, legislation was passed governing sign language interpreting. It outlines the responsibilities 
and expectations of sign language interpreters and establishes regulations and requirements for 
certification. Special attention was given to a code of ethics. Certification requires training in sign 
language, completion of a college-level interpreting program using an approved curriculum (Portuguese 
Assembly of the Republic 2012). 

In 2004, an initiative was created to recognize Lingua Gestual Portuguesa (Portuguese Sign 
Language, LGP) as an official language of Portugal; however, the initiative expired before becoming law 
(Portuguese Assembly of the Republic 2012). 

2.1 Deaf and disability organizations 

The Federação Portuguesa das Associações de Surdos (Portuguese Federation of Deaf Associations, 
FPAS) is the primary deaf organization in Portugal, and a member of the European Union of the Deaf 
and the World Federation of the Deaf. It is made up of eleven deaf associations, and strives to promote 
the rights of the deaf community (Federação Portuguesa das Associações de Surdos (FPAS) 2012). See 
Portuguese Deaf Associations (Federação Portuguesa das Associações de Surdos (FPAS). 2012)for a map 
of association locations, and Appendix 9.3 for a list of associations and contact information. 

                                              
2Population numbers only; disability numbers were not available at time of writing. 
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Figure 2 Portuguese Deaf Associations (Federação Portuguesa das Associações de Surdos (FPAS). 2012). 

3 Methodology 

During fieldwork we used an approach based on rapid appraisal survey methodology, as discussed in 
Stalder 1996, and adapted by Jason and Liz Parks (Parks 2011). This form of language survey is meant 
to facilitate evaluation of language groups while minimizing cost and time commitment. Our goals 
included establishing contact with the deaf community in Portugal, measuring language standardization 
among sign language users, evaluating language vitality, comparing the sign languages used in the cities 
of Lisboa and Porto, investigating current and potential project opportunities, and comparing the sign 
languages in Portugal to languages in neighboring countries. Our team consisted of two American 
researchers who conducted fieldwork over six weeks—four weeks of background research and 
networking in Spain and two weeks of data collection in Portugal. 

Our data collection methods relied on chain sampling and social networks to provide participants. 
For sign language survey, social networks are key to obtaining research participants because, unlike 
many minority language groups, deaf people may be any nationality and live anywhere. For rapid 
appraisal survey, we must rely on existing contacts and chain sampling to obtain sufficient data points 
within a reasonable time frame. On the field, this means that we ask our contacts to introduce us to their 
friends and put us in contact with potential participants in other areas of the country. While this is not 
the most statistically sound method of gathering data, it makes our job easier and allows us to gauge the 
degree of interconnectedness among the deaf communities. 

Three tools were used to achieve our research goals: participant observation, sociolinguistic 
questionnaires, and wordlist comparison. Each tool is discussed in turn below. 

3.1 Participant observation 

Participant observation is a research tool that makes use of careful observation, note taking, social 
interaction, and informal interviews to meet research goals. Special attention is paid to contact 
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information, addresses of deaf clubs or associations, language attitudes, which languages are used in 
communication, and other sociolinguistic cues. At the end of every meeting or other interaction, we 
would compare experiences and compile our notes. After the completion of fieldwork, these notes would 
then be organized by subject and included in this report. 

The team visited the two most populated cities, Lisboa and Porto. Notes were taken at nine different 
sites including deaf associations, a mall, private homes, and a restaurant. We interacted with 
approximately thirty deaf people gathering eleven sociolinguist questionnaires and six wordlists. 

3.2 Sociolinguistic Questionnaires 

Sociolinguistic questionnaires (SLQ) are used to gather information about research participants. They 
target several different types of information, as determined by our research goals. We used a modified 
version of the SLQ developed by Jason and Liz Parks (Parks 2011). Sections included participant 
metadata, deaf services and meeting places, language use and attitudes, and comparisons of different 
services, materials, and cities. Participants were informed of the research goals, and given the 
opportunity to ask questions. Participation was voluntary, and personal information was kept 
confidential. See table 1 for a summary of participant metadata. 

Table 1. SLQ Participant Demographics 

Gender Deaf status Location Age 

female deaf Lisboa 40 
male deaf Lisboa 50 
female deaf Lisboa 32 
male deaf Lisboa 27 
female deaf  Lisboa 19 
male deaf Porto 70 
male deaf Porto 24 
female deaf Porto 25 
female deaf Porto 26 
female deaf Porto 39 

 
We attempted to collect data from a range of different ages. Participant ages ranged from 19 to 70 

years. Sixty percent of our participants had deaf family members, in order to account for differences in 
experience between those with deaf family and those without. Participant years of education ranged 
from 7 years to 21; the majority of our participants held four-year degrees, and only one had failed to 
graduate from high school. Upon completion of fieldwork, participant responses were aggregated and 
analyzed. See Appendix 1 for an example of SLQ. 

3.3 Wordlist comparison 

During fieldwork, we collected six 240-word wordlists from research participants. The collection of 
wordlists serves a twofold purpose. Firstly, they serve to document languages for further study and 
linguistic analysis and increase awareness of the language in the academic community. Secondly, they 
allow us to evaluate the standardization of the language throughout the country. For this survey, our 
research goals were focused on the two largest cities, and one research question was focused on language 
similarity between the two. 

We used a slightly modified version of the wordlist developed by Jason and Liz Parks to elicit 
wordlists from participant (Parks 2011), (Parkhurst and Parkhurst 2007). Participants were shown slides 
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with Portuguese words and pictures whenever possible, then asked to sign all of the signs used for that 
Portuguese word. 

After fieldwork was completed, wordlists were analyzed using methodology developed by Parks, 
taking into account four different factors: the initial location of the sign, the final location of the sign, 
the initial handshape of the sign, and the final handshape of the sign. Our coding inventory, also based 
on Parks, consisted of 74 handshapes and 31 locations. 

Our analysis included 1,555 individual sign components, and scored a 0.973 using the Cronbach 
Alpha test of internal consistency. Levenshtein distances between each of the wordlists are shown in 
Section 4.1, Standardization of LGP. Again, Levenshtein distance is a measure of edit distance, or how 
many individual changes it requires to get from one sign in one wordlist to the same sign in the wordlist 
being compared. Higher Levenshtein distance means more edits are required, lower means fewer edits. 
As such, Levenshtein distances are always relative. 

Table 2. Levenshtein Distances of Portuguese Wordlists 

 
We also analyzed the above data set using the unweighted pair-group method algorithm (UPGMA) to 

produce a similarity-cluster dendrogram, which confirms the clustering of language variants by age. The 
final dendrogram is shown in Figure 4. Cluster Dendrogram, accompanied by wordlist participant 
demographics in tTable 3. Wordlist Demographics 

 

Lisbon 1
0.632483 Lisbon 2
0.426601 0.645194 Porto 1
0.457388 0.630158 0.341126 Porto 2
0.412508 0.621571 0.304677 0.288095 Porto 3
0.554314 0.63996 0.528648 0.493993 0.495121 Porto 4

Figure 4. Cluster Dendrogram. 
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Table 3. Wordlist Demographics 

Wordlist Gender Age Location 
WL1 Male 50 Lisboa 
WL2 Female 70 Lisboa 
WL3 Female 25 Porto 
WL4 Female 26 Porto 
WL5 Male 24 Porto 
WL6 Male 60 Porto 

 
Overall, the data suggests that age contributes more to language variation than any other factor we 

could identify. Our data set is small, though, and these are only preliminary conclusions. 
Levenshtein distance is an indicator of edit distance, the idea that each change you must make to a 

sign (be it handshape or location) to match another sign counts as an edit. The more edits, the more 
differences there are between two given signs, and the higher the Levenshtein distance. Two wordlists 
with a high Levenshtein distance have many differences, while two wordlists with a Levenshtein distance 
of 0 will be treated as identical. 

3.4 Research questions 

These research questions (RQ) steered our activities during fieldwork and analysis, using the research 
tools in the way described with each research question. 

RQ1: What sign language varieties are used in Portugal, what are the causes and effects of these 
variations, and where are they located? We used Sociolinguistic Questionnaires, Participant Observation, 
and Wordlist Analysis to address this research question. 

RQ2: How vital is the deaf community in Portugal, and what community and language development 
work is underway? How can SIL and other organizations partner with the deaf community towards their 
mutual goals? Participant Observation informed us about language vitality, along with Sociolinguistic 
Questionnaires. 

RQ3: Are the sign varieties used in Lisboa and Porto mutually intelligible? Wordlist Analysis was the 
primary tool used here, but Participant Observation and SLQ’s were used to answer this research 
question as well. 

4 Portuguese Sign Language 

This section applies primarily to RQ1, which addresses the sign varieties used in Portugal. We discuss 
results from each of our tools as well as findings from our background research. 

The Ethnologue identifies Lingua Gestual Portuguesa as the sign language of Portugal3, abbreviated 
here as LGP. It also states that there are distinct Lisboa and Porto dialects, and that LGP is related to 
Swedish Sign Language (Lewis 2009). 

4.1 Standardization of LGP 

Participant observation and conversation strongly suggests that LGP is very similar across Portugal. In 
casual discussion and interviews, contacts stated that they had no problem communicating with people 
from other parts of the country. They mentioned that the difference was like an accent, and when asked, 

                                              
3ISO code 639-3: psr 
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could demonstrate examples of differences. The differences seemed isolated and fairly insignificant, such 
as different signs for iconic items, such as a cup or a season. On the SLQ, we asked if all deaf in Portugal 
sign the same; 50% of participants said no, 40% said yes and 10% were uncertain. Explanation for the 
perceived differences varied, but included statements such as: “There are a few differences, but we 
respect the differences,” “negotiation is common all over the country,” and “sometimes it’s because 
people visit other countries and that influences how they sign here in Portugal.” Part of the reason for 
the difficulty of this question is because it is highly relative. When asking the question, we stressed 
whether all of Portugal signs exactly the same, so if there were only a few perceived differences, 
participants might answer “no.” See Figure 3.  

Figure 3. Existing language standardization. 

Questionnaire participants were asked to rank cities in Portugal by ease of understanding. Unlike 
other times when we have used this tool in other countries, Portuguese deaf did not seem to be able to 
make clear distinctions between cities. The reasons they gave for this were overwhelmingly that cities 
were not different enough to distinguish and rank. This suggests that language variation is less 
significant in Portugal than other countries where this tool was used. 

We included a question about the similarity of LGP to sign languages in other countries. A few 
participants answered in the SLQ that LGP was related to the sign languages of Greece, Spain, and 
Sweden, but the majority said no. Several participants mentioned that at one point the Portuguese 
government invited a Swedish sign language expert to Portugal to enhance the education system for the 
deaf. They cited this as the source of the Swedish influence, but said that it is not very evident today. On 
our return to Spain, we showed wordlists from Portugal to experienced Spanish Sign Language users; 
their subjective evaluation confirmed that its LGP is significantly different from Spanish Sign language 
and Catalan Sign Language. 

Analysis of collected wordlists suggests that there is at least minor language variation based on 
geography. Table 2 confirms that wordlists collected in Porto were more similar to each other than those 
in other areas. Age, however, could also explain the variation in this data. The younger wordlist 
participants were, the more similar their wordlists were. The three wordlists with the closest Levenshtein 
distance were also taken from the youngest participants, and the other wordlists grew farther apart as 
the age of their contributors increased. The oldest wordlist participant, at age 70, had a much higher 
Levenshtein distance than all of the other participants. Again, Levenshtein distance is a measure of edit 
distance, or how many individual changes it requires to get from one sign in one wordlist to the same 
sign in the wordlist being compared. Higher Levenshtein distance means more edits are required, lower 
means fewer edits. As such, Levenshtein distances are always relative. 
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Table 2. Levenshtein Distances of Portuguese Wordlists 

 
We also analyzed the above data set using the unweighted pair-group method algorithm (UPGMA) to 

produce a similarity-cluster dendrogram, which confirms the clustering of language variants by age. The 
final dendrogram is shown in Figure 4. Cluster Dendrogram, accompanied by wordlist participant 
demographics in tTable 3. Wordlist Demographics 

Table 3. Wordlist Demographics 

Wordlist Gender Age Location 
WL1 Male 50 Lisboa 
WL2 Female 70 Lisboa 
WL3 Female 25 Porto 
WL4 Female 26 Porto 
WL5 Male 24 Porto 
WL6 Male 60 Porto 

 
Overall, the data suggests that age contributes more to language variation than any other factor we 

could identify. Our data set is small, though, and these are only preliminary conclusions. 
Stephen Parkhurst did a quick comparison of LGP and Spanish Sign Language (LSE) usinga selection 

of 50 relatively non-iconic signs (see Parkhurst and Parkhurst 2003 for discussions on his methodology 
and the benefits of using relatively non-iconic lexical items). He found 22% potential cognates between 
LSG and LSE. According to his previous studies, this patterns as a typical level of difference between 
completely unrelated languages. This level of difference implies that most similarities between LSG and 
LSE are purely coincidental or similar due to similarities in Iberian culture (i.e. similar shape of bread or 
types of trees) rather than significant borrowing or some historical common linguistic ancestor. 

Lisbon 1
0.632483 Lisbon 2
0.426601 0.645194 Porto 1
0.457388 0.630158 0.341126 Porto 2
0.412508 0.621571 0.304677 0.288095 Porto 3
0.554314 0.63996 0.528648 0.493993 0.495121 Porto 4

Figure 4. Cluster Dendrogram. 
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5 Language use and vitality 

This section addresses the vitality and solidarity of the deaf community of Portugal by looking at several 
key indicators—language acquisition, language attitudes, and deaf identity. 

5.1 Language acquisition 

Our participants provided a range of feedback when asked about language acquisition, which is fairly 
common. Because language in the deaf community is rarely transmitted from parent to child, deaf people 
commonly acquire language from other sources. According to our participants, while sign language is 
taught in the school system, educational philosophies vary and some are more successful than others. 
Responses to the questionnaires were split between family, friends and school as sources of language 
acquisition. Again, because of the unique situation of the deaf community, the standard assumption that 
a healthy language is one that is passed down through the family is not as accurate a measure of 
language vitality as in spoken languages. 

Figure 5. Language Acquisition. 

Complementing questions were asked about transmission of LGP from deaf parents to hearing 
children and the reverse. This can be a strong indicator of the vitality of the language and its value in the 
eyes of the both the hearing and deaf communities. According to our SLQ participants, it is uncommon 
for hearing parents to sign with their deaf children (20% of participants said that hearing parents sign 
with their deaf children), while slightly more deaf parents sign with their hearing children (40% of 
participants said that deaf parents sign with their hearing children). Overall, participants said that it 
varies from family to family. 

5.2 Language attitudes 

Participants strongly supported the standardization of LGP. Six participants said that they thought it best 
if LGP were standardized, and only one said “no”. Participants who said “yes” explained that if the 
language were standardized, education, communication, and government support would be all be easier. 
Participants who said “no” or did not know said that they appreciate the variety and culture created by 
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variation, but they also valued the benefits of standardization. See Figure 6. Desire for language 
standardization 

Figure 6. Desire for language standardization. 

One question on the SLQ asked participants to rank how well LGP is used by the deaf community. 
This can be an indicator of linguistic pride and self-esteem in a language community. All subjects who 
responded answered that LGP was well used or very well used, confirming our observations that the deaf 
community is proud of their language. 

Participants communicated very strongly (80% of questionnaire participants) that they believe sign 
language to be the best communication method for the deaf. This indicates a pride in their language. 
Also, contacts had no problem communicating in public and interacting with the hearing community, 
both those who signed and those who did not. Questionnaire participants used several different methods 
to communicate with the hearing community, including signing, writing Portuguese, lip reading, 
speaking Portuguese, and gesturing. 

Questionnaires revealed a moderately high Portuguese literacy rate among participants. Eighty 
percent of participants said that they read and write Portuguese well or very well; only one person said 
not well. See Figure 7. Portuguese Literacy 
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Figure 7. Portuguese Literacy. 

5.3 Deaf identity 

Part of our SLQ focused on deaf identity. Participants were asked questions related to their interaction 
with the hearing community, social choices, and other indicators of a vital language community. 

Ninety percent of our participants stated that they spend more time in the company of other deaf 
than with hearing people. This suggests a strong deaf community with well-developed social 
opportunities. When asked why they spent more time with other deaf, answers included that they prefer 
to sign, communication is easier, and communication is faster. 

Finally, participants were asked to rank qualities they felt were most/least valuable in a deaf leader. 
The aim of the question was to gauge the strength of the deaf community by examining the value they 
place on their language and signing skills as opposed to spoken language and the hearing community. 
Deafness and the ability to sign well were consistently ranked highest, while education, literacy, and 
spoken language skills were consistently ranked lowest. These results suggest that the Portuguese deaf 
community is proud of their language and culture and value their independence. 

Overall, the data discussed here and our general impressions suggest that the deaf community in 
Portugal is strong and vital. Members of the deaf community whom we met seemed to be proud of their 
deafness, culture, and language. Many of the deaf we met were committed to language and community 
development and hold hope that LGP will be officially recognized as an official language of Portugal. 

6 Sociolinguistics 

This section addresses the various sociolinguistic influences and pressures on the Portuguese deaf 
community, including deaf education, materials in LGP, perceived community needs, association 
activities, and deaf churches and religious services. 

Deaf education in Portugal seems well established. Participants told us that in the past, deaf 
education was segregated by gender, with boys being sent to Porto for school and girls being sent to 
Lisboa, but since the establishment of democracy in the 1970s that is no longer the case. While a few 
deaf-only schools still exist, many have been closed. Deaf education has grown to be more and more 
mainstreamed, with interpreters in the classroom for some students. Several of our contacts mentioned a 
dramatic increase of accessibility to higher education in the last four to six years, with several major 
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universities accepting deaf students. The availability of interpreters seems to vary from case to case, but 
many students must pay for their own interpreters. 

A significant quantity of materials have been produced in LGP, including dictionaries, sign language 
educational videos, and children’s stories. Acceptance of these materials varies from person to person, 
but several contacts commented that some materials were produced by hearing people and were not 
natural, while others had deaf consultants or authors and were more acceptable. 

When asked if hearing people support the deaf community, answers were almost unanimous—that 
hearing support varies from person to person, dependent on a number of factors. The primary factor 
participants mentioned was whether or not the hearing person is involved in the deaf community. While 
some of our participants are still unsatisfied with the level of support the hearing community provides, 
they stated that progress has been made, but there is still a great deal to be done. Participants also 
mentioned that they often feel oppressed by the sign language interpreting community. 

7 Conclusion and recommendations 

Here we revisit the research questions discussed in section 3.4 and summarize our conclusions based on 
the data and our best impressions. Given the rapid appraisal nature of this survey, many of our 
conclusions and recommendations are tentative. 

RQ1: What sign language varieties are used in Portugal, what are the causes and effects of these 
variations, and where are they located? 

Lingua Gestual Portuguesa is viewed by Portuguese deaf as a single, unique language community. 
Members of this community recognize some variation within the language, but stress that 
communication is never difficult. Geography was said to be one cause of this variation, but not confined 
to specific cities. Wordlist data suggests that age impacts language variation much more than geography; 
also, the similarity of wordlists collected from younger participants suggests that the language is 
becoming more standardized over time; many participants expressed that standardization is favorable. 
Further study is needed to test intelligibility between various regions, but if the language continues to 
standardize over time, differences are likely to become less pronounced. 

RQ2: How vital is the deaf community in Portugal, and what community and language development 
work is underway? How can SIL and other organizations partner with the deaf community towards their 
mutual goals? 

The Portuguese deaf community shows many signs of development and vitality. A strong network of 
deaf associations and a national federation, full membership in the European Union of the Deaf, and 
national events and marches all suggest progress and an active deaf population. We are unaware of any 
large scale language development projects such as national dictionary projects or unified education 
curricula, but our time spent with the deaf community leads us to believe that they would be open to 
partnership with projects of this type, given full involvement by the deaf community. 

RQ3: Are the sign varieties used in Lisboa and Porto mutually intelligible? 
All of our tools suggest that the sign varieties in Lisboa and Porto are mutually intelligible. Further 

study is needed to determine the extensibility of publications in one variety or the other, especially in 
more rural areas. 

Our research suggests that Lisboa, as the country’s population center, and identified by our 
participants as the city with the most services and support for the deaf, would be the ideal location for 
any large scale language development projects. 
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Appendix 1: Sociolinguistic Questionnaire 

Participant Metadata 
1. Roughly how old are you now? 
2. Do you have any deaf family members? If so, who? 
3. Where do you currently live? 
4. How many years of education have you completed? 
5. Please name the school(s) you have attended. 
6. At what age did you first start signing? Where and instructed by whom? Name: 
Deaf Services and Meeting Places 
7. List associations and organizations serving deaf people in your area, or informal places where deaf 

people socialize, indicating their role/activities: 
8. Do you attend religious services? If no, explain why not. If yes, please answer the following: What 

religious service/church do you attend? Why do you attend services? What language(s) does the 
service use? How many deaf people attend these services? 

9. Please list the deaf schools in your area. How many years of education do these schools offer 
students? Please identify the communication philosophy of each school (oral, bilingual, TC, etc.) 

10. Please list any published materials (videos, books, dictionaries, etc.) about/using the sign language 
in your area. Do deaf people use and/or like them? 

11. Do deaf people in your community interact with deaf people from other regions in Ecuador? If so, 
please answer the following: Which other communities? Where and why do they meet? 

12. Have deaf people here interacted with deaf people from other countries? If so, which countries? 
Language Use and Attitudes 
13. How well do deaf people sign in your community? 
14. Do you interact more with deaf or hearing people? Why? How do you communicate with hearing 

people? 
15. Do deaf parents sign with their hearing children? 
16. Do hearing parents sign with their deaf children? 
17. Are hearing people supportive of the deaf community? Explain your answer. 
18. Do all deaf people in Ecuador sign the same? If no, what factors lead to different signing? 
19. Do you want everyone in Ecuador to sign the same? Explain your answer. 
20. Is your sign language like the sign language of any other country? If yes, which one(s)? How do you 

feel about the use of these sign languages in Ecuador? 
21. Do you think that it is better for deaf people to use sign language or spoken language? Explain your 

answer. 
22. How well do you read and write Spanish? 
23. What does your deaf community need most to succeed in life? 
Comparisons 
24. Rank the need of language materials from highest to lowest (SL dictionary, Interpreter training 

materials, Bible, signed educational materials) 
25. When choosing a president in your deaf association/organization, how would you rank the 

importance of the following five characteristics (deaf, sign well, able to speak, able to read/write, 
well educated)? 

26. Best city for deaf people to live in (most services, education, support, etc.). 
27. City with sign language that is the easiest to understand. 
28. City with the most beautiful sign language. 
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Appendix 2: Wordlist 

1 cat 50 Shirt 99 Happy 148 Early 197 Angry 
2 mouse 51 Shoe 100 Sad 149 Late 198 Laugh 
3 dog 52 Table 101 Hot 150 Year 199 Tired 
4 chicken 53 Bed 102 Cold 151 Week 200 Money 
5 rabbit 54 Door 103 Beautiful 152 Sunday 201 to sell 
6 horse 55 Window 104 Ugly 153 Monday 202 to buy 
7 Elephant 56 House 105 to love 154 Tuesday 203 to pay 
8 Bear 57 Garbage 106 to hate 155 Wednesday 204 to count 
9 Lion 58 Rope 107 to start 156 Thursday 205 to need 
10 Spider 59 Feather 108 to finish 157 Friday 206 Deaf 
11 Fish 60 Knife 109 to work 158 Saturday 207 to sign 
12 Snake 61 Book 110 to play 159 Month 208 Name 
13 Cow 62 Paper 111 Yes 160 January 209 Story 
14 Animals 63 Light bulb 112 No 161 February 210 what? 
15 Banana 64 Computer 113 True 162 March 211 how? 
16 Apple 65 City 114 False 163 April 212 when? 
17 Grapes 66 Plane 115 Good 164 May 213 where? 
18 Carrot 67 Bus 116 Bad 165 June 214 who? 
19 Onion 68 Red 117 Easy 166 July 215 how many? 
20 Tomato 69 Black 118 Difficult 167 August 216 All 
21 Bread 70 White 119 Friend 168 September 217 Some 
22 Corn 71 Green 120 Enemy 169 October 218 More 
23 Rice 72 Blue 121 Man 170 November 219 Less 
24 Meat 73 Yellow 122 Woman 171 December 220 Many 
25 Egg 74 Colors 123 Boy 172 to dance 221 Nothing 
26 Milk 75 Three 124 Girl 173 to cook 222 Only 
27 Wine 76 Six 125 Father 174 Sweet 223 Always 
28 Coffee 77 Nine 126 Mother 175 Hungry 224 Never 
29 Salt 78 Ten 127 Son 176 to sleep 225 Now 
30 Food 79 Twenty 128 Daughter 177 to dream 226 Almost 
31 flower 80 Hundred 129 Grandfather 178 to help 227 Continue 
32 Tree 81 Thousand 130 Grandmother 179 to fight 228 Other 
33 Leaf 82 Numbers 131 Husband 180 to forgive 229 New 
34 Wood 83 Full 132 Wife 181 Peace 230 Problem 
35 Fire 84 Empty 133 Brother 182 to run 231 Correct 
36 Grass 85 Wet 134 Sister 183 to sit 232 With 
37 Wind 86 Dry 135 Family 184 to stand 233 School 
38 mountain 87 Dirty 136 Cousin 185 to build 234 Church 
39 Sea 88 Clean 137 soldier 186 to see 235 God 
40 Land 89 Long 138 doctor 187 to search 236 Devil 
41 River 90 Short 139 police 188 to meet 237 Jesus 
42 Island 91 Old 140 king 189 to ask 238 Mary 
43 Rock 92 Young 141 judge 190 to understand 239 Angel 
44 Water 93 Weak 142 law 191 to lie 240 thank you 
45 Sun 94 Strong 143 teacher 192 to kill 241 you’re welcome 
46 Moon 95 Fat 144 morning 193 Sharp   
47 Stars 96 Skinny 145 afternoon 194 Pain   
48 Ice 97 Poor 146 day 195 Blood   
49 Snow 98 Rich 147 night 196 Afraid   
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Appendix 3: Portuguese Federation Affiliated Deaf Associations  

Associação de Surdos da Alta Estremadura 

Localização: 

Largo Salgueiro Maia 

Centro Associativo Municipal 

Edifício Mercados Municipal, Porta n.º 3 

2400-221 Leiria 

Fax: 244 836 940 

Site: http://www.associacaosurdosaltaestremadura.org 

E-Mail: geral@associacaosurdosaltaestremadura.org 

Associação Cultural dos Surdos de Águeda 

Localização: 

Mercado Municipal - 1.º Piso 

3750-101 Águeda 

Fax: 234 62 10 08 

E-Mail: acsa@asurdosagueda.org.pt 

Associação de Surdos do Algarve 

Localização: 

Praceta Maestro João Veiga nº6 

8000-185 Faro 

Fax: 289 812 036 

E-Mail: ass.surdosalgarve@sapo.pt 

Associação de Surdos do Porto 

Localização: 

Rua Dr José Marques, 113-C 

Bairro Monte da Bela 

4300-271 Porto 

Telefone: 22 510 23 90 

22 510 36 43 (Telefone de texto - TDD) 

Fax: 22 510 36 42 

Site: http://www.asurdosporto.org.pt 

E-Mail: asurdosporto@asurdosporto.org.pt 
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Associação de Surdos do Oeste 

Localização: 

Rua Provedor Frei Jorge de S.Paulo 

Apartado 505 

2501-914 Caldas da Rainha 

Telefone: 262 880 488 

Fax: 262 880 488 

Site: http://www.aso.org.pt 

E-Mail: surdosoeste@aso.org.pt 

Associação de Surdos do Concelho da Almada 

Localização: 

Avenida Professor Rui Luís Gomes, 

nº 5-R/C dto 

2810-274 Almada 

E-Mail: asurdoscalmada@sapo.pt 

Associação de Surdos da Linha de Cascais 

Localização: 

Bairro Marcheal Carmona 

Rua João António Gaspar, Bloco G - R/C Esq. 

2750-380 Cascais 

Telefone: 21 483 20 94 

21 481 80 19 (Videoconferência) 

E-Mail: aslcascais-deaf@netcabo.pt 

Associação de Surdos de Guimarães e Vale do Ave 

Localização: 

Urbanização do Centro Comercial da Atouguia, lj 10 

S. Paio 

4810-071 Guimarães 

Fax: 253 419 129 

Site: http://asgva.home.sapo.pt 

E-Mail: asgva@asgva.org.pt   
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Associação Portuguesa de Surdos 

Localização: 

Av. da Liberdade, 157 - 2º 

1250-141 Lisboa 

Telefone: 21 355 72 44 

21 355 12 99 (Videoconferência) 

Fax: 21 315 32 44 

Site: http://www.apsurdos.pt 

E-Mail: apsurdoscen@mail.telepac.pt 

Associação Cultural de Surdos da Amadora 

Localização: 

Estrada da Falagueira, 38-A 

2700-364 Amadora 

Telefone: 21 492 27 81 

21 498 52 80 (Videoconferência) 

Fax: 21 492 27 81 

Site: http://www.acsa.org.pt 

E-Mail: info@acsa.org.pt 

Associação Cultural de Surdos do Barreiro 

Localização: 

Rua Dr. Manuel de Arriaga, 19 

2830 Barreiro 

Telefone: 21 207 99 61 

21 206 41 97 (Videoconferência) 

Fax: 21 207 99 61 

E-Mail: assoc.surdo.barreiro@clix.pt 
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