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Introduction

The unique nature of translated texts has for dlexanow been the focal point of
Descriptive Translation Studies. The phenomenagn msvident that it has received labels,
such agranslationese(Toury 1980, Gellerstam1986) tire third code(Frawley 1984),
and yet so elusive that researchers are still gingyto unveil all its characteristic traits.

The search for features that typify translations aigthe beginning based on micro
analyses of different linguistic and paralinguisti@ta of single texts and their translations.
Most conspicuous ones such as the tendency to wse simplified, explicit and
conventional language were early revealed in a rurabindependent studies. Once the
preliminary hypotheses were formulated, time came & great methodological
advancement — corpus linguistics that allowealtomatically analyse large quantities of
texts available in machine readable form. In therye¢o follow, researchers went to great
lengths to devise appropriate methods which woeld them test old hypotheses with the
new tool. Having analysed a multitude of translagion different language pairs scholars
hailed a set of the recurrent features translationersals.

While hypotheses regarding universals are stilh@peefined, a new trend has
emerged focusing on the identification of idiosatar stylistic preferences of individual
translators, in other words, translator style, algh the use of corpus linguistics methods.
Although in its early days the investigation ofistator style focused mostly on discerning
features characteristic of individual translatdrattmake them distinct from others, the
methodology may also be used to corroborate oted¢fanslation universals and verify if
they are more prominent than one’s idiosyncragitssic preferences.

Although still very unstable in its foundations dadking conceptual clarity, the

notion of translation universals is a recognised actively developing branch of
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translation studies relying now very heavily onma linguistics methods. The same
cannot be said, however, about Interpreting Studibere corpus based research is still in
its infancy. Most reports on interpreting univessaile based on single cases or small sized
corpora. Focusing on the micro analysis researaiaeety reach for methods that have
been developed to research translation univemshlsh makes the findings of both sibling
disciplines difficult to compare. There are nogalelxceptions to this rule, like the
investigation of simplification on the EuropeanlRanent Interpreting Corpus (Sandrelli —
Bendazolli 2005), but they are few and far betwé&ére phenomenon of interpreting style
l.e. interpreter’s idiosyncratic stylistic prefecets has not been explored with corpus
linguistics methods at all. This gap can most pbbphae explained by the fact that such
studies are difficult to carry out on a large scalethentic interpreting data is not easily
accessible and compilation of a corpus requiresicoletis and time consuming
transcription work.

The overriding aim of the present dissertatiomjsat least in part, fill this lacuna
by an attempt to verify if three features hailed#otranslation universals: simplification,
explicitness and normalisation typify also intetpte texts and to what extent their
prominence is dependent on interpreters’ idiosyticstylistic preferences i.e. interpreting
style.

The hypothesised universality of the three investid features will be tested with a
set of parameters developed in translation studssarch on Translation and Interpreting
Corpus (TIC) comprising subcorpora of interpretasiand translations into English from
four different languages: French, Spanish, Germdratch as well as speeches produced
originally in English (both oral and written) used reference corpora. This set of
procedures will allow to verify on a macro scalest¥ter examined features are plausible
interpreting universals i.e. if they are considiemhore prominent in all subcorpora
comprising interpretations from different languages English than in the subcorpus of
speeches originally produced in English. Once tbieadrecurring patterns are established,
micro analysis will follow aimed at investigatintylsstic preferences of two interpreters.
Micro analysis will be conducted on small corpafréeats interpreted into English by two
interpreters from different source languages amdpayed to small corpora of their own
non-interpreted discourse. This part of the studlyaow to determine, if global patterns

are equally reflected in the interpreting outputnafividual interpreters, or whether their
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stylistic preferences turn out to be more promirieah global tendencies and consistent
enough to point to characteristic features of thetinctive interpreting style.

Chapter One of the present dissertation reviewslévelopment of the quest for
translation universals focusing mostly on the agtmeents of corpus based studies in this
area. It analyzes briefly major corpus linguistizsthods and tools most frequently applied
in translation studies research, reports on seratodles in corpus based analyses devoted
to translation universals and relevant investigetithat have been conducted in the field of
interpreting. The presentation of key researchhm drea ends with a report on most
important corpus based analyses of translator.style

Chapter Two presents in greater detail the objestof this study briefly indicated
above and discusses the exact procedures of maatgses focused on interpreting
universals and micro analysis examining the inties of interpreting style. It also
provides a comprehensive description of data usethoth analyses, discusses the
compilation of parameters applied to the investogaof simplification, explicitness and
normalisation and statistical tests utilised irs thissertation.

Chapter Three reports the outcome of the macrqgsisalf interpreting universals
carried out on the Translation and InterpretingpDsrcomprising interpretations and
translations from four different languages into Estg The focal point of the macro
analysis is to determine if the examined featunes evenly distributed across all
interpreting corpora and to what extent the traimlauniversals are reflected in the
language of interpretation.

Chapter Four discusses the findings of micro amabfanterpreting style, in which
the interpreted and non-interpreted discourse ofihaividual interpreters is compared.
The key areas of investigation include the diffeembetween the language used by both
interpreters and the general patterns observeddndifferences in their interpretations
from Romance and Germanic languages and the laeghayg use while speaking.

The outcomes of macro and micro analyses are jag&pand discussed in a
summarised way in Conclusions, where areas that heéher investigation are also
indicated.

It is hoped that thanks to the innovative, broadspective that joins the
investigations of universals with the analysistgles the study described in this thesis will

help expand the current knowledge on the natunatefpreted language, its recurring
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features as well as several factors that may donditeir prominence such as the source

language, mode of delivery of the original speauhthe interpreters’ stylistic preferences.
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Chapter 1: Universals and style
in Corpus-based Translation and Interpreting Studies

1.1. Universal and individual tendencies

The quest for universals in corpus-based translatisearch has rarely been combined with
the analysis of individual preferences. The twesiof research have so far been pursued
parallely, even though they mutually complementeatber. There is a clear benefit in
investigating universal patterns in the work ofivmduals, as the universality of the
analysed feature is questionable, if idiosyncraatures of an individual overshadow the
hypothetically universal ones to the point of ehating them entirely. On the other hand,
the analysis of style may also gain a new perspedfione’s idiosyncratic traits could be
juxtaposed with general trends. This, howeveraisly done.

While the investigations of translation universalsd translator’'s style follow
parallel tracks, they are both gaining a steadumgdan the field of corpus-based research.
Compared to what has already been achieved inrosea translation, corpus-based
research devoted to interpreting is still in thelyephase of development: large-scale
studies examining recurrent patterns in interpgetine scarce and the phenomenon of
interpreting style has not yet been explored at all

This Chapter reviews what has so far been achigv€drpus-based Translation
Studies focused on universals and style and to wkent these concepts have been
investigated in interpreting research. It setsvath placing Corpus-based Translation

Studies within the tradition of Descriptive Trangla Studies, presents briefly corpus
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typology and corpus methods most frequently usethéninvestigation of translation
universals and style, reviews the key studies egifip translation universals and studies
in interpreting research investigating analogiealdencies in this mode. Finally, the last

sections in this Chapter summarise corpus-basekstdevoted to translator style.

1.2. From Descriptive Translation Studies to Corpus-basa Translation Studies

Corpus-based Translation Studies has developed psoduct-oriented branch of
Descriptive Translation Studies offering a majovattement in methodology allowing
to search for recurring patterns and regularitiegracteristic of translations. Patterns
previously observed in individual translations eblé tested in an automated manner on
a large number of texts tempting researchers teergakeralisations.

Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS) can be tralbadk to the 1970s, when
Holmes (1972, 1973, 1988) proposed that Transl&iadies should perceive translation in
terms of three distinct phenomena: the productptbeess and the function. As opposed to
the earlier trends in translation research of slagiwe and prescriptive character, the aim
of DTS was to engage with real translation phermamt® describe and analyse features of
translated texts against the contexts in which tiveye created. Contrary to earlier
paradigms focusing on the source text and ideakkation, DTS shifted the focus of
research to the target text, which was especiadipie in Toury’s (1980: 82) claim that
translations are facts of target textual traditoty. Focusing on the target text, Toury was
inspired by Even-Zohar (1978), who laid foundatiéorsthe polysystem theory. The key
claim following from his research is an assumptioatt translated literature constitutes a
distinctive entity in the target culture governedits own system, which dynamically
interacts with other systems in the polysystema&snsequence, translated literature was
recognised as an object characterised by speetdicifes worth studying. Following this
path, Toury concentrated on the norms i.e. regidarof translational behaviour, which
could only be discovered through generalisationdeman the basis of a multitude of
translations. It soon became clear, however, thetdlation Studies lack “strict statistical
methods for dealing with translational norms, cereto supply sampling rules for actual
research” (Toury 1980: 61). Many problems and deobsimilar nature could be at least

partially solved by the application of corpus lirglics methodology in Translation Studies.
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This was first suggested by Baker (1993: 243), wmhaorpus linguistics saw a chance for
scholars to uncover the nature of translated Tée.new methodology fitted well into the
goals of Descriptive Translation Studies allowimgaarchers to trace regularities and
patterns and form generalisations and offerincattditional advantage of relatively easy
replication. As observed by Laviosa (2008: 122pasrlinguistics makes it possible for
DTS to pursue the same comparative research matlekpands the scope of examination
by increasing the number of texts that could bdyaed at once, enabling a unified,
consistent and coherent comparison between difféeghtypes and even languages and

making the generalisations more valid:

Corpus linguistics and Descriptive Translationdits adapt the same comparative research
model in which descriptive hypotheses that makiendabout the probabilistic generality of

a given phenomenon are put forward and texts aamiged across corpora representing
different varieties or modalities of the same laaggi(written, spoken and mixed general and
specialised monolingual corpora), different langsgbi- and multilingual comparable
corpora), translated and non-translated varietieshe same language (monolingual
comparable corpora), as well as original texts #rar translations into one or more
languages (bi- and multilingual parallel corpoiag\iosa 2008: 122).

Considering all that corpus linguistics methodoldgg to offer, it is not surprising that
soon after Baker's idea was published, researcbetr<off to test on a larger scale
hypotheses and generalisations previously put fiaweased on analyses of single
translations. Such were the cases of Laviosa (188&)stigating the simplification

hypothesis initially proposed by Blum-Kulka and eegton (1983), Toury (1995) or
Vanderauwera (1985), or Olohan and Baker (2000Motesayire (2004) examining

explicitation first mentioned by Blum-Kulka (198 name but a few.

At the turn of the millennium corpus methodologgrted to be applied also in
Interpreting Studies. In her article Shlesing®9@) analyzes problems and benefits of an
application of corpus linguistics methodology apal$ in the study of interpreting, which
although frequently subsumed under translation,rfeadintil that point been subject to
corpus analysis. Considering the fact that inteénpgenvas always studied on the basis of
sparse, often anecdotal data Shlesinger (1998€e®)agreat potential in the “use of large,
machine-readable corpora to arrive at global imfege about interpreted text (1) in relation
to other forms of oral discourse; and (2) in relatio other forms of translation”. She sees,
however, two major challenges that researchers havédace: transcription and

paralinguistic dimensions. Interpreted text is Isagailable in machine-readable form,

19



therefore compilation of an interpreting corpubkasind to be labour intensive. Following

Johansson (1992) she suggests that it might berliettesort to smaller, but carefully

constructed sample corpora. The other obstadiaigrianscription provides access only to
interpreters’ linguistic output not reflecting plmguistic dimensions. Only the advent of

new technology may solve this problem. In the mieaatresearchers try to mitigate

concomitant consequences by using a shared sy$tmentions for encoding auditory

data and limit themselves to those features whiak be transcribed.

The key area of CTS (Corpus-based Translation &ydind CIS (Corpus-based
Interpreting Studies) research is related to usaddeatures of translation and interpreting,
which shall be discussed in greater details ini®edt.4. Corpus-based methodology is,
however, successfully applied also in studies ihffidal translation (Masubelele 2003),
literary translation (Kruger 2003, Bosseaux 20@8herence in translation (Beherns —
Fabricius-Hansen 2003), translator's style (Bake®0@® Olohan 2004), ideology in
translation and interpreting (Kemppanen 2003, Be2@®7), translation into non-mother
tongue (Pokorn 2005), interpreting norms (Niska3}Qegal interpreting (Wallmach 2000,
2003).

1.3. Corpus typology and corpus processing methods

Two major types of corpora are most commonly usddainslation research: comparable
monolingual corpora and parallel bi- or multilingu@rpora. The choice of a corpus
depends on the goal of the analysis. Parallel carpoe usually chosen for contrastive
analysis and allow to compare the source textlamthrget text, while comparable corpora
are most frequently used in the investigation otireent patterns in translated and non-
translated language.

Single monolingual corpora contain texts in ongyleage selected according to
unified criteria and are usually compared to othenolingual corpora compiled from texts
of slightly different characteristics. Corpora ntighbe either translational or non-
translational. The latter usually consist of textiginally produced in the target language
and serve as reference corpora (to cross-checksesanalyses of translational corpora).
Translational corpora are examined by scholarssioguon the unique nature of translated

text and their characteristic linguistic featureg. eauniversals or style of individual
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translators. Probably the biggest translationgbesiis the Translational English Corpus
(TEC) at the University of Manchester. It consiefsEnglish translations of fiction,
biography, news and in-flight magazines from défgrlanguages and in 2003 had already
reached 10 million words (http://www.monabaker.csn@sources/
TranslationalEnglishCorpus.htm) (date of accessid%ember 2011).

If a corpus consists of a set of translated temtsacontrol set of non-translated
texts produced in similar circumstances and seraisgnilar purpose it is a comparable
corpus. Comparable corpora of translational andtreomslational language allow for a
cross-examination of features of translated andtranrslated language usually across a
specific text type or genre. Kenny (2001a: 59) pies three examples of such corpora:
English Comparable Corpus (ECC) — a sister pra@XEC consisting of newspaper
articles originally written in English and newspajaeticles translated into English; a
corpus at the University of Gothenburg comprisirtignbvels published in Swedish,
approximately half of which are translations intweslish; a corpus of translational and
non-translational Finnish at Savonlinna SchoolraiiBlation Studies in Joensuu, Finland.

A parallel corpus is usually bilingual, but cancalse multilingual. It consists of
texts written originally in language A and thearislations into other languages, aligned in
segments. Alignment may be provided at sentene, Ibut segments may also be larger
and consist of e.g. a whole paragraph. Translatsearchers use parallel corpora to
investigate lexical correspondence between sounck target languages, translation
strategies and translation behaviour. Parallelaarpre also used in translation pedagogy
or for the development of machine translation. Adew to Kenny (2001a: 51), parallel
corpora have been compiled for several languags:ganglish-French, English-Italian,
English-Norwegian or English-German. Another imantimultilingual parallel corpus has
been compiled in Italy at University of Bologna,rikodEuropean Parliament Interpreting
Corpus (EPIC) is a trilingual corpus of Spanishlidin and English comprising original
speeches in those languages aligned with theirgrétations. In 2005 the total number of
tokens in the corpus was 172000 (Sandrelli — Bermla2005).

The depth of analyses performed on a corpus demantte level of corpus mark-
up. Raw corpora, i.e. running texts with no addiéildinformation in a form of tagging or
parsing, may serve as a starting point for basatyaes: type/ token ratio, KWIC (keyword
in context), frequency list or keyword list. HaviadPOS-tagged (Part of Speech) corpus at
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one’s disposal, it is also possible to establishlgkical density. The aforementioned
methods of corpus analysis are discussed below.

Type/token ratio provides information regarding tiverall relation between the
number of different words (types) to the total nembf tokens (sequences of characters
delimited by spaces) in the corpus thus indicatiow lexically varied a text is. It is
counted by means of elimination of all duplicated taking each word form into account
only once. Such an analysis shall tell us thattir fragment ‘to be or not to be’ contains
six tokens, but only four types, as there are twkens each of the type ‘to’ and ‘be’ ”
(Kenny 2001b: 34). Type-token ratio is dependenhersize of the corpus, therefore many
concordancing applications produce average typertoitio calculated as a mean of type-
token ratios for every 1,000 words. This allowsdomparison of corpora of unequal sizes.

Key word in contexts is a search method yieldingooodance lines showing input
called a keyword or node in its immediate conteateoncordance line. It is possible to
sort concordance lines e.g. alphabetically togfteok to the right of the node which makes
it easier to identify recurring lexical pattern€licking on a selected concordance line
usually presents the view of the keyword in thédahtext. In the case of a parallel corpus
itis also possible to perform a parallel (bilingu@ncordance search. The keyword is then
presented on the screen in concordance lines inamgeiage aligned with respective
segments in the other language. Similar sortingcemares are usually available.
The variety of options at one’s disposal are, havedependent on software.

Frequency list is a list of all words in the corpuigh information regarding their
frequency. The list may be sorted alphabeticallparording to frequency. It is usually
used to gain insight into vocabulary items bestesgnted in a given corpus.

Keyword list makes it possible to determine whiares are more characteristic in
a given corpus with reference to another. The cowalves a comparison of frequency
lists of the two corpora in question, where oneisisgreated just as a reference. Software
produces a list of words from list A (of a smallesually more specialised corpus), the
frequency of which is untypically high with refento list B (of a larger, usually more
general corpus). The words are then ranked acaptditheir ‘keyness’.

The list of clusters, on the other hand providdsrmation on words that most
frequently co-occur in a corpus. Whereas, the fancallows for search of clusters
consisting of at least two words, it is searchebifgger clusters that offer most interesting

insight.
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Lexical density is a relation of lexical (contemwt)rds to function words in a corpus.
The group of lexical verbs consists of nouns, nvairos, adjectives and adverbs. On the
other hand, auxiliary verbs, modal verbs, pronoym&positions, determiners and
conjunctions constitute the group of function wolts possible to obtain such statistics if
the corpus is POS-tagged, or alternatively by fegdi list of function words used in the

analysed language into the corpus processing tool.

1.4. Universals as a major research area in Corpus-baselfanslation Studies

The idea to investigate translation universals bigexl in time and its most recent
formulation has been shaped by three major factbesdistinctive nature of translated
texts, the need of the Translation Studies to dgvahd establish themselves as a discipline
and the influence of other closely related disogdi, such as linguistics.

Translation is a very specific form of communicatising language that frequently
attracts the attention of both lay people as weettanslation scholars. While it is common
for the former to find translations awkward or utumal, translation scholars have for
decades now made attempts to discover what makesated language so distinctive. That
it is different has been proved by the need tahttabels to it. The tertmanslationeses
often used by people other than translation schdtarefer to bad translations carried out
by incompetent translators, whose language stamidasounnatural and full of errors. In
Translation Studies, however, it acquires a shgldifferent, neutral meaning first
mentioned by Toury (1980) and Gellerstam (1986) ewidrring to the nature of the
translated language. The fact that translationsddferent from native texts was also
noticed by Frawley (1984: 168-169), who viewed $fation as #hird code guided by its
own rights, standards and structure, heavily imfbgsl by the matrix information and the
target parameters implying that translation is pacgsl kind of code featuring the
characteristics of two other codes: the sourcededtthe target language.

The need of a research framework that could disced®t contributes to the
unique character of translated texts coincided \ligh stage of development of the
Translation Studies that as an emerging disciglnght a rigid framework built on a set of
rules, laws or principles. At that time Toury (198ftempted to discover two major forces

that determine the nature of translation and foated two laws guiding translation: the
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law of interference and the law of standardisatidhe first assumes that certain
characteristics of the source text are reflectethéentarget text and the second stipulates
that the translators make an effort to standattis¢arget text in terms of language. In the
years to come these two ideas tossed and turnetiffeyent researchers will also be
transformed into two separate purported univemsdsanslation.

In the consecutive decade Translation Studies exmed two important turns very
much inspired by linguistics. The first involvedethntroduction of the concept of
universals and the other the ‘import’ of corpugiirstics methodology to Translation
Studies that offered a great potential in theiestigation. When first proposed by Baker in
1993 the concept of universal features was alreaglyestablished in linguistics, which
certainly added to its appeal. The focus of reseahifted slightly from laws guiding the
process that shaped translated texts to the eddgrand its universals, defined by Baker

as characteristic linguistic features

which typically occur in translated text rathertmaiginal utterances and are not the result of
interference from specific linguistic systems.ut[kather] a product of constraints which are

inherent in the translation process itself, and #iticounts for the fact that they are universal
(Baker 1993:243-246).

Contrary to norms of translation proposed by To{@980), universals do not
depend on either source or target language andraspective of social, cultural and
historical context. Baker (1993) was also firsstagest that electronic corpora are an
ideal solution to investigate linguistic featurésranslated language either in contrast with
their originals or texts originally produced in ttagget language. She perceived corpus
linguistics to be an appropriate tool to test thdihgs of research conducted by others on a

small scale.

Included in her list were features such as a texyléowards explicitation (Blum-Kulka
1986; Toury 1991a), disambiguation and simplifieat{Blum-Kulka & Levenston 1983;
Vanderauwera 1985), growing grammatical conventityn@nd a tendency to overrepresent
typical features of the target language (Toury 18&Mhderauwera 1985; Shlesinger 1991) as
well as the feature of cleaning away repetitiosrfitranslations (Shlesinger 1991; Toury
1991b) (Kujaméki — Mauranen 2004: 1).

A number of scholars took up this idea and stattednvestigate the hypothesised
translation universals, most notably explicitatiout, also simplification and normalization
or interference on large collections of machinededde texts. The outcomes of those

studies are reported in greater detail in the Valhg sections.
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As this line of research gradually developed,etdme clear that while seeking
universals, translation scholars embarked on tvilerdnt paths. This trend was first
captured by Chesterman (2004: 8) who, in an attéoiptroduce conceptual clarification
put forward a division of translation universalgdoirpotential S-Universals and T-
Universals: the former taking into account the togy of translation and its relation with
the source (S) text, the later focusing on spefaftures that distinguish translations from
texts originally written in the target language. the first category he includes, among
other: the law of interference, the law of standation, explicitation hypothesis or
reduction of repetitions. On the other hand, thetuees that typify translations when
contrasted with texts originally produced in thgyéd language encompass simplification,
conventionalisation (in this thesis referred tmasmnalisation), untypical lexical patterning
and under-representation of target language spéigfns. He stresses, however, that the
two types of universals are to a certain extemrdgpendent e.g. interference might be a
potential cause of untypical lexical patterning.

Chesterman’s division seems to be very categoesgkcially, that he stresses that
it is impossible to investigate S-Universals withaaking reference to the source text,
which implies that in terms of corpus methodolaidngy can only be analysed based on
parallel corpora. Consequently, whatever featuranmysed on comparable corpora, it
must be categorised as a purported T-Universagirdotice, however, much depends on
how particular universals under investigation goerationalised in a given study and it
turns out that a few universals categorised as S8dusals have been researched without
reference to the source text, but based on mon@ingomparable corpora (see Section
1.4.2. and 1.4.5. for discussion on explicitatmal interference).

It merits attention in that on the long way fraawsk to universals involving frequent
shifts of focus from the process to the produttarislation, many features purported to be
universal have been operationalised in very differevays. This, on the one hand
contributes to the deeper understanding of thieadies of translation, but at the same time
makes outcomes of several studies devoted to thee saiversal feature virtually
incomparable. This lack of common platform of congn and insufficient conceptual
clarity is characteristic of the entire field o§earch devoted to universals, but particularly

visible in studies devoted to explicitation (seetidam 1.4.2. ).
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1.4.1. Simplification

Simplification may be observed at three differaels: lexical, syntactic and stylistic.
According to Blum-Kulka and Levenston (1983: 1¥Xital simplification is “the process
and/or result of making do with less words”. Tramsits achieve lexical simplification by
application of one of six solutions: use of supénmate terms, approximation, use of
synonyms, transfer of SL word functions to TL eglént, use of circumlocutions and
paraphrases (Laviosa-Braithwaite 2001: 288). Siicplion at syntactic level is
demonstrated by rendition of complex syntactic citrres with simplified ones (e.g.
replacing non-finite clauses with finite ones). IBtic simplification, on the other hand,
involves breaking up long sentences, use of slodidaations instead of elaborate ones,
reducing repetitions and redundancies, shorterinegralocutions leaving out modifiers
(Laviosa-Braithwaite 2001: 289). Referring to tiepomenon of simplification in general,
Baker (1996: 176) claims further that the processibconscious. Investigating translation
strategies she also notes that in the case theme iquivalent, translators resort to
superordinates. Similarly, in her analyses of fiftgnslations of Dutch literary texts
Vanderauwera (1985) reports that sophisticateccedanguage words were rendered with
the use of simple, colloguial synonyms. Furthermasbe notices also stylistic
simplification involving breaking up of longer sentes, omissions of redundant or
repeated information, shortening of complex coltmes etc.

A seminal corpus-based study of simplification wasied out by Laviosa (1998),
who used English Comparable Corpus (ECC) a multiegoone million word monolingual
comparable corpus of translated English (newspagieles and prose) and texts originally
produced in English. She discovered that irrespedtf the source language the range of

vocabulary used in translation corpus is narrowdich is indicated by the fact that:

(a) translated texts have relatively lower percgataof content words versus
grammatical words (i.e. their lexical density isv&r);

(b) the proportion of high frequency words verswgér frequency words is relatively higher
in translated texts;

(c) the list of a head of a corpus of translatedaecounts for a larger area of the corpus (i.e.
the most frequent words are repeated more often);

(d) the list head of translated texts contains fdemmas (Laviosa 1998: 563).

She also found that translated texts had a lonerage sentence length, which is a

sign of stylistic simplification.

26



1.4.2. Explicitation and explicitness

Explicitation is probably the most unclear yet ¢iglly debated hypothesised translation
universal. Scholars have looked at it from diffeér@mgles not always having one definition
or even one concept in mind. On the one hand, trerganslation scholars who posit that
explicitation is a phenomenon (referred to as agss, strategy or technique) that causes
the translators to render information, which islicipin the source text in an explicit way
in the target text. On the other, there are suppordf the more contrastive approach
towards translation who perceive it rather as @uage specific tendency to encode
information in a more or less overt or covert witlyappears that the concept of
explicitation has originally emerged in Translat®tudies as a hypothesised S-Universal,
but scholars focusing on T-Universals decided &the same term to denote what seems
to be an increased tendency to explicitness. Th&usmn is aggravated by the fact that
researchers rarely unambiguously state which defimihey currently have in mind while
investigating new instances of explicitation. Adutially, some of them use both terms
interchangeably.

One of the first definitions of explicitation wasopided by Vinay and Darbelnet
(1995: 8) and referred to as “the process of intoarty information into the target language
which is present only implicitly in the source largye, but which can be derived from the
context or the situation”. This initial perceptithrerefore points to the fact that as a result
of certain process information that is implicittive source language becomes explicit in
translation.

The idea was further developed by Blum-Kulka in @98to explicitation
hypothesis and has ever since been discussed simapexl by a number of translation
scholars. In its original wording it assumed thlrahslations are more explicit than non-

translations with respect to cohesive markers:

The process of interpretations performed by thestedor on the source text might lead to a
TL text which is more redundant than the source s redundancy can be expressed by a
rise in the level of cohesive explicitness in thetd@xt. This argument may be stated as ‘the
explicitation hypothesis’, which postulates an olasd cohesive explicitness from SL to TL
texts regardless of the increase traceable tardiftees between the two linguistic and textual
systems involved. It follows that explicitationviewed here as inherent in the process of
translation (Blum-Kulka 1986:19).
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As observed by Pym (2005: 2-3), while explicitationthe above definition is
viewed as ‘the process of interpretations’ Blum-#&i$ following analysis is restricted to
linguistic qualities, in particular to markers abhesive explicitness. In the end, one
concludes that explicitation may be after all ustierd as redundancy i.e. “the unnecessary
repetition of something that is already there father than a full process of something
implicit [...] becoming explicit” Pym 2005: 2-3).ef she does call it a process and not a
technique or strategy. Furthermore she suggedtthéh@rocess is inherent in translation,
which has ever since been widely debated in thegpdise giving rise to assumptions that it
may be the shear act of translating that causdgapon (Klaudy 1996: 102-103).

In the following decades explicitation has beerestigated in a number of studies,
which approached it either from the linguistic angl viewed as the process of making
information implicit in the source text more exim the target text. Depending on the
assumed perspective the phenomena held to be symaftmf explicitation also differed.

Vanderauwera’s study published in 1985 presentreasgons, which are generally
in line with Blum-Kulka’s but include a significdgtiarger variety of different phenomena
as indicators of explicitation. She records thahawork of the translators of Dutch fiction

explicitation can be observed in a number of appiéehniques, such as:

the use of interjections to express more cleadypitogression of characters’ thoughts or to
accentuate a given interpretation; expansion oflensed passages; addition of modifiers,
qualifiers, and conjunctions to achieve greaterdparency; addition of extra information;
insertion of explanations; repetition of previowetails for the purpose of clarity; precise
renderings of implicit or vague data; more accudascriptions; naming of geographical
locations and the disambiguation of pronouns witbcige forms of identification (as
reported in Laviosa-Braithwaite 2001: 289)

As showed above, the tendency to explicitation eypasses here an array of
different phenomena that range from linguistic vétars e.g. the use of interjections to
strategies, which extend beyond the linguistic llestech as providing more accurate
descriptions or naming of geographical locations.

Also Séguinot (1988: 108-109) chooses to adopbadar definition than the one
proposed by Blum-Kulka (1986) claiming that “exfiess does not only mean
redundancy”. She claims that explicitation invohaiations in which “something is
expressed in the translation, which was not inathginal” and “something which was
implied or understood through presupposition insixgrce text is overtly expressed in the

translation, or an element in the source textismgia greater importance in the translation
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through focus, emphasis or lexical choice”. In $teidy of French-English and English-
French translations she observed increased exwgstachieved by improved topic-
comment links, the addition of linking words ane tlaising of subordinate information
into coordinate or principal structures. She doss both termsexplicitnessand
explicitation and while it seems that she understands explmitads a process and
explicitness as a textual feature she does natiglstate the differences between the two
notions. This is misleading since it is difficwtultimately determine, whether indeed she
claims that the observed increased explicitnessamslations has been an effect of the
explicitation process.

Later Klaudy (1996: 102-103) makes a claim thatietgtion may be motivated by
four different factors and thus differentiates bedw obligatory explicitation, pragmatic
explicitation, optional explicitation and transtattinherent explicitation. She argues that
obligatory explicitation is enforced by grammatieald semantic differences between
source and target languages and refers to théhftdranslators have to make up for these
differences to conform to the requirements of #rget language. Pragmatic explicitation
takes place when translators add context informatiat the source text recipients are
aware of and the target audience lacks. Optionpliatation results from stylistic
preferences of the translator or the target languwagnmunity and aims to improve the
presentation of the target text, but was it notiagdghe text would still be comprehensible.
Finally, Klaudy proposes that there is a type gflieation, which is translation inherent
i.e. is caused by the nature of the translatiormgss, but she does not provide examples
and it is difficult to really comprehend this naticShe also does observe that translators
not only tend to explicitate but also to implicédte. render explicit information in an
implicit way, but admits that the tendency to egipdition is stronger. In her distinction
between different types of explicitation she doafsrafer at all to explicitness and so it is
difficult to determine if she sees any differencsgween the two phenomena at all.
Interestingly, one of the types mentioned by Klaudyoptional explicitation does seem to
correspond to the concept of explicitness, as [teiceived in contrastive approach to
Translation Studies. The aforementioned approaukslat explicitness as overt encoding
of information in a text, a feature that dependstltm communicative conventions in
different languages (e.g. House 1996, 2004). Kglkational explicitation must also refer
to overt encoding, which results from stylistic ferences of the translator or the target

language community i.e. the conventions appeatirither one or the other or both. Both
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sources also claim that the phenomenon they disfordy optional, since without them the
message would still be fully comprehensible.

In the same year Baker (1996: 180) makes seveoglopals regarding the new
methods of investigating universal features in aangfation corpus.
When suggesting a novel methodology to researchcéggion with corpus linguistics

means, she also briefly describes what she undeists explicitation:

| take “explicitation” to mean that there is an maletendency to spell things out rather than
leave them implicit in translation (Baker 1996: 180

She points to the fact that this tendency can ksemied in different textual
phenomena such as text length (when comparedhathdurce text, translation tends to be
longer) and the use of explanatory vocabulary ksipethesises that the translations make
more explicit relations between propositions irtéwhile discussingxplicitationBaker
speaks of investigating the former on a parallgbas and the later on a comparable corpus
I.e. without referring to the source texts. Thiplies that her definition oéxplicitation
does also includexplicitnessut she does not clearly state that.

@veras (1998) investigated Blum-Kulka's ‘explicitat hypothesis’ on an English-
Norwegian parallel corpus of literary texts. Sheerved that translated texts display a
greater level of cohesiveness, when compared to soerce texts regardless of the
directionality. Explicitating shifts, i.e. additisnand specifications of lexical and
grammatical items, were present in translationdoth directions and outnumbered
implicitating shifts in over 80% of texts. Furthesre, instances of explicitation at the level
of lexis were more frequent than grammatical o@e®ras suggests that explicitation may
be a result of stylistic features prevailing in &hd TL, obligatory shifts pertaining to
grammatical differences, culture bound translatiorms and translation constraints.

Another corpus-based study of explicitation wasiedrout by Olohan and Baker
(2000), who examined the frequency of occurrenagptibnalthat with reporting verbs
sayandtell in translated and non-translated texts. They coetbeoncordance results of
two corpora: TEC (Translational English Corpus) &NIC (British National Corpus).
According to quantitative results, optiorithht is far more frequently used in translated
texts than in non-translated ones. Examining sywetagplicitation in the case of optional
that Olohan and Baker (2000: 143) assumed that tims @ explicitation is a sign of a

subliminal process:
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Unlike the conscious introduction of supplementaryexplanatory material, a higher
incidence of the optiondhat in translated English would provide evidence dferent,
subliminal processes of explicitation in translatidranslators clearly do not adopt a
conscious strategy of spelling out optional syrtaetements such akat in reporting
clauses more often than writers producing origteats in the same language (Olohan —
Baker (2000: 143).

The study clearly shows that there is a differebetween the number of
occurrences of optiondhat in the corpus of translational and native EngliBhere is,
however, no accord among translation scholars awhat this fact really proves.
Understanding explicitation in line with Baker'9@6) rather general definition, i.e. “the
tendency to spell things out”, one may indeed gafder that translated texts manifest
greater explicitation. For the advocates of exfdian viewed as a tendency to spell out
things that were not spelled out in the source@a&han and Baker’s results do not bring
anything new to the picture. As pointed out by Salth (2008: 22), “not all instances
where the optionghat has been spelled out in the translation are iostawhere there is
implicitation in the source text”. The examinatafrtomparable corpora limits the analysis
to the target text only and does not allow to itigade whether every case in which
optional that has been used is an explicit rendition of impliaitformation.
Becher (2011: 31) argues that “without a full ansteehis question, Olohan and Baker’'s
results cannot be interpreted properly, becausgrdeger the number of source languages
represented in the TEC stipulating a complemenéfter reporting verbs, the more likely
it becomes that the higher occurrence of repothagin this corpus is the result of source
language interference”. So there are doubts ashether Olohan and Baker's study
provides a proof of explicitation. One can, howeweaterpret the increased frequency of
optional that in translations as an indicator of a tendency towasvert encoding of
information i.e. explicitness.

Olohan and Baker’s was a large scale study thawet to identify a global pattern,
but the scope of analysis was limited solely togfations. To shed light on possible causes
of such syntactic explicitness Kenny (2005) adagited methodology to the requirements
of a parallel corpus and examined source Germaresgions that were rendered with the
reporting verlsayfollowed by optional connectivbat The study revealed that only a half
of English explicit renditionss@y thaj were originally expressed with the use of German

equivalentdass.Moreover, German originals usidgsswere mostly translated withat

31



rather than without it, which suggests that thealéndency to implicitate was weaker in
this particular case.

Martha Mutesayire (2004) examined lexical explioia studying the use of
apposition markers. Since apposition may be usedake the message clearer to the
recipient, she believes that, in accordance witiulll’s (1996) classification, it is a form
of optional explicitation. She carefully examineatious functions of apposition markers
and selected a set that has an explicitation fonclihe set of reformulation phrases is
further examined in the sub-corpus of TEC and suiptes of BNC on the example of
reformulation phrases used in Engl{sty. that is, that is to say, to be (more) precis be
(more) specific, namelyphe has discovered that apposition markersgmgisantly more
frequent in translated texts than in non-transtetidviutesayire (2004: 54) claimed that
such findings may be caused by the following factdthe carrying over in the target text
of specific features of the source text, (...)ltve level of shared information between the
translator and (...) the readership (...) and tduestator’s style”.

Blum-Kulka’s explicitation hypothesis and Baker@ion of explicitation has also
been explored also by Papai (2004), who examingdigaHungarian translation with
ARRABONA parallel corpus. She has found out thatdffect of explicitation is achieved
by translators with the use of three strategieiftssh cohesion, addition of linguistic and
extra-linguistic information and disambiguation.eStas also noticed that the degree of
explicitation in translated Hungarian texts is lgthan in non-translated ones. Papai
hypothesized that translated scientific texts mamaonstrate a higher degree of
explicitation than translated literary texts, usthypothesis was not confirmed.

A strikingly different approach to explicitness itranslation is offered
by House (2004), who assumed that explicitnes#datare of discourse that varies across
languages. She provides a qualitative analysisngligh-German and German-English
translations focusing on implicitating and exphtihg shifts. The results of her
examination point to unequal distribution of thekéts in respective directions: German
translators explicitate more, while translatiorts ianglish are more implicit. She provided
examples of typically German pronominal adverbsrentlered in English translations and
added in German ones. House (2004: 204) arguedxpbtitness and implicitness may be
dependent on linguistic and non-linguistic fact@manslated texts may be more explicit or
implicit due to translators’ obligatory linguistichoices (necessary to produce a

grammatically correct utterance) or optional lirgjid choices (influenced by
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communicative conventions of the target languagenrt from linguistic factors, the
overall explicitness or implicitness can also depem the translator's preferences,
situation, or the requirements of the translataskt

At the same time Klaudy (2001) formulated her ser@isymmetry hypothesis that
still drawn heavily on the notion of translatiori@érent explicitation. It was extensively
discussed in a joint article with Karoly (Klaudyaroly 2005). The asymmetry hypothesis

stipulates that

explicitations in the L L2 direction are not always counterbalanced byicitptions in the
L2—L1 direction because translators — if they havéhaice — prefer to use operations
involving explicitation, and often fail to perforoptional implicitation (Klaudy — Karoly
2005: 14).

The hypothesis has been tested qualitatively in English-Hungarian and
Hungarian-English translation of reporting verbditerary texts. The study supports the
hypothesis proving that in the analysed translatitvanslators favoured more explicit
forms and failed to perform implicitation. The aothargue, moreover, that if the tendency
be confirmed on different language pairs, the asgimnmypothesis may be a useful way to
point to language-pair independent-universal featitranslator’'s behaviour.

Having critically reviewed key hypotheses on exfton put forward in
Translation Studies so far and not entirely sa&tisby any, Pym (2005: 5) came up with his
own model of explicitation placing it within riskanagement framework. Understanding
risk as a probability of an undesired outcome timatld hamper cooperation between
partners to the communication process, Pym claimasttanslators are likely to invest
much effort in resolving high-risk problems andrésort to explicitation would be one
possible way of handling them. His argument goes fibr such reasons as ‘prudence,
Gricean cooperation, relevance to a new receptitrat®on, the ethics of service
(subservience), damage control or remedy’ transatoe more risk-averse. This risk-
minimizing behaviour is further intensified by thHact that translation involves
communication between contexts with few commonresfees.

As the confusion kept growing more critical voia®merged in the discipline.
Becher (2011) advocated the departure from themofitranslation inherent explicitation.
In his own study he focused on identifying spedifimditions in which explicitating and
implicitating shifts in translation are made assugrtihat “every instance of explicitation

(and implicitation) can be explained as a resulkeafcogrammatical and/or pragmatic
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factors” (2011: 4). Having confirmed his initialgalictions Becher specified a number of
situations in which translators may feel motivatedxplicitate or implicitate. He observed
that translators tend to explicitate to save tredees from processing difficulties, to
comply with target language communicative prefeesncto minimise the risk of
misunderstanding or due to lexical or syntacticaitch between the source and target
languagesOn the other hand, they tend to implicitate onftiilowing occasions: if a
coreference relation explicit in the source text t® easily inferable, if there is no
straightforward equivalent of a lexical item, ‘fife target language lacks a syntactic slot
offered by the source language” or to comply witlhneunicative preferences of target
readers or improve stylistics and information sinoe (Becher 2011: 219).

As has been shown, the notion of explicitationgeplexed translation scholars for
decades now and still there is no accord as to @xpdicitation really is and to what extent
it is a translation inherent phenomenon. What seémde common for all the
abovementioned studies is that they all point¢cgiased cohesiveness or overt encoding of
information. To what extent it is a result of tharslation process and not an effect of any
contrastive differences between the languageder édctors it is hard to determine. What
seems to stand out is that all translations appeahare increased explicitness, not

necessarily caused by the explicitation process.

1.4.3. Normalisation

Another most frequently hypothesised universallve®normalisation, or “the tendency to
conform to patterns and practices that are typittie target language, even to the point of
exaggerating them” (Baker 1996: 176-7). Similadyther universals normalisation was
analysed also without reference to computer corplnalysing translations of Dutch
novels Vanderauwera (1985) found evidence of whw eeferred to as “lexical
conventionality”, which manifests itself in shiftis punctuation, lexical choice, style,
sentence structure, and textual organisation. Beeléncludes adaptation of names and
culture-specific items and reduced transfer ofifpréanguage expressions, substitution of
old-fashioned expressions by modern ones and &tiorslof creative collocations with the

use of common ones. Also punctuation is standatdiséhich shows in finishing
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incomplete sentences, restoring quotation mark#\sta result the translation reads better,
is more idiomatic, coherent and familiar to thg&reader (Vanderauwera 1985: 77-76).

Studies in normalisation at the level of punctuatiovere carried out
by Malmkjeer (1997), who analysed translations oflénsen’s stories, and May (1997),
who studied translations of Woolf's and Faulknexdsels. In all these cases it was found
that the authors’ unusual punctuation style wasnatised.

In her aforementioned study, @veras (1998) notiadditionally that unusual
collocations and metaphors used in English-Norweganslations of literary texts are also
subject to normalisation (which she calls neutaais).

Scott (1998) analysed the translation of a BraziRartuguese novel written in a
peculiar, difficult and complex style looking atrnmlisation. Scott used WordSmith Tools
to trace textual changes in the English translaimehestablish how they contribute to the
overall effect of normalisation. On examinatiortd text Scott distinguished two poles of
normalisation; one resulting from the TL systemimstraints and the other caused by
translator’'s preferences. Scott “suggests thatrdmgslator's choices, conscious or not,
obligatory or optional, cause the breaking up of malative effect”
(after Laviosa 2002: 69).

Lexical creativity and lexical normalisation comgte the focal point of Kenny’s
(1999) study conducted on a two-million word paatrpus of German literary texts and
their English translations. Kenny found out that%s of creative forms (creative
orthography, derivation, compounds) were normaliiséiénslation and that compensation
was present in the case of only 16% of normallssabx legomena (word forms that
appear only once in the corpus) and absent in H@®adecollocations. Kenny claims that
normalisation may be influenced by the informatwout the author, the translator and the
publisher.

Baker (Baker 2004, as reported by Olohan 2004: tEst3 translator’s tendency to
employ strategies which would make their work ntleeir reader’s expectations. She puts
forward a hypothesis that a higher number of sexeidf and fixed expressions occur in
translations than in non-translations. Normal@ais the tendency to conform to patterns
“typical of the target language, even to the poiot exaggerating them”
(Baker 1996: 176-7). Thus it may be argued thattigmpting to meet the readers’
linguistic expectations the translators reveahdéscy to normalisation. It seems therefore

that although Baker (2004) does not explicitly estéiat, her findings are also a proof of
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normalisation. She has chosen popular fixed and-Beed expressions such as the
other hand, at the same time, once and for abhtirer words, in a manner of speaking, that
is, that is to say, once and for all, when it congs thought to myse#nd checked their
recurrence in TEC (Translational English Corpus) e BNC (British National Corpus).
She found that these expressions were more frelguesad in translational English than in
non-translations. Furthermore, it appeared thatsointhe phrases were favoured by one

translator, whereas other expressions by others.

1.4.4. Levelling out

Levelling out or convergence is commonly understa®the tendency of translated texts to
be similar to one another with regard to particlilaguistic features. Baker (1996:184)
uses the term levelling dutwhile Laviosa (2002: 73) calls it convergence.

The hypothesis that translated texts share cdimauistic features was supported
by Laviosa’s (2002: 73) study comparing lexical slgnand type/token ratio as well as
sentence length in translational and non-transiaticorpora. She found out that translated
newspaper articles are more uniform with respettdse parameters than comparable non-

translated articles.

1.4.5. Interference

Interference is a puzzling phenomenon that has bleserved in various language contact
situations and as such it is also prone to occtraimslation. The concept first emerged in
the field of second language acquisition and retérto deviations in norms of a language
that can be observed in speeches produced by tmlimgas a result of their familiarity
with more than one language” (Wenreich 1953: Inc8&itranslation involves bilingual
processing Mauranen (2004: 67) claims it is onbsomable to assume that interference

also occurs in translation.

! Levelling out is understood by Baker (1996: 17614s “the tendency of translated text to graviateind
the centre of continuum, rather than move towahdsftinges”. She borrowed the term from Shlesinger
(1989: 170), who coined it to depict shifts fronality to literateness and vice-versa in simultarseou
interpretation.
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The status of interference in Translation Studsesowever, not clear in that it is
frequently conflated with transfer, it is eithefibeed to be a more generic, neutral term or
contrasted with positive transfer. Also its statss universal feature of translation has not
been acknowledged by all.

In his formulation of the Law of interference Tg.995: 275) stipulates that “in
translation, phenomena pertaining to the make-upe$ource text tend to be transferred
to the target text”. What follows is an explanatibat the source text phenomena may be
imported in the form of negative or positive trarsbut the tendency to interferenceisin a
way default and that extra effort must be madeheyttanslator to produce interference-
free output. While Toury perceived positive andatag transfer as a form of interference,
Mauranen (2004: 71) reports that transfer andfietence are used either interchangeably
or to denote opposite notions. In the later varigarisfer is viewed as positive or neutral
and interference as a negative phenomenon. Positiveutral transfer results in renditions
that bear the characteristics of the source tegllage, but also are in compliance with
target language norms. Interference (or negataester), on the other hand, leads to
formulations that do not conform to the target lange conventions and stand out as
awkward and foreign.

While Toury views interference as a default elenadritanslation, Baker (1993:
243) argues that a feature of translation may keengel a translation universal if it is not a
result of interference. Mauranen (2004: 79) treeseconcile both views by claiming that
the source language does shape the target textchuanot be the only influencing factor,
since translations from different source languagidsresemble each other. Thus she

suggests that

interference (or transfer) is best conceptualizedree of the universal tendencies, on a high
level of abstraction, precisely on account of petably taking place in each language pair
involved in translation (Mauranen 2004: 79).

She arrived at this conclusion having analysed sbepe of deviations of
comparable corpora of translational Finnish andradinnish. The examination focused
on differences in frequency ranks between a coopustive Finnish, a corpus of mixed
translational Finnish (i.e. combined translatiomsf Russian and English), a corpus of
Finnish translations from Russian and a corpudriish translations from English. The

results point to a greater similarity among tratisfeal corpora than between them and
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native Finnish texts. Yet a clear source languéfgetecould be observed since corpora of
translations from English deviated less from natéxs, while translations from Russians

resembled native Finnish more.

1.5. Translation universals reflected in selected interpeting research

Pym (2007: 2) notices that although conferencerpnéting is one of the modes of
translation, it is rarely mentioned in literatureuniversals. The deficiency of research in
this domain may be most probably attributed todifiéculties in obtaining interpreting
data. Additionally, be it authentic data or expemntal recordings they both require
laborious transcription before the actual analigspossible. Yet, there is a great potential
in the corpus-based methodology developed for rtkestigation of translation, which
should be exploited more extensively by interpiggtioholars . Such an approach offers an
opportunity to compare and contrast interpretinghvitanslation and extract common
features characteristic of both processes.

Meanwhile the major focus of interpreting researslseems to be on investigating
the same phenomena with different methods, mongstetj to the nature of interpreting
and fitting the requirements of small scale redeanostly. As such, this prevalent trend
offers insight of incredible value, but is not ditlg comparable to the outcomes of

translation research.

1.5.1. Simplification

Probably the only study that has so far adaptegpussbased methodology used in
Translation Studies is devoted to simplificatiomvlosa’s (1998) methodology for the

investigation of simplification as a universal @&t of translated texts based on lexical
density and list head analyses was applied by $dnaind Bendazzoli (2005), who tested
the relevance of simplification hypothesis for sitaneous interpreting. The study focused
on the examination of sub-corpora of EPIC (Eurodeartiament Interpreting Corpus) i.e.

subcorpora of interpreted English, subcorpora tdrpreted Italian and subcorpora of

speeches originally produced in those languagesfiftlings were, however, not exactly
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in line with Laviosa’s (1998) observations. Firgt,seems that lexical density in
simultaneously interpreted texts is only slightiffetent to the one of speeches originally
produced in English and Italian. Sandrelli and Bermbli (2005) attribute it to the peculiar

character of interpreting, namely:

....the specific text production conditions, itee pace of the incoming speech is imposed by
the source speaker and the interpreter has to bis#m target speech practically “on-line”,
chunk by chunk, by selecting and re-arranging imition to suit the norms of the target
language. The parallel co-existence of source arggt speeches and the time constraints
under which interpreting is performed may explamyhe patterns observed by Laviosa in
relation to written texts do not apply (SandrefideBendazzoli 2005: 15).

Lexical density in the case of interpretations fr8panish into Italian i.e. the only
combination of two Romance languages, proved embexception and confirm Laviosa’'s
observations. Second, analysis of list head o§theorpora seems to give contradictory
findings. Whereas in the case of original Italipeeches and interpreted Italian, the results
are completely different from Laviosa’s observasiom translational English, the analysis
of interpreted English and original English prottest, similarly to the case of translational
English, “the nuclei of words most frequently ugedpeeches interpreted into English are
less varied and account for a larger part of theesponding sub-corpora” (Sandrelli —
Bendazzoli 2005). The analysis shows yet anotherasting fact, this time related to the
distribution of lexical and function words in thstlheads. The list head of the corpus of
speeches originally produced in English consista lmiwer percentage of lexical words
than both interpreted English sub-corpora (it-ed esren). The researchers believe that
this may be attributed to the interpreter’s refolaions, self corrections or instances of
expansion and explanation of the source text. Snstances may have increased the
number of lexical words in the corpus. Interesirige latter observation is confirmed only
in the subcorpus of speeches interpreted from Emg Italian, whereas a similar
examination carried out on the subcorpus of spesicherpreted from Spanish lead to the
observation of an opposite trend.

The unquestionable advantage of Sandrelli and Baodizs study is that the
authors strive to replicate Laviosa’s methodolagyich makes the parameters comparable
and thus facilitates the comparison of patternsradtaristic of translation and
interpretation. Additionally, EPIC is parallel abddirectional thus offering the unique

opportunity to consult the source speeches ofpnégation and to observe if the patterns
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discernible in one language pair are also revaaladlifferent pair. On the other hand, it
appears that the make-up of EPIC may question dhdity of the results obtained by
Sandrelli and Bendazzoli. First, the reference gsmf speeches originally produced in
English is compiled of speeches delivered by batlva and non-native speakers. The idea
behind reference corpora used in Translation Ssuidnelp shed light on the recurring
patterns of translated and non-translated langisattpat they consist of text produced by
native speakers. Including other texts may intredato the corpus patterns that are not
really typical of the investigated language andisitee outcome of analysis. Second, the
corpus of interpretations into English contain®dksxts interpreted by one non-native
speaker of English carried out in retour mode (frane’s mother tongue to an active
foreign language), which most likely is characiedisby different patterns than
interpretation into mother tongue. Thus both therpreting corpus and the reference
corpus of English in EPIC are tainted by featufasom-native language, which makes it
difficult to establish which of the features coddd accounted for by the interpreting
process and which by the non-native use of languidgeeover, the parameters used in the
investigation of simplification, such as the ca#tidn of list head proportion in the corpus
are very susceptible to corpus size and the cordpasgpora are very uneven: 42705
tokens in Org-en, 6708 in Int-it-en and 12995 ids-en. In conclusion, Sandrelli and
Bendazzoli’'s study on EPIC is a major advancenre@orpus-based Interpreting Studies,

but it is not free from some flaws.

1.5.2. Explicitation

In her MA thesis Shlesinger (1989) tested Blum-Kigkexplicitation hypothesis, which
however, was not supported by the findings. Revigvhlesinger’s analyi$ym (2007:
11-12) suggests that lack of explicitation in sitaneous interpreting is not surprising and
may be attributed to risk-reducing strategies. Kents that the speaker and the audience
posses a greater knowledge on the subject matierttie interpreter. In the case the
interpreters are not sure they would rather usersuginates and resort to implicitation in

their rendition.

2 Shlesinger’s (1989) MA dissertation has not bedlished and is not generally available for refegen
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[Blecause she lacks knowledge of the context, therpreter actually misses some of the
cohesion patterns, therefore resulting in lessieiation in the rendition. When you are not
sure of what is going on, you cannot risk undembinrelations that are no more than
guesswork. A far better strategy in such situatisn® say less, to use superordinates in
cases of doubt, and to stay close to the given sugse even if you don’t understand, there
is a good chance the audience will. Hence the Lisensiderable lexical implicitation (Pym
2007: 11-12).

Pym explains further that explicitation in tranglatwas supposed to make up for
the context the recipients lack. In the case oulemeous interpreting it is usually the
speaker and the recipients who have more backgrhknmaledge on the subject matter. In
the case of highly specialised conferences theofiskisunderstanding is extreme. In such
cases “explicitation is too risk-laden, and so togecally turns to implicitation” (Pym
2007:12).

A few years later Shlesinger (1995) investigatedréndition of cohesive ties in
interpreting. She compiled a collection of intetpt®ns of the same English text delivered
in simultaneous mode by thirteen advanced studémserpreting. Shlesinger notes that
interpreters’ renditions are subject to three megorstraints regarding time, linearity and
knowledge. First, the ability to render the inpsitdependent on the time that can be
allocated for hearing and processing it. Secorlgyinterpreter has no access to the entire
text at once, which means that a wrong applicadfagiobal and local strategies may lead
to misunderstanding. Finally, there are bound touoadiscrepancies between the
knowledge that the speaker expects from the aueiand the one possessed by the
interpreter. The difficulty lies in the topic ofdlspeech, as well as the fact that many
impromptu speeches seem to be difficult to comprdhadso to the target audience and
pose exceptional perceptual difficulties.

In the light of the constraints reiterated abow#ogs not seem surprising that the
majority of shifts observed in the study involvemirplete omissions and cuttings in all
examined categories of cohesive ties. The omissiegr® most frequent in case of
elements bound to be known by the audience, remulow-frequency vocabulary or
referring to non-essential information. Many onossi regarded elements in sentence-final
positions, discourse markers or certain categofiesnjunctions (dismissive, temporal and
emphatic).

Shlesinger’s findings (1995: 211-213) again sugtiestinterpreters tend mostly to
use omission. She has, however, found that one dm®hesive ties i.e. substitution

(including ellipsis) was mostly replaced with “sofoem of lexical cohesion” and marked
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that such an outcome may also be seen as lendithgfisupport to the premise that the
explicitation hypothesis (Blum-Kulka 1986) applitesoral as well as written translation.
To unveil the causes of the hypothesised greatdicéress of interpreted texts
Gumul (2006) examined explicitation in simultaneangerpretation qualitatively by
comparing source and target texts and analyzirgpréter's comments. She discovered
that explicitation in simultaneous interpretingnshe majority of cases a subconscious
process, which she attributes to time pressureadpgecemeal picture of text structure’
(2006: 184) and that most of the explicitating thih interpreting took the form of
cohesive explicitness i.e. additional connectivederation of lexical items, shifts from
reiteration in the form of paraphrase into ideritioa partial repetition, shifts from

referential to lexical cohesion and filling outipetical constructions.

1.5.3. Normalisation

The tendency to normalisation has not been extelysaxplored in the field of translation
and even less in interpreting. The only observatregarding normalisation in interpreting
come from a study, where normalisation was nothgr focus of research. Analysing
consecutive interpreting from Hebrew into Englisbyided by courtroom interpreters
Shlesinger (1991) found evidence of normalisatiaterpreters completed unfinished
sentences, provided grammatical rendition of ungnatital source utterance, omitted false

starts and self-corrections.

1.5.4. Levelling-out or convergence

Shlesinger (1989) examined whether simultaneoesdrdtation had an effect on orality or
literateness of interpreted texts. What she fouad that “oral texts take on more literate
features in simultaneous interpreting and litetaxés become more oral. In other words,
the process of translation tends to move texts noavards the centre of the oral-literate
continuum, to locate them away from either extre(Baiker 1996: 184). Shlesinger refers

to this phenomenon as equalizing, whereas Bakksric#&velling out.
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In her later study Shlesinger (2009: 244) compdlegbora of six translated (8,968
words) and six interpreted (8,317 words) outputdabrew. The target texts consisted of
oral and written renditions of one English text \pded by six professional
interpreters/translators. The texts were interprétethe subjects more than three years
before they completed the translation task, hettee farticipants were unlikely to recall
either the text itself or the strategies they heeluto render it... [and] the two sets of texts
may be seen as independently produced outputs baskd same input” (Shlesinger 2009:
239-240). The author classifies her corpuscasiparable intermodal.e. one which
consists solely of translations in different motikedi or modes. She managed to extrapolate
a set of characteristic stylistic and pragmatictdess distributed unevenly between
interpreted and translated output. The analysiexa€al variety by means of type-token
ratio (TTR) proved that values were higher for ttaaslation corpus as a whole and for
each of the six individual texts. Type-token raifc¢he interpreting corpus (as a whole)
equaled 0.655, whereas the translation one 0.3&Bnkation of verb patterns proved that
simple verb patterns are preferred in simultanemisrpreting, whereas morpho-
syntactically complex patterns in translations. aedther finding concerns the number of
definite articles in both corpora: it was consididyanore common in the oral mode of
translation. Shlesinger (2009: 247) found also ttemb-based constructions, which are
more accessible and more dynamic occur more freélyu@ninterpreting corpus than in

translations.

1.6. Corpus-based investigations of translator’s style

Research on translator’s style is a relatively trewd in Corpus-based Translation Studies.
Translators' work has for long been by many pegrtkas, or expected to be, “invisible” i.e.
leaving no traces. Contrary to that presumptiomiéars (1996: 9) developed the notion of
translator’s presence and clearly acknowledged‘that other voice [i.e. the translator’s]
is there in the text itself, in every word of i€laiming, however, that having translated the
text the translator “disappears without textuatéfaand his voice, although occasionally
present in paratextual notes “may remain entiredigdén behind that of the Narrator,

rendering it impossible to detect in the transldeed’.
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Baker (2000: 245) argued that new advances in solipguistics may foster
investigating translator’s presence in translatenmg in particular the style of a literary
translator. For the purpose of her study Bakeppsed a new definition of style, which

she understood as

... a kind of thumbprint that is expressed in ayeaf linguistic — as well as non-linguistic
features. [...] style might include the literargrslator’s choice of material to translate, where
applicable, and [...] consistent use of specifiategies, including the use of prefaces or
afterwords, footnotes, glossing in the body oftthe, etc. [it] must focus on the manner of
expression that is typical of a translator [..fiempt to capture the translator’s use of
language, his or her individual profile of linguéshabits, compared to other translators.
[Style] is a matter of patterning: it involves debimg preferred or recurring patterns of
linguistic behaviour... (Baker 2000: 245).

Therefore, what Baker (2000) is mostly lookingigsubtle, unobtrusive linguistic
habits, patterns of choice, which are predominasilyconscious.

She applied this novel perception of style in tenparison of works by two
literary translators: Peter Bush and Peter Clactk$mg mostly on the level of repetition of
the respective translations and predominant vettenns.

The first comparison is made on the basis of tget ratio indicating the level of
repetition in the analysed texts. Baker’'s (200@)2talysis proves that type-token ratio is
higher in the case of Peter Bush'’s translationsclivehows greater lexical variation. The
analysis of individual translations with respectype-token ratio demonstrates that the
collection of texts translated by Bush is less hgemous, whereas Clark’s translations are
similar. Clark favours shorter sentences than Bubich Baker interprets as an attempt to
mediate Arabic texts and make them less challengitegms of linguistic features. Baker
(2000: 251) analyses also how both translatorsheseerlsay(in all formssay, says, said,
saying which happens to be the most frequent reporterd in EnglishShe found that
Peter Clark makes a heavy use of the verb, espefaaburing past tense and tends to use
other reporting verbs also in past tense, raredgrtang to third person present forms.
Comparing fragments of the original text Baker (@0@52) found that past tense is
sometimes his own choice independent of the sotexde Baker concludes that such
choices influence overall level of formality of ttext and a sense of immediacy. Clark also
prefers direct speech over indirect speech, whiai be perceived as an attempt to make
the utterances more directly available to the readd make it more accessible. Bush, on

the other hand uses indirect speech, which poseleaiocut boundaries between the end of
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guotations and the narrator thus engaging the readee into the fictional world (Laviosa

2002: 84). Baker (2000: 254) notices furthermorat thhere seems to be a strong
preference for modifying verbs of speech, for agdsomething about the manner
something was said” in Clark’s texts eaggrily, apologetically, decisively, with a slight
foreign accent.

Baker’s innovative approach to translator’s styd@eyrise to a number of studies
investigating recurring linguistic and non-lingigsipatterns in works of individual
translators. The idea was also employed by Olof2004: 160-166), who examines if
translation strategies advocated by Venuti aredddeflected in his translation. She
investigates his lexical choice using keywords ysial Keywords analysis is usually used
to compare a specialised corpus with a general®@lodian (2004), however, investigates
stylistic choices of the translator. Venuti (19@pbelieves that translators and publishers
tend to attach too much importance to the issdkiency and idiomaticity, which makes
the translator less visible. In 1998 he sets oabtabat this trend in his translation by using
specific strategies to produce a foreignising efée make the readers more aware that
they are reading a translation. Choosing a cotlactf Buzzati's short stories and
Tarchetti’s novellPassion}ranslated by VenutDlohan (2004) aims to examine, whether
keywords analysis could provide insight into lasefgnising strategies.

It appears that Venuti often resortsytet, nonetheless, n@ndthus typical of
academic discourse. He also opts for the uséefein which is often considered archaic,
in the translation dPassionand decides fan whichtranslating Tarchetti’'s works. Olohan
(2004: 164) suggests that Venuti's choices arddgdte “as he chose not to ugeereinat
all in the translations of more contemporary wribeno Buzatti”. Further characteristic
lexical choices observed by Olohan include deliteednoice oftoward or towardsin
different texts excessive use @hall andthat. The latter may be a sign of heavy use of
optionalthat, which is not only a sign of explicitation, busalcontributes to the potentially
unwieldy language. The keyword list analysis shaigs which adjectives and verbs are
most favoured by Venuti. Olohan (2004: 166) thercpeds to compare the translator’'s
own comments on the strategies he applied. Veh8€8§: 14) admits that he deliberately
favoured archaisms over current forms to indicéte temporal remoteness of the Italian
texts, their emergence in a different culturalaiton at a different historical moment” e.g.
by choosingor could | evepverand | could neverOlohan (2004: 166) observes that this

may explain the high number pbr clauses in his corpus. Furthermore, Venuti preterre
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formal verbs to colloquial ones, which is reflectethe keyword list, where predominant
verbs areresume, seize, render, remain, possess, abandpaytdexplain Another
strategy involved the use of Briticisms in the slation ofPassionaimed primarily at
American readers, which shows in the usetabards (British) rather thantoward
(American). Finally, in certain cases Venuti prederto use Italian expressions instead of
English ones. This phenomenon is evidenced at Igesitions of the keywords list
occupied byadieu(190" position),amour(261* position) orpropre (435").

Thus Olohan successfully proves with the use oatiadysis of a keyword list that
linguistic choices taken by Venuti in the proce$sranslation do contribute to the
foreignising effect.

The analyses of translator’s style reported abotreduced the topic to the field of
Corpus-based Translation Studies, but focusedrrathe/hat corpus tools had to offer in
investigations of the kind and did not provide &ngader theoretical framework for such
research. In her recent study, Saldanha (2011:x@Mmes different definitions of writer’s
and translator’s style in an attempt to fill thesogand put forward a clear theoretical and
methodological framework for the investigation ddrtslator’s style. She proposes the

following revised definition of translator’s style:

A ‘way of translation’ which:
» isfelt to be recognizable across a range of tadiosis by the same translator,
» distinguishes the translator's work from that diers,
e constitutes a coherent pattern of choice,
» is ‘motivated’, in the sense that it has a discklm&unction or functions, and

» cannot be explained purely with reference to th@or source-text style, or as a
result of linguistic constraints (Saldanha 2011). 31

She then sets out to test her definition by compgan a corpus-driven investigation
the style of two different translators: Peter Basld Margaret Jull Costa. Having compiled
two corpora containing different works of both sators, Saldanha investigates the use of
italics as a means of highlighting foreign wordsipbatic italics to accentuate marked
information and use dhat connective after reporting verbayandtell. She found that
translations by Peter Bush show higher incidenseuoifce culture borrowings marked with

italics in the target texts, lower frequency of dwafc italics and does not favotirat
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connective after reporting verbayandtell. Margaret Jull Costa, on the other hands, does
not often resort to borrowings, but shows a greesedency to mark information with
italics, even if that strategy has not been uséddarsource texts. She also is more prone to
usethat connective after the investigated reporting velbosiay be thus concluded that
both translators differ from each other with resped¢hese features. Saldanha, compared
these findings also against a set of larger tréinsial and native English corpora to see
how they correspond to global patterns. It was oMesk that the outcome of the
idiosyncratic analysis deviate from the norm e.gilethe incidence of option#iatis far
lower in translations produced by Peter Bush thahe Translational English Corpus, the
frequency of this phenomena in Margaret Jull Cedtanslations is higher. Thus Saldanha
proved that the examined features allow to disdetinctive styles of the two translators.
She argues that the choices made by individuasla#ors were motivated by different
global strategies. The texts produced by Peter Buslat stressing cultural differences and
do not prioritise smooth reading hence a more featjuse of borrowings in italics and low
frequency of optionathat. Margaret Jull Costa, on the other hand, favourstgre

familiarity and more explicit renditions.

1.7. Conclusions

This Chapter has provided a brief overview of tbgadlopment and the major trends in
corpus-based research on universals and styleamslation and their reflection in
Interpreting Studies.

It proves that corpus methodology turned to be lalde advancement in
translation and interpreting research allowingdoantitative verification of hypotheses
that have been developed over decades of casestuased on small volumes of texts
only. Corpus linguistics has been confirmed aseduligool allowing to spot recurring
patterns of translated language in macro anabfdasge compilations of translations from
different languages. It has also been successp[hjied in micro analyses of features that
typify the style of individual translators carriedit on much smaller collections of
translations produced by a single author.

What is also unveiled is the acute imbalance bet@@pus-based translation and

Interpreting Studies. Corpus-based research onphetng universals is in its infancy,
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while interpreting style has been virtually unexpld. So far, most trends hailed to be
universal of translation have not yet been inveséid on interpreted discourse and it yet
remains to be seen how much these two modes achaalé in common and what makes
them different.

These lacunae should be further filed with studiesike
Sandrelli — Bendazzoli's (2005) research of sinigdiion in simultaneous interpreting in
EPIC, but need also to be complemented by anabfsedividual idiosyncratic tendencies
to prove if the investigated patterns are indeely tniversal or merely prevalent. Such
patterns should be examined on texts producedfareint conditions, which would allow
to eventually identify factors that call them imxistence.

It is hoped that the present dissertation will Halidge the gap between Corpus-
based Translation and Interpreting Studies by apgiyhe same yardstick that has already
been used in the exploration of the translateddagg to the one of interpretation, thus
making the results directly comparable. It will alattempt to combine the methods
developed for the investigation of universals wité ones adopted in the examinations of

style to analyse both notions more comprehensively.
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Chapter 2. Objectives and methods

2.1. Objectives

As has been shown in the previous Chapter, wtalestation universals have frequently
been investigated on translation corpora by traiesisscholars, little has been done to
verify if the universals are also prevalent in ipteting. Universals in this mode have not
been so extensively researched, most probablyodhe fact that such studies are difficult
to carry out on a large scale. Authentic data ateeasily accessible and compilation of a
corpus requires meticulous and time consuming ergsteon work.

It is hoped that the understanding of interpretingersals and interpreting style
will be increased by the present corpus-based tiga®n. The overriding goal of this
study is to verify whether three major featuresdweld to be translation universals i.e.
simplification, explicitness and normalisation ateall valid in the case of simultaneous
interpreting and to what extent they are affectedlimsyncratic stylistic preferences. To
examine the potential ‘universality’ of these feati the analysis will involve
interpretations into one target language (Englfstyn four source languages (French,
Spanish, German and Dutch). The study will alseestigate whether there exist any
potential differences in putative universal feasypeesent in texts interpreted into English
from Romance languages (French, Spanish) and Germaaguages (German, Dutch).

The present analysis is also set to determine,hghétterpreting universals are

equally reflected in the performance of individgahultaneous interpreters or, whether
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different realisation of these features would ratlead to identification of a particular
interpreting style of a simultaneous interpreter.

It will also be examined if distribution of thosetpntially universal features of
interpreting differs in interpreter’s performancleem the source language changes. In other
words, it is expected that the study helps to answeequestion whether the way individual
interpreters perform interpretation is in any wégeted by the source language. Different
prominence of the investigated features in onetsrpretations would be considered
characteristic of individual interpreting style.

It might be the case that one’s speaking styletffene’s interpreting performance.
For that reason the present analysis will also @xamon-interpreted discourse produced
by the interpreters and focus on a comparison tdrpmeted and non-interpreted
performance with respect to potentially universatfires of interpreting.

Thus the study will attempt to provide answerstofollowing research questions:

(1) Are simplification, explicitness and normalisatimterpreting universals?

(2) Are individual interpreters consistent in theirdencies to simplify, explicitise and
normalise regardless of the source language?

(3) Do individual interpreters differ from each othertheir tendencies to simplification,
explicitness and normalisation?

(4) Is an individual’s interpreting style similar toeih speaking style?

Due to a number of constraints inherent in the @secof simultaneous
interpretation, most notably time constraint an@éirity constraint, as well as the different
mode of delivery of simultaneous interpretatiompposed to translation, it is difficult to
anticipate any particular outcomes. The study viitiywever, start from the following

preliminary hypotheses:

(1) All simultaneous interpretations tend to be monepdified, more explicit and use more
normalised language than non-interpreted discourse.

(2) Individual interpreters are consistent in theirdencies to simplify, explicitise and
normalise regardless of the source language.

(3) Individual interpreters differ from each other imeir tendencies to simplification,

explicitness and normalisation.
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(4) An individual’s interpreting style is similar toghr speaking style.

The first of the above hypotheses will be testethénmacro analysis presented in
Chapter Three, while the next three in the micralysis depicted in Chapter Four. They
will all be validated in line with the methods and the set of data described in the

following sections.

2.1.1. Operationalisation of research questions

The overriding aim of the present study is to wafithree patterns recurrent in translation,
namely, the tendencies to simplification, expliegks and normalisation are interpreting
universals and whether their prominence constitaefeature of a distinguishable
interpreting style. It follows that the presentdstwill investigate the three features at a
macro level of a large number of interpreted tgqisduced by different interpreters
working from different languages and at a micrcelesf a smaller number of interpreted
texts produced by individual interpreters workitgpdrom different languages. The notion
of style and the notion of universality are vernegel, evoke very different connotation
and their exact understanding within the presermysinust be clearly specified.

The term universality is in the present study peexin a very categorical way.
A feature or a pattern could only be consideremht@npreting universal if it does typify all
investigated interpretations, and whenever corgdasith native speeches, interpretations
would display a greater prominence of that paréictgature. It follows that for a feature
to be regarded universal, it must be proved to riependent from interference.
Consequently, should the tendency to simplificgtiexplicitness or normalisation be
manifested very differently (when compared to mraspeeches) in interpretations from
different languages, it would not be accepted as anterpreting universal. It is also
believed that if any of the features does indeeg®to be independent from the influence
of all of the source languages investigated héen it may only be regarded as a likely
candidate for an interpreting universal, as it $thdxe also tested on different language
pairs in the future. Once, however, the analysisvsithat one of the features is not to be
traced in an interpreting corpus or interpretatiohan individual, it cannot be regarded

universal.
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Interpreting style, on the other hand, following trath set by Baker (2000: 45) and
Saldanha (2011: 31) in particular, is viewed hera aay of interpreting manifested by a
consistent prominence of one or many linguisti¢uess in different interpretations that
makes one’s interpretations distinguishable fronexs, as well as from their own speaking
style.

While at the first glance the two concepts may seentradictory, as one may
doubt if a feature that is universal can at theesime be characteristic of an individual.
Universality and style do not have to be mutualglesive. It seems perfectly viable that
compared to native speeches, all interpretationtddoe always more explicit and one
interpreter could be consistently significantly m@xplicit than others in all his or her
interpretations, regardless of the source langoagee original speaker. It is by no means
argued, however, that interpreting style may be ifested only by one’s tendency to
simplification, explicitness or normalisation, buts believed that certain idiosyncratic
differences may be revealed by some or all of tivestigated features.

The features in question, that is simplificatioxplecitness and normalisation have
been so far approached from different angles aagénspective assumed in the present
study must be clarified.

In the investigation of simplification this resdafollows the approach presented by
Laviosa (1998: 563). The focus here is placed witdd simplification demonstrated by
texts’ tendency to greater repetitiveness, lowegllef informativeness and lower lexical
sophistication. In other words, when two textsamapared, the more simplified would be
the one where more vocabulary items repeat, whicitains more function words (and
fewer content words) and is made up in a greatgrgstion of the most frequent English
words. In corpus methodology those features trémskspectively into the following
parameters : a greater proportion that corpubdiatl represents in the entire corpus, lower
lexical density and higher incidence of high freggyewords (for more details see Section
2.3.1.).

Due to a significant inconsistency and confusiotinafield of Translation Studies
around the concept of explicitation and explicimé¢see Section 1.4.2. ), it should be
stated especially clearly what exactly is underdtas the tendency of a language to be
more explicit. The present study focuses on théasarstrata of language and therefore
investigates explicitness understood as the terydenencode information in an overt

rather than covert way. It is assumed here thaeased explicithess may, but does not
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have to, be a result of the process of explicitatio which the information implicit in the
source text becomes explicit in the target texuslthe process of explicitation, as such,
remains out of the scope of investigation of thespnt study. The tendency to explicitness
is operationalised as increased use of optionaptementizethat after reporting verbs,
higher frequency of linking adverbials and greaterdence of apposition markers (see
Section 2.3.2. ). The three aforementioned feataresnot compulsory elements of
language, hence the tendency to spell them o@tresgrerceived as greater explicitness. It
merits attention that the three parameters saf#ine field of corpus based Translation
Studies have been mostly used to testify for omsgaxplicitation (see Section 1.4.2.). In
the light of the recent debate on the nature ofieiqtion, the author of the present
research decided to take a stance that the pro€esyplicitation cannot be investigated
without the source texts. As the source texts arewestigated within this study, the only
possible tendency that could be observed is expéss.

Finally, the third examined feature is normalisatiovolving a more conventional
and conservative use of language manifested in mxecessive use of standard, most
frequent patterns. It is believed that a text cti@régsed by the tendency to normalisation
makes more frequent use of elements that may beateéstandard in a given register such
as lexical bundles or fixed expressions. The ldéeical features are used to investigate
normalisation in selected corpora (see Sectior82)3.

The present study consists of two analyses: maalgsis of interpreting universals
and micro analysis of interpreting style.

The aim of the macro analysis is to establish wdresimplification, explicitness
and normalisation could be universal features térpreting i.e. if each of the three
features are significantly more pronounced in pretations into English from four

different languages: French, Spanish, German amchDthan in native English speeches.
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MACRO ANALYSIS:
Interpreting universals

simplification explicitness normalisation

| slexical bundles
. *fed expressions

izt heads
*lexical density

| *optional that

i *linking adverbials .
|

I

*high freguency | *apposition '
words I markers i
NP, Lo I ________ 4 it
TIC: GRAL TIC: ORAL TIC: CRAL
SUBCORPORA SUBCORPORA SUBCORPORA
+ +
TIC: WRITTEM TIC: WRITTEN
SUBCORPORA SUBCORPOHRA

Figure 1.The structure of macro analysis of intetipg universals depicting the investigated feature
parameters and data sets.

As presented in Figure 1 each purported univefsaterpreting will be examined on a set
of comparable corpora comprising transcriptiongtérpretations into English from the
four languages enumerated above (see Section P&ddw). The results obtained from
interpretation corpora will be immediately contesstwith the ones of corresponding
translation corpora (containing translations of Hane source speeches) to identify
patterns that could potentially be source langusageific and eliminate them from the
analysis, as it is assumed that universal feattznesot be a result of interference. The only
exception to that procedure will be made in thelyam of simplification, because the
corresponding translation corpora are significalatger than interpreting corpora which
could influence the results of the tested parameteis believed that a feature may be an
interpreting universal, if the values of the exaadirparameters are evenly distributed

across all interpreting corpora proving that they @ homogenous group, where each
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constituent resembles the others and remains ataithe time significantly different from

the corpus of native English speeches.

The micro analysis of interpreting style will befeemed in a manner very similar
to the macro analysis but will be significantlyfdient in scope (see Figure 2 below). Its
goal is to compare non-interpreted speech of twerpmeters |1 and 12 with their
interpretations from different source languages d@ata used in micro analysis is much
smaller, less balanced and limited to texts prodigetwo interpreters (see Section 2.2.2.
and Section2.2.3. ). Simplification, explicitnesslaormalisation will be investigated in
altogether four corpora of 11's texts: his origirsgdeech, interpretations from French,
interpretations from Spanish and interpretationsflGerman. The same features will be
sought for in three I2’'s corpora: original speedafterpretations from French and
interpretations from German. If it is found thatiaterpreter’s texts are consistent with
respect to one or more features and also deviate the texts produced by the other

interpreter then the feature will be consideredhd of that individual interpreter’s style.
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MICRO ANALYSIS:
Interpreting style
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Figure 2. The structure of micro analysis of inteting style depicting the investigated features,
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2.2. Data

Investigations in the present study are carriedaoutwo sets of data: Translation and
Interpreting Corpus (TIC) and small corpora of segtoduced by two interpreters. The
former is used in the macro analysis of putativerpreting universals (Chapter Three) ,

while the other is examined in the micro analy$igterpreting style (Chapter Four).

2.2.1. Translation and Interpreting Corpus (TIC)

TIC is a monolingual comparable corpus comprismerpreted and translated texts as well
as texts originally produced in English. It consist two subsets: a subset of five oral
subcorpora and a subset of five written subcorgeea Figure 3). Probably the most
important feature of TIC is that interpreted tartduded in oral subcorpora and translated
texts in written subcorpora originate from the samerce texts i.e. speeches delivered in
the European Parliament by either French, Spa@istman or Dutch MEPs (depending on
the subcorpus). Since TIC is a monolingual comgaredrpus, it has not been aligned and

does not include the source speeches.
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Figure 3. Translation and Interpreting Corpus.

The subset of oral subcorpora comprises transoniptiof speeches interpreted
simultaneously into English from two Romance larggsa(French and Spanish) and two
Germanic languages (German and Dutch) as wellefsr@nce subcorpus of transcriptions
of speeches given originally in English (semi-st&tpor scripted but not read aloud).

The following corpora constitute the oral subseTi43:

(1) subcorpus of speeches interpreted simultaneougyn fiFrench into English
(SI_FR_EN)

(2) subcorpus of speeches interpreted simultaneousiyn fGerman into English
(SI_DE_EN)

(3) subcorpus of speeches interpreted simultaneousyn fSpanish into English
(SI_ES_EN)
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(4) subcorpus of speeches interpreted simultaneousiyn fiDutch into English
(SI_NL_EN)
(5) subcorpus of speeches originally spoken in Eng{dRG_SP_EN)

As demonstrated in Figure 4 the size of each @frpmeting subcorpus is almost
identical to facilitate their analyses and subsatjoemparison. All oral subcorpora slightly
exceed 50,000 words, which makes the total siztheforal subset of Translation and

Interpreting Corpus (TIC) exceed over 250,000 words

ORG_SP_EN S| DE_EN
50295 - 50285

SI_ES_ENY - JSI_NL_EN
50297 ) 50289

S| FR_EN
50285

Figure 4. Composition of oral subcorpora of TIC.

The subset of written subcorpora consists of writtanslations of speeches into
English from two Romance languages (French andiSipesnd two Germanic languages
(German and Dutch) as well as a reference subcarfpg@eeches read out in English by

native English MEPs. The written subset of TI®udt from the following components:

(6) subcorpus of speeches translated from French mgtigh (TR_FR_EN)
(7) subcorpus of speeches translated from German imgbsh (TR_DE_EN)
(8) subcorpus of speeches translated from Spanistemgbsh (TR_ES_EN)
(9) subcorpus of speeches translated from Dutch inghi€n(TR_NL_EN)
(10) subcorpus of speeches originally written iglish (ORG_WR_EN)
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As shown in Figure 5 translation subcorpora andeference subcorpus of speeches
written and read out by native English MEPs havéeint word counts. The most
important selection criterion was to include in tlespective translation subcorpora
translations of all the speeches that constitigpaetive interpreting subcorpora to enable
the subsequent comparison of interpreted and asaustexts that share the same source
texts. Translations turned out to be longer, hesteorpora in the written subset of TIC

vary in size.

ORG_WR_EN TR_DE_EN
52462 55433

TR_ES_EN "/ TR_NL_EN
/53194

TR_FR_EN
54767

Figure 5. Composition of written subcorpora of TIC.

Since each corpus is bigger than any of the otat@ypora the total size of the
written subset of TIC exceeds 260,000 words.

2.2.1.1. TIC: Oral subcorpora

There are few publicly available resources offeegess to authentic interpreting data.
The Media Library of the European Parliament welhsitowever, provides quality
recordings of plenary sessions of the EuropeanidPaeht together with their
interpretations into all official languages of tharopean Union. The material is highly
homogenous: speeches are given always in the samalfand institutionalised setting,

speakers speak mostly in their mother tongue, pre¢ation is provided by the EP
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interpreting staff or EU accredited professionald an most cases also into the mother
tongue. To increase the chances of meeting ther latiterion only interpretations from
French, German, Spanish and Dutch into English baea included in TIC since these
four languages are best represented in the Enigitshpreting booth at the European
Parliament.

At the outset of the compilation process TIC waspsised to become a corpus

bearing the following characteristics:

. balanced representation of approximately 25 in&tgps per language
interpreting directly into their mother tongue (véathout relay)
. selected interpreters should have other TIC sdangiages in their combination

(the more the better)

. relatively balanced coverage of different topics
. balanced proportion of interpretations of speethesvere originally spoken and
read out

Achieving a perfect balance in a corpus consistirguthentic, non-experimental
data is, however, very difficult and many of thé&ia compilation criteria had to be
compromised.

The ideal design of oral subcorpora of TIC woulguiee each of the interpreting
subcorpus to consist of equal number of speechesimitar topics, equal in length,
interpreted by an equal number of different intetprs. The number of interpreters should
be big enough to ensure a variety of interpretiytes and small enough to allow for a
comparison between individual interpreters (withe tBubcorpus size limited to
approximately 50 000, a higher number of interpeseteould shorten the total word count
of text per interpreter and make such a compaiispossible). In reality it is very difficult
to find a large number of speeches interpreted rigy iaterpreter. Even in the Media
Library of the European Parliament, which employs extremely high number of
interpreters it poses a problem, since the intégpseare summoned to different meetings
and interpret at the recorded ones very irreguldithe overriding goal for the compilation
of TIC was to enable the analysis of ‘global’, retug patterns on a balanced collection of
interpreted texts as well as the idiosyncratic atésh in interpretations by individual

interpreters from different source languages ime @arget language. Thus it was decided
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that the most important criterion of all is to amhe in each interpreting subcorpus a
compilation of texts interpreted by a relativelyareced number of individual interpreters,

who would ideally have more than one of TIC solacgyuages in their combination (the

later prerequisite allows for a comparison of texterpreted by one interpreter from

different source languages). It was consideree@mély important that performance of one
active interpreter does not heavily dominate paldicinterpreting subcorpus. It turned out
that to satisfy this requirement to a certain exedhthe remaining criteria had to be

compromised.

In the subcorpora of interpretations from Frenckrr@an the main criterion of
balance was easier to reach because there is alnngber of interpreters in the English
booth interpreting from those languages. Hence BIEN and SI_DE_EN consist of
interpretations delivered by 28 and 24 interpretepectively. It was impossible to
achieve the target number of speeches in caseani$pand especially in case of Dutch,
which comprise the work of 20 and 16 interpretirt®rpretations from Spanish and Dutch
are carried out usually by the same interpretdre.cbmpilation of the Dutch corpus was
most challenging due to a relatively low numbemDaitch MEPs and a limited (when
compared to other main languages) number of irgezs with Dutch in the English booth.
As a result the latter interpreting subcorpora eeetainly less varied. Also it was
unavoidable that the total word count of texts\daked by individual interpreters be
uneven: some interpret more frequently than otbettsin the end all subcorpora are
relatively balanced in terms of the percentagexistof individual interpreters in the sense

that no subcorpus is completely dominated by ortevorinterpreters (see Figure 6).
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SI_FR_EN S|_DE_EN

HA EB OC OD WmE EF BEG OH ®Hl BJ OK OL ®EM EN EHO EHP OHQ OR
Os OT OU OV ow OX BEY O OA1OB1 ODC1ED1 EHE1 @F1 BG1 @H1 HI2

Figure 6. The distribution of interpretations cadgriout by individual interpreters across respective
subcorpora

Another major goal of TIC, which distinguishesd@rh other available interpreting
corpora was that it contain interpretations debddny the same interpreter from different
source languages (see Figure 7). This objectivb&das met in most cases but two: Dutch
and Spanish. Were it not for interpreters O, D1dhd would be impossible to reach the
target 50000 word size of both interpreting subocap

The length of the speeches in all TIC oral subc@panges between approximately
100 words to 1000 words. The majority of recordiagson average one and a half to three
minutes long and the longest do not exceed sevantes. The word count depicted in
Figure 7 shows the total number of words per imtetgy and not the length of individual

speeches.
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Individual interpreters
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Figure 7. The total length of texts interpretedrmividual interpreters from different languages
expressed in number of words.
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Since information on the author of interpretatismbt available at the Media
Library of the European Parliament website, in otdeachieve this goal it was necessary
to resort to a speaker recognition tool, which usexd to distinguish between the voices of
different interpreters to make sure that the coipusalanced. The software used in the
present study was RecoMadeEasy® Speaker Recognidotanguage and text-
independent speaker recognition system which has teveloped to work in different
environments. It is based on a speaker recogriicimique that in very general terms uses
the vocal characteristics of an individual's voiceidentify and verify the person

(http://www.recotechnologies.com )(date of acc&4sNovember 2011).

The speeches in all oral subcorpora cover a widlgeraf topics i.e. human rights,
politics, industry, international affairs, econoand finance, law, environment, health and
agriculture (see Figure 8). Although the Multimedibrary of the European Parliament
provides recordings of debates on different topicsyas impossible to include equal
number of speeches on a given topic in all respecubcorpora. The priority in the
compilation of the corpus was given to a relativel}anced representation of different
interpreters and to interpreting provided withalawy (a pivot language). It is noticeable
that certain topics are underrepresented in pdaticubcorpora which might have been
caused by numerous reasons e.g. the subcorpusedtss interpreted from Dutch into
English contains only one speech on agricultures fiight have been caused by different
factors, such as the Dutch MEPs speaking a foleigguage during debates devoted to
agriculture, no Dutch MEPs expressing their viewstlus topic or interpretation into

English provided via relay (e.g. from French), wheould not be included in the corpus.
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Figure 8. Topics in oral subcorpora of TIC
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Finally, an important factor was the mode of deljvef the original speech. When
interpreting a written speech the interpreter isaxpected to produce an interpretation that
would in all characteristics resemble a writtert,t@s the nature of interpretation is by
definition oral. But the mere exposure to the diediof a written text may in certain
aspects influence the interpreter’s output. Thggekeand scope of such impact depends on
many factors, among other: the character of théemrtext, interpreter’s attitude and the
context of interpretation. This factor should bensidered in the analyses to follow,
especially the ones focused on simplification.

Ideally the corpus should contain 50% of interatienhs of speeches originally
spoken (spontaneous or semi-scripted) and the share of texts that constitute an
interpretation of what was originally read out. Jhriterion was difficult to meet because
the vast majority of MEPs read their speeches aloutthe end, French and Dutch source
speeches of the interpretations included in TICewaore frequently read out, German
ones were mostly spoken and the subcorpus of netatpns from Spanish is balanced

with this respect (see Figure 9).
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Figure 9 Mode of delivery of original speeches asrespective interpreting subcorpora (expressed in
number of tokens).
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2.2.1.2. TIC: Written subcorpora

The subset of written subcorpora is a collectiospg#eches translated into English from
two Romance languages (French and Spanish) an@énmanic languages (German and
Dutch) as well as a reference subcorpus of speeafittsn originally in English and read
out by English MEPs. All materials used in the emrpvere obtained from the official
website of the European Parliament. Original Emglspeeches given by MEPs
representing the United Kingdom and Ireland arelabi@ at the deputies’ official EP
websites. These materials comprise ORG_EN_WR spbsoSimilarly, the same source
provides English translations of speeches givétrémch, German, Spanish and Dutch by
MEPs from these Member States, which, in turn, weeal in compilation of TR_FR_EN,
TR_DE_EN, TR_ES_EN, TR_NL_EN subcorpora.

The speeches in all written subcorpora cover a wagge of topics i.e. human
rights, politics, industry, international affairsconomy and finance, law, environment,
health and agriculture (see Figure 10). The tapitsanslation subcorpora mirror exactly
the proportion of topics in interpreting subcorpbecause both the interpretations and
translations share the same source texts. Theationis in the scope and representation of
the topics therefore also correspond to the onesaraing the oral subcorpora (see section
2.2.2).
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Figure 10. Topics in written subcorpora of TIC
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Defining a reference corpus for translation subcmapposes a methodological
problem in the very specific case of TIC, sincetthds in translation subcorpora constitute
written translations of transcripts of speechestihae originally been spoken or read out.
The texts in translation subcorpora are a uniqueafiboth oral and written discourse. Itis
thus very difficult to determine the type of nattegts (produced originally in English) that
could share exactly the same characteristics.

Transcripts of speeches spoken (not read out)dwnative English MEPs are by
definition oral texts using spoken language rathan written because the transcription
process does not enforce any linguistic featuregrivfen texts on them.

For the lack of a better alternative TIC translatsmbcorpora shall be compared
with written speeches read out in the Europeandfaent by native English MEPs. In
theory, such texts would ideally combine featuriesath written and oral language since
their authors should respect the fact that thestape delivered orally. In practice, however,
different authors of the so called ‘written to lead’ speeches show a very liberal attitude
towards these conventions and the final texts nwydiffer significantly from written
discourse. As depicted in Figure 11 the subcorpap@&eches written and read out by the
native English MEPs is relatively distant on theerlicy — orality axis from e.g. the
subcorpus of translations of German speeches, réegtegt proportion of which were

originally delivered orally in unscripted or senaripted manner.

ORG_WR_EN TR_NL_EN TR_DE_EN SI_FR_EN SI_ES_EN ORG_SP_EN
1 L L L L 'l L L

. L [ -
- | | | | | | | | | |
TR_FR_EN TR_ES_EN SI_NL_EN SI_DE_EM

written spoken

Figure 11. Location of TIC subcorpora on the litgra orality axis.

Consequently, in the following analysis one musarbm mind that certain
discrepancies between respective written subcoigforéC might be ascribed to not only

the differences between native English speechesamlations, but also to the differences
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between written and oral modalities. Features i ltkoe former and the latter, although
present in all written subcorpora of TIC, may netdvenly distributed.

Such a compromise has only been allowed in thidysince its overriding aim is
to verify if the hypothesised translation univessale in any way reflected in interpreting
and not to test them once again on translationsc@pora of translations are used in this
study predominantly as a control set, to help detez whether specific results of analyses

at different stages may or may not be ascribedrtguage transfer.

2.2.1.3. Data storage and transcription

First, all audio recordings of the speeches werertked from the Multimedia Library of
the European Parliament. Since it is possible wentiwad only the video with the voice of
the original speaker, each interpretation was cmbm a separate audio file. Spoken data
of TIC were transcribed according to the guidelisisilar to the ones applied in EPIC
(European Parliament Interpreting Corpus).

EPIC transcription conventions are selective. Téreylimited to some aspects of
different transcription levels: linguistic, parajimstic and extra-linguistic. The idea of
EPIC researchers “was to produce a basic transtwipthich further levels of annotation
could be easily added if and when needed” (SSLMIJ4), which is generally in line with
the present project.

According to EPIC translation conventions lingwstiformation i.e. orthography,
punctuation, segmentation, spelling should be trdmesd with respect to the following

rules:

All the words spoken by both speakers and simuttaseinterpreters are transcribed
(orthographic transcription). There are no pundtuesigns in the transcripts, as they could
be misleading and create problems in automatig/aisalTranscribed texts are segmented in
units of meaning, on the basis of the speakemmation and syntactic information in the
sentence involved. The double bar sign // is usethdicate the end of each segment
[...]-Spelling conventions follow the standards lgabin EU official documents. These
indications can be found in the Interinstitutioistyle Guide which is available on the
European Parliament website for all the officialdaages of the Union. Figures, dates and
percentages are fully spelt out (SSLMIT 2004).

69



Transcription conventions applied in EPIC take axtoount only a small number of
paralinguistic features: truncated words, mispramtions and pauses. Their transcription

is shown in Table 1. Transcription conventions i@ &dapted from EPIC .

Table 1. Transcription conventions in TIC adaptedf EPIC.

Speech feature Example EPIC transcription TIC transcription
conventions conventions
word truncations propo propo- proposal <propo->
pro posal proposal /pro_posal/ | proposal <pro_posal>
pronunciation parloment Parliament /Parlomenl/  parliament <pa€eoin
disfluencies
filled pauses ehm <ehm>
empty pauses <..>
numbers 532 five hundred and thirty-five hundred and thirty-
two two
figures 4% four per cent four per cent
dates 1997 nineteen ninety-seven nineteen nineBpse
unintelligible # #
units based on syntax and| based on meaning and
intonation intonation

Transcription conventions used in TIC differ sliglitom what has been presented above.
All truncated words have been transcribed usingdtineect spelling and the way they have
actually been pronounced has been placed in trianfuackets. Similar procedure has
been applied to strings of words considered faksgssand filled or empty pauses. Thanks
to the use of triangular brackets, such phenomeara not counted as separate types or
additional tokens and completely disregarded ipes@analysis.

Since EPIC was also automatically POS-tagged, mmspmced words and words
with “an internal truncation were first ‘normaliseahd then transcribed as they were
actually spoken. For truncations we use the - syrabthe end of the truncated word”
(SSLMIT 2004). The same procedure was applied i€, Tsince it might be
POS-tagged in the future.

EPIC transcription conventions take also pauses awcount. They are not
measured objectively, but transcribed accordinglthe transcribers’ perception. Silent
pauses are marked with “(...)" and filled pausethw(iehm)” but no details are provided
about their duration.

Extra-linguistic information is encoded in a forrhheaders, which provide the
following details: speaker’s/ interpreter’'s: gendgpeaker’s country, source language,

speech duration, length (in number of words), topic
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2.2.2. Individual interpreting corpora (parts of TIC)

Interpreting corpora of Interpreter 1 and Interpré& are compiled of transcriptions taken
from interpreting subcorpora of TIC.

There are three corpora comprising texts interdrbie Interpreter 1 from three
different languages: French, Spanish and Germanknglish. The corpora have the
following sizes:

* I1_SI_FR_EN 1892 tokens (interpretations from Freimto English)
* I1_SI_ES EN 2965 tokens (interpretations from Sgamto English)
* |1_SI_DE_EN 4929 tokens (interpretations from Gernmao English)

As depicted in Figure 12 the three corpora variwespect to the mode of delivery

of the original speeches.
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Figure 12. Mode of delivery of original speechesas respective corpora of Interpreter 1's
interpretation (expressed in number of tokens).

There are two corpora comprising texts interprdigdnterpreter 2 from two
different languages: French and German into Engli$te corpora have the following
sizes:

* 12_SI_FR_EN 2044 tokens (interpretations from Freimto English)
* [2_SI_DE_EN 4428 tokens (interpretations from Gernmao English)

As depicted in Figure 13 the two corpora vary wbpect to the mode of delivery

of the original speeches.
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Figure 13. Mode of delivery of original speechesas respective corpora of Interpreter 2's
interpretation (expressed in number of tokens).

The full corpora of Interpreter 1 and Interpretevilbe used in the investigation of
their tendency to explicitness (see Section 4aBd) normalisation (see Section 4.4.).

The tendency to simplification will be investigai@aa specially prepared smaller
corpora of text samples due to a great suscepyibiiiall three investigated parameters of
simplification to corpus size. Each interpretingpes tested in Section 4.2.1. consists of
samples of four interpretations delivered by Intetgr 1 and Interpreter 2 of speeches that
were read out at the European Parliament by fofferdnt source speakers. Samples
include 60-word fragments from the beginning, egdamd middle sections of the text.
Thus each sample is 180 words long and each caquugs 720 words. To increase the
comparability of the corpora, samples were seleahdyglfrom interpretations of speeches
that were originally read out. Unfortunately anlagaus comparison of interpretations of

unscripted and semi-scripted speeches is not peshile to the lack of data.

2.2.3. Reference corpora of interpreters’ spoken dcourse

In the micro analysis the tendency of Interpretéil)land Interpreter 2 (12) to

simplification, explicitness and normalisation imtarpreting will be examined on a

subcorpus of their speaking output to see if thguistic patterns are in any way reflected

in their non-interpreted speech.
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The recordings took place in an informal settimgl anvolved the interpreters
answering the questions about the European Union.

Both interpreters are native speakers of Englisto wiork for the European
Parliament on a regular basis and have both Romamt&sermanic languages in their
combination. They were recorded for approximately bour. At the beginning they were
first asked warm-up questions about their educatimh their interpreting career, which
were followed by a set of questions on the Europdsion. The answers to the warm-up
questions are not included in the corpora. The liand the questions regarding the
European Union was to keep the interpreters talemthe topics related to the ones that
they usually face in interpreting. The questionsaneeated as prompts and the interpreters
were allowed to depart from the main topic, as lasghe digressions were related to the
European Union. The recordings were transcribed @mpiled into two corpora
I1_ ORG_SP_EN of 5455 tokens and 12_ORG_SP_EN auntpb788 tokens. Those full
compilations were used in Chapter Four in the anslgf explicitness (see Section 4.3.)
and normalisation (see Section 4.4.).

Similarly to the corpora of Interpreters’ I1 andiierpretations, the corpora of
non-interpreted discourse were specially prepaocedttie analysis of simplification.
Samples include 60-word fragments from the begmrending and middle sections of the
monologues produced in answers to the questionss €ach sample of a monologue

contains 180 words long and each corpus countsvo2ds.

2.3. Method for macro analysis: Interpreting universals

The aim of the macro analysis is to verify if siifipation, explicitness and normalisation

may be considered as interpreting universals.hiaidurpose a compilation of parameters

based on previous research carried out in Transl&tudies will be used to investigate

prominent tendencies across interpreting and @énsl subcorpora of TIC.

73



2.3.1. Simplification

Simplification shall be investigated according tavlosa’s (1996) methodology. As
described in section 1.4.1. Laviosa believed thatgared to texts originally written in the
target language translated texts demonstrate lewieal density, higher proportion of high
frequency words versus lower frequency words, hegietition of the most frequent words
and that the list head of translated texts confawsr lemmas (Laviosa 1998: 563). At the
present stage of development of TIC it is posdiblanalyse only three of those aspects:
lexical density, the proportion of high frequencgrds vs. low frequency words, and the
percentage of the corpus represented in the liat.hAll those are measured in the
subcorpora of original English speeches (spokersussspeeches interpreted into English.

The first measure applied in the present studydeswon list heads i.e. the first
hundred words on the frequency list of a corpus.dxamined how extensive a part of the
corpus is represented in the list head. A highkreves symptomatic of a more repetitive
language and therefore indicates lexical simpliioza

Second method involves the analysis of lexical tigpegpressed by the proportion
of lexical words to function words in the corpustiégng to the level of informativeness of
the investigated text. The number of lexical wasdsbtained by subtracting the number of
function words from the total number of running dr Since TIC has not been POS-
tagged the only possible way to calculate the nurabiinction words in the corpus is to
feed a list of grammatical words into the concouwilag tool (Wordsmith 5.0). To assure
consistency with Laviosa’s (1996: 119) methodoltdwynumber of function words in the
present study is always generated based on thelisanfggrammatical words identified by
Stubbs (1996: 36-37) and used by Laviosa (1996} ihl8er investigation of translational
English (see Appendix 1). It is believed that tr@efunction words are found in a corpus,
the lower lexical density and the more simplified tanguage.

Finally, the last analysis is based on the proponif high frequency words to low
frequency words calculated with reference to afi00 most frequent words in English.
The list was produced for Laviosa by Stubbs (aarredl to by Laviosa in 1996: Appendix
34) based on Collins Cobulid Bank of English. Thalgsis involves examining how large
a percentage of the corpus the 200 words consfthedist can be found in Appendix 2). It

Is assumed that the higher the percentage, the smopdified the text.
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All of the above described measures indicate hawadly complex the examined
texts are. It is assumed that texts characterigéaddowest lexical density and the highest
proportion of most frequent English words are thestrsimplified. The same can be
assumed if the list head represents a large parcofpus.

Simplification is the only parameter in the macnalgsis that will be investigated
only on oral subset of TIC, i.e. only on the intetpng subcorpora and the reference
subcorpus of native English speeches. The reas@uéh a decision is the fact that all of
the above described parameters of simplificatiereaceedingly susceptible of corpus size
and translation subcorpora are much larger thamprgtation subcorpora and extremely
uneven. It was believed that if the corpora weirartred to equal sizes they would no
longer constitute the exact reflection of the ipteting corpora and reported findings could

only lead to greater confusion.

2.3.2. Explicitness

Explicitness hypothesis will be verified with a doimation of methodologies developed by
different scholars that have delved into expliggand explicitation patterns in translation.
Investigated parameters include the use of: opitiblahconnective, linking adverbials and
apposition markers.

The first analysis focuses on the use of optiohat after reporting verbs. The
methodology was initially applied by Burnett (1928)well as Baker and Olohan (2000).
The former analysed the occurrence of optitimatiafter the reporting vertagmit, believe,
claim, hope, know, suggegthereas the latter focused on the patterssypdndtell which
may also be optionally followed ligat The present study aims to investigate the use of
optional that in interpreted, translated and native Englishgexith reference to the
following reporting verbs i.eadmit, believe, hope, know, suggest, aag tell. Any
instance where the verbs used in their reportimgtfan are followed byhat will be
classified as a form of syntactic explicitness. §istently with Olohan and Baker’s (2000:
152) methodology, all TIC subcorpora will be seactfor all the forms of the reporting
verbs in question e.tgll, telling, tells told. All concordance lines irrelevant to the present

analysis of the patterns of optiortaat will be discarded i.e. all instances including:
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Intransitive uses, including fixed or semi-fixed egressions
“Please don't tell”
Infinitival complements
You've every right to tell me to mind my own bussne
Non-clausal complements
“and | don't tell lies”
Tell him as little as possible.
Interrogative clauses
“Let’s go tell the others what we plan to do.”
| can’t tell you how sad it was.
Phrasal and prepositional verbs
There was not a noise but seemed to tell of danger.
It's often tough to tell them apart.
Formulaic, lexicalised expressions; set phrases amdiomatic expressions
“Tell me, Dr Gilly, what did you see?”
“Well, 1 tell you, Alfred, it'll be a relief to get”
And let me tell you, coming off coke is the hardestn ...
Truth to tell, it is not difficult to see why.
(Olohan and Baker 2000:153)

It is assumed that the highest prevalence of ogtitvatin individual subcorpora
indicates a high level of syntactic explicitness.

Analysis of optionathatwill be followed by an examination of linking adteéals.
The list of adverbials subject to investigation basn selected by Kruger and van Rooy
(2010: 10) in their pilot study of the featuresioh-literary translated language. Based on
Biber et al. (1999: 875-879) they decided to exantie following linking adverbialsis a
consequence, as a result, consequently, hencensequence, therefore, thifie same
set will be applied in the present study. It iS@pated that interpreted and translated texts
will rely more heavily on the use of linking adveis.

Finally, the last investigated parameter of expless is the occurrence of
apposition markers. The present analysis is basedhe methodology adopted by
Mutesayire (2004), who focused on reformulationagls with explicitation function i.e.

apposition markers, such ahat is, that is to say, to be (more) precise, ¢o(imore)
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specific, to be exact, namely, in other worisiceto be (more) precise, to be (more)
specific, to be exaalo not occur in the spoken subcorpora of TIC, thal not be
analysed here. While most of the phrases are uwpltkeperform other functions than
assumed in this study, occurrencesthdadt is will have to be meticulously examined
manually. The phrase is relatively rarely used masapposition marker and its more
standard functions are bound to outnumber such romoees and the majority of
concordance lines are likely to be discarded.

It is predicted that apposition markers shoulbdtéer represented in subcorpora of

interpreted and translated texts as opposed totiihally produced in English.

2.3.3. Normalisation

In line with Baker’s (1996: 176-7) definition of moalisation perceived as the tendency to
opt for and even exaggerate linguistic patterngctypf the target language, this study
attempts to evaluate normalisation in interpreted ttanslated texts using two different

methods. The first involves a comparison of thgdiency of repeated strings of words, i.e.
lexical bundles common for all compared corporailevthe second focuses on fixed

expressions most typical of a formal register afkgm English.

Lexical bundles are strings of words that recuthmanalysed corpus and do not
necessarily bear any semantic meaning. In othedsyavhat makes a string of words a
lexical bundle is its repetition and not the sentanteaning. Lexical bundles are also
referred to as n-grams, with the lettedtenoting the number of elements in the bundle. In
the present study bundles consisting of three al&srae investigated and are referred to
as trigrams. Termiexical bundlesandtrigramsare used in this study interchangeably.

The lexical bundles for the analysis of normalmathave been selected very
carefully from two reference corpora: ORG_SP_ENs¢uipted or semi-scripted speeches
produced orally by native English MEPs) and ORG_\ER (speeches read out by native
English MEPs) and compiled into two separate lftdrigrams to be tested on the
interpreted and translated subcorpora. After thiedi all trigrams in a given reference
subcorpus was generated it was limited only todhes that did not contain subject-
specific or proper nouns and occurred at least Xaimes in the reference subcorpora (10
in ORG_SP_EN and 7 in ORG_SP_WR). It was presuimatdall less frequent trigrams
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would not occur at all in interpreting/ translatsubcorpora. Finally, the list was limited to
20 trigrams that occurred in all oral/written sutpmra of TIC 10 or 7 times (in oral and
written respectively) and were most frequent in ifference subcorpus. The following
lists of trigrams were generated based on ORG_SRrfeNORG_WR_EN:

Table 2. Trigrams selected for investigation.

make sure that

that we have

ORG_SP_EN ORG_WR_EN
and | think and it is
at the moment be able to
be able to | do not
first of all | would like
going to be in order to
| think it is not a
| think that itisa
| think we on behalf of
| would like one of the
in terms of part of the
is going to that we can

that we have
the fact that

thereis a there is no
this is a this is a

to have a to ensure that
to make sure we do not

we have to we have to
we need to we need to
would like to would like to

The frequency of lexical bundles presented in T&bieill be investigated in oral and
written subcorpora of TIC. It is anticipated thasgite the fact that they were generated
based on the reference subcorpora their frequenoyarpreted and translated texts will be

significantly higher, which would point to a tendgrio normalisation.
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The second methodology for investigating normabsefiocuses on the frequency
of the most common fixed expressions. It is neaggedirst establish which register is the
most appropriate platform of comparison for TIC&uipora and which fixed expressions
are most typical of its spoken variety. Since mBuropean Parliament it is the British and
the Irish MEPs who use English as their native legg, such a list would ideally be
prepared based on a large corpus of speeches reéeliue the British and the Irish
Parliament. Alternatively, a list of such expressi@ould be generated based on a large
subcorpus of political speeches in a spoken sulbisoop a national corpus of English,
preferably contemporary British English, as it mpsbbably is the dominant variety
spoken in the European Parliament (among the na&jpeakers of English). Since,
developing a list of most frequent fixed expressigrot merely n-grams) based on any of
the above would be extremely laborious and coufdsttute an object of research on its
own, this study utilises a list developed for datént research project and customised to fit
the purposes of the present analysis.

The selection of an adequate reference list of negtient fixed expressions posed
a huge methodological problem. Literature on thgestt focuses rather on providing a
description, classification and examples of usdiféérent types of idioms, collocations
and alike, but rarely includes the actual frequelstyof fixed expressions used across
different registers. Finding a list of most frequigxed expressions characteristic of spoken
formal register and not merely conversational EsiglWas therefore very difficult. In the
end, the expressions chosen for the analysis ahalgation in the oral and written
subcorpora of TIC have been elicited from the bstmost frequently used fixed
expressions in the Corpus of Spoken Professionarisisn English (Liu 2003: Appendix
C). Although such a choice may appear controvergidlas been selected as the best
available choice for a number of reasons. Firgtig, Corpus of Spoken Professional
American English (CSPAE) is a compilation of tramsts of meetings at academic
institutions and professional organisations andté&/Hbuse press briefings i.e. discourse
used in fairly formal settings when compared teotelatively new spoken subcorpora of
English e.g. the spoken subcorpus of the CorpuSaritemporary American English
(COCA) that consists of unscripted conversationTéhand radio shows. Secondly,
CSPAE consists of recordings collected between 29841998 i.e. more recently than the
spoken subcorpus of the British National Corpus @Mhich was compiled between

1980s and 1993 and no available list of the mesjuently used fixed expressions has been
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compiled based on it, nor based on any other caplaaglish political speeches. Thus the
list based on CSPAE seems to be more valuabldéégotesent study than other available
lists developed for general spoken English corgerg Shin — Nation’s (2008: 346-348)
list of most frequent collocations in spoken Englssed on the BNC spoken subcorpus,
which includes very colloquial items). Finally, seithe expressions used in this study are
limited only to the most frequent ones, it is bedié that, although their rank on frequency
lists generated for different varieties of Engimshy differ, the set as such, would probably
remain the same.

Liu (2003: Appendix C) reports that in his investign he included three different
types of idioms identified and classified afteriardo (1996: 32) as pure (ekick the
bucke}, semi-literal (e.gfat chancepnd literal (e.gin sum). When in doubt about whether
an expression could be considered an idiom, theaagbnsulted four major contemporary
English idiom dictionaries and three dictionariéplurasal verb’ Such is the character of
the list of approximately 300 expressions foundoéothe most frequent in CSPAE.
However, as pointed out by Moon (1998: 2) fixedresgions and idioms are two very
problematic terms. In Anglo-American traditionsfeded expressions are usually treated as
idioms and such seems to be the case with Fernamgdinition applied by Liu. The
present study is guided by the definitions adopteldloon (1998: 2), who classifies idioms
as a subset of a broad category of fixed expressierholistic units of two or more words
including alongside idioms also frozen collocatiggreammatically ill-formed collocations,
proverbs, routine formulae, sayings and similes btelieved that phrases selected from
Liu’s study for the present investigation are ictfixed expressions other than pure idioms
that are here understood as semi-transparent aaguepexpressions such gsll the
beans.

The methodology of the current research requireglévelopment of a stop list that
could be used as a filter for a list of all 2-5 d@tusters recurring in the examined oral and
written subcorpora of TIC. This would allow for aatatic extraction of fixed expressions
from each of the respective subcorpus. To faadithé process, the list obtained by Liu has

been significantly shortened. First, phrases cairtgiverbs and pronouns were eliminated

3 Cambridge International Dictionary of Idioms (BY9Cambridge International Dictionary of Phrasaths
(1997), Longman American Idioms Dictionary 999, NTC's American Idioms Dictionary (Spears,
1994), NTC'’s Dictionary of Phrasal Verbs and Othiiomatic Verbal Phrases (Spears, 1993), and
Oxford Idioms Dictionary for Learners of Engli&001) and Oxford Phrasal Verbs Dictionary forinesis

of English (2001).
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to narrow down the set only to those expressiohgware never inflected. A preliminary
set was limited to 100 most frequent idioms. Thalflist was determined by the frequency
of occurrences of the investigated expressionfiensubcorpus of speeches originally
spoken in English (ORG_SP_EN), which is in thigdgtbelieved to reflect the spoken
register of English used at the European Parliatmgttie native speakers. The additional
condition was that all the examined phrases oataitliinterpreting subcorpora at least
once. Hence, the expressions with less than 7 amwes in the corpus of native English
speeches (ORG_SP_EN) and not included in the metieng subcorpora have been
eliminated. Finally, to make sure that none of pheases are typical of the American
variety only, all were examined in the Longman icary of Contemporary English (date
of access: 25 November 2011), which provides in&diom on vocabulary items that are
specific of other than the British variety. Nonetloé selected expressions was marked as
typical of American English or any other varietyhub the final stop list assumed the

following shape of sixteen items:

as far as, as to, as well, as well as, at all tfafall, in fact, in favour of, in order to

in terms of, kind of, of course, on behalf of, oagain, sort of, with regard to

It is understood in the present study, that oveesgntation of the above
expressions in a subcorpus of interpreted discostsadl signify a tendency to
normalisation. Since the translated and interpreget$ in oral and written subcorpora of
TIC originate from the same set of source textsvdedd orally (i.e. the same set of
speeches originally given in French, Spanish, Geramal Dutch) it is moreover expected
that any tendency revealed in the oral subcorpbid® with respect to the set of fixed
expressions assumed to be most typical of the spagster should be reflected also in

the written ones.

2.4. Method for micro analysis: Interpreting style

The investigation of interpreting style needs t@bgisted to the size and make-up of the
corpora used in micro analysis, as not all pararaetmn be delved into at such small scale.

All parameters of simplification will be tested arspecial selection of samples extracted
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from individual interpreting corpora (see Sectio2.2. ) and reference corpora of
interpreters’ spoken discourse (see Section 2)2.8he analysis of explicitness and
normalisation will be carried out on the full cortaion of the two sets of corpora, but not
all parameters will be examined due to low incident lexical items crucial for such a
comparison. Hence explicitness will be analysedhwtite frequency of optional

complementizethatand normalisation only with most frequent fixed egsions.

2.4.1. Simplification

The investigation of simplification in interpretirsgyle will employ the same parameters
that are utilised in the macro analysis of intetipgeuniversals (see Section 2.3.1.) i.e. the
calculation of lexical density, the percentageh& torpus covered by list head and the
percentage of the most frequent words.
Given the uneven size of respective small corpdirdha results necessitate
normalisation since the parameters used are plariggusceptible to corpus size.
Calculation of the percentage of the corpus covénetlst head is particularly
problematic. The problem lies in the fact that thgger the corpus, the greater the
repetition of the list head. Since due to a verglésize of the corpora compared in the
course of micro analysis of interpreting style plagential differences in number of tokens
could also affect the incidence of function wordd high frequency words. Therefore only
for the calculation of the three parameters of $ifilnation all respective corpora had to be
adjusted to the even size of 720 words. Such disoltesults in a significant loss of data,
but allows to generate comparable results. Itb&etorne in mind that a 720 word-long
text is not a representative sample and theretbresailts should be treated as indicative
only.
The three parameters of simplification will be égsaltogether on seven corpora;
four corpora of texts produced by Interpreter 1:
* |1 _ORG_SP_EN 720 tokens (non-interpreted discourse)
* I1_SI_FR_EN 720 tokens (interpretations from Freimtt English)
 I1_SI_ES EN 720 tokens (interpretations from Sgamito English)
* |1_SI_DE_EN 720 tokens (interpretations from Gernmao English)

82



and three corpora of texts produced by Interpr&ter

* 12_ORG_SP_EN 720 tokens (non-interpreted discourse)

* 12_SI_FR_EN 720 tokens (interpretations from Freimtt English)

* 12_SI_DE_EN 720 tokens (interpretations from Gernmao English).
The results of the analysis of each parameterroplgication will be presented in a
separate subsection, compared and discussed ior5&&. 1. Also each interpreting corpus

will be compared in & test with the respective corpus of non-interpretisdourse.

2.4.2. Explicitness

Only one of the parameters of explicitness employedhe analysis of interpreting
universals will be used to verify if individual erpreters differ with respect to this
tendency i.e. the frequency of optional compleneenthat after reporting verbs (in line
with the requirements described in Section 2.3.Zhg parameter will be tested on all
seven full-sized corpora of texts produced by |mteter 1:

* |1 _ORG_SP_EN: 5455 tokens (non-interpreted disejurs

* I1_SI_FR_EN: 1892 tokens (interpretations from Ekemto English)

* I1_SI_ES EN: 2965 tokens (interpretations from $gamto English)

* |1_SI_DE_EN: 4929 tokens (interpretations from Gammnmto English)
and Interpreter 2:

* 12_ORG_SP_EN: 5788 tokens (non-interpreted disejurs

* 12_SI_FR_EN: 2044 tokens (interpretations from Ekemto English)

* |2_SI_DE_EN: 4428 tokens (interpretations from Gamrmto English).

The results of the analysis will be discussed tiSe 4.3. They will not be subject

to any statistical test due to a limited numbeoaturrences and will only be treated as
indications of possible tendencies. The remainvgparameters involving the analysis of
the incidence of linking adverbials and appositraarkers will not be tested due to

insufficient size of the tested corpora.
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2.4.3. Normalisation

Similarly to explicitness, the full analysis of thendency to normalisation among two
individual interpreters based on two parameterd usethe examination of TIC is
impossible due to the size of respective corpodatharefore must be limited to only one
parameter, namely the investigation of most fretjfi®ad expressions characteristic of
spoken professional English. Like the analysispfieitness, this particular parameter will
be tested on the full size of all corpora (seditén Section 2.3.3. above). The observed
frequencies will be normalised (per 1000 words)npared and discussed. Due to
exceptionally low frequencies the trends will neterified by any statistical test and will

only be treated as indicative results.

2.5. Measure of statistical significance

All of the above methods of analysis are carried twu point to similarities and
dissimilarities between the examined subcorporaai@ed results may, in turn, reveal
certain trends and patterns and to evaluate whethaut these are significant one has to
reach for a test of statistical significance. Rartsestimation Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk
(2005: 118) and Oaks (1998: 24) suggest chi-sqiemteas the most appropriate non-
parametric test allowing to compare in a displapldafrequencies discovered
experimentally with those expected based on a étieat model and in this way establish
if the frequencies in the two populations diffegrsficantly. The null hypothesis is a

starting point to calculate the valueydfChi squared):

If we employ the null hypothesis that there is iftedence between the frequencies found in
each category, the first step is to decide whatrwpiencies would have been if there were
no relationship between category and frequencyudt a case, all the frequencies would be
the same, and equal to the sum of the frequencieadh cell, divided by the number of
categories (Oaks 1998: 24).

The value of?is therefore calculated according to the followiognula (whereO stands

for observed frequencieR,for expected frequencies):
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The significance of the chi-square value is assebased on the number of degrees of
freedom expressed as a product of the number ofrod in the contingency table minus
one and the number of rows minus br@hi-square value, on the other hand, allows to
establish the p-value that points to the degreeaiability that the generalisations inferred
from the results yielded from the sample are wrdfa. the purpose of this study it is
assumed that the threshold of tolerance of an eedower than 0.05 (p<0.05), which is
consistent with the standards applied in many sieldresearch (Oakes 1998: 9).

In the following analyses interpreting and transkatorpora shall be compared to
reference subcorpora of speeches originally pradlircEnglish. As a rule a chi-square test
will be run to verify the statistical significanad the difference between the values
characteristic of the original speeches and tlegpnéting/ translation corpora and {fend
p-values will be presented in tables just belowir@guencies or percentage values All
tests will be computed on raw counts only. In thalgses of two parameters in micro
analysis of interpreting style (see Section 2.2l Section 2.4.3.) the test of statistical
significance will not be applied due to insufficieize of the examined samples.

All y*tests will be also based on 2x2 contingency tadnbelsindividual frequencies
of investigated lexical items will be collapseddine total value. Such a decision has been
taken based on the presumption that all indiviterctal items investigated in the present
study represent a category used as a parametle inperationalisation of a specific

hypothesis.

2.6. Limitations of the applied methodology

The methodological assumptions presented in thep€n show what procedures and
guidelines will be followed in the forthcoming apsils of recurrent patterns in interpreting
referred to in this study as universals.

The author of the present dissertation is fully @@t the controversy behind the
term universals (see Chapter One), but decideséadt to refer to the investigated features

of simplification, explicitness and normalisatiomce their ‘universality’ has been

“ Degrees of freedom = (rows - 1) x (columns - 1)

85



frequently hypothesised in the field of Translat®indies. The choice to investigate those
features, commonly denoted as universals, on carpointerpretations and translations
from four different source languages was dictatethb will to validate or disprove the so
much debated universality of their character.

Moreover, the analysis of interpreting and tramgtaimonolingual comparable
corpora does allow to discern global patterns preisetexts interpreted and translated
from different languages, but makes it impossibladcess the source texts and hence put
forward viable explanations. The motivation behadidpting this approach was to provide
a coherent analysis of interpretations and traieslatfrom four different languages,
whereby the data set has been compiled accordingfted criteria, since it rarely happens
that interpretations and translations from foufadtént languages are compared within one
study. Itis hypothesised that if the investigdstures are universal they should be visible
across all interpretations and translations froffedint source languages when these are
compared against texts originally produced in #rgdt language.

Moreover, it has proved to be impossible to achiavperfect balance in all
interpreting subcorpora of TIC with regard to theda of delivery of the source speech.
The subcorpus of interpretations from French istrheavily dominated by speeches that
were originally read out, slightly less so is thb®orpus of interpretations from Dutch. The
subcorpus of speeches interpreted from Spanishlambed with this respect, while the
source speeches of interpretations from German wweedominantly spoken. This
limitation will be taken into account in the anatysf the outcomes. Where possible, a
control analysis will be carried on the subcorplisiterpretations from Spanish split into
halves based on the mode of delivery of the sapeech. Such an additional analysis will
help to estimate to what extent the mode of defiielikely to affect the end result. Thisis
probably one of the most serious limitations ofshely. On the other hand, this thesis is
probably the first one that attempts to accounstmh differences at all e.g. in the analysis
of simplification in interpreting. Earlier studiesnducted on EPIC have not discussed the
impact of this factor at all (see the discussiorSahdrelli — Bendazolli’'s analysis of
simplification in Section 1.5.1.).

Furthermore, as mentioned in Section 2.2.1.2.iritpeln ideal reference corpus for
the translation subcorpora of TIC poses a methgittdbchallenge. For the reasons spelled
out in the referred section of this chapter, it haen decided that the translation corpora

will be compared against speeches read out byen&inglish Members of the European
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Parliament. Such a choice was made since the eationrof translated texts is here used
as a reference to the analysis of interpreted drseoand no conclusions regarding
interpreting universals that remain in the focahpof the present study are made based on
this corpus. Still, it needs to be stressed thatélsults of such an analysis must be treated
very cautiously.

Another limitation concerns the corpora of spok@eifipreters’ discourse that are
subject to analysis in the case study. The recgsdand their transcriptions have been
generated for research purposes and the recotdegraters’ speeches are less formal than
the speeches given at the European Parliamentnligig have a bearing on the outcomes
of the present analysis since formal register tiffeom the informal one.

It must also be stressed that the size of corponapdsing texts produced by
individual interpreters are very small and insuéfit to make generalisations. It is
believed, however, that their size is appropriateeveal the hypothesised universal
tendencies (which as universal should be distiectiv every interpretation) or their
conspicuous absence, as well as strong stylistiepnces.

While all the limitations presented above are intgiairand should be addressed in

suitable sections of the following chapters, theydt undermine the purpose of the study.
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Chapter 3. Macro analysis of recurrent patterns in
interpreting

3.1. Introduction

The motivation behind the macro analysis describehis Chapter is to examine
whether simplification, explicitness and normalisat.e. putative translation universals
are also characteristic of interpreting, which m@de of translation. For this purpose a
series of analyses of different parameters assumbed symptomatic of the tendency to
simplification, explicitness and normalisation Wik carried out in this Chapter.

First, to verify the simplification hypothesis alibcorpora will be compared with
respect to the proportion of the corpus coveredidiyhead, lexical density and the
frequency of the most frequent English words. Sdbyoithe tendency to explicitness will
be measured in the examination of the use of oplttbat, frequency of linking adverbials
and apposition markers across all subcorpora. llgjnalwill be analysed which of all
respective subcorpora are characterised by mostaised language judging by the
frequency of common lexical bundles and fixed esgi@ns most frequently used in spoken
English.

It is hypothesized that all interpretations are@smplified, explicit and use more

normalised language than speeches originally pexdiircthe target language.
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3.1.1. Simplification

The first of the presumed translation universakcuassed in this study has not been
corroborated by the analysis of interpreting andksp subcorpora of TIC. All three
indicators presented in the tables below show teuchlly diverse examined texts are.
Laviosa’s findings (1998: 8) implicate that whemymared to texts originally produced in
English translated texts show a tendency towardpldication i.e. that a larger proportion
of the corpus is represented in the list head¢céxiensity is lower, while the proportion of
most frequent English words is higher. These figdihave, in general, not been confirmed

by the analysis of interpreted discourse.

3.1.1.1. List heads

The percentage value expressing the proportiomeotdtal sum of hundred most frequent
words in the analysed corpus (list head) to tha taimber of running words reveals how
repetitive the language in the examined text opesis. The higher the value, the bigger
part of the corpus that the list head representstier words, a higher value points to the
degree of repetitiveness. The latter, in turn, &xjeas variety and is in this study perceived
as a tendency to simplification. Were Laviosa’s98:®B) findings to be corroborated, the
list heads of the interpreting subcorpora shoufategent a greater percentage of the
respective corpora than in the case of native Ehglpeeches subcorpus. In other words,
the values for SI_FR_EN, SI_ES_EN, SI_DE_EN, SI_BEN should be higher than the
values observed in the subcorpus ORG_SP_EN.

As visible in Table 3, the number of tokens covel®d the list head in
ORG_SP_EN amounts to 29122, which constitutes 5%.90the entire corpus of 50295
words. The values observed in SI_FR_EN are lowerthe number of tokens in the list
head reach 28582, that is 56.84% of the corpustomub0285 words in total. A 2x2
contingency table was used to calculate the digpagtween both subcorpora with respect
to the total number of tokens covered by the kstchand the sum of the remaining ones by

means of Chi-square test (see Tabfe 3)

® All remaining Chi-square tests in Chapter Thre# @hapter Four are conducted analogically.
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Table 3. The number of tokens in the list headhesnumber of remaining tokens in ORG_SP_EN and

SI_FR_EN
ORG_SP_EN SI_FR_EN
Tokens in list head 29122 28582
Remaining tokens 21173 21703

The Chi-square calculated on the basis of Tabledvs that the difference is
statistically significant §>=11.60, p<0.001). Thus the language used in SI_RRyd&es
against the simplification hypothesis becausentagestrates significantly lower tendency
to repetitiveness and can therefore be deemed Imacally diverse (less simplified with
this respect).

On the other hand, looking at the percentage vatakslated for all examined
subcorpora presented in Table 4, one can infetthlieditnguage used in three out of four
subcorpora, i.e. SI_ES EN, SI_ DE_EN, SI NL EN isrenagepetitive than the
ORG_SP_EN.

Table 4. Proportion of the corpus covered by lesidhin TIC oral subcorpora (the higher the valthes,
more repetitive i.e. simplified the text).

ORG_SP_EN S| FR_EN S| ES_EN S| DE_EN SI_NL_EN
% Text
covered by list 57.90% 56.84% 58.88% 58.46% 58.15%
head

However, out of these three interpreting subcorpataSI_ES_EN is statistically
significantly different from ORG_SP_EN (see Tableb&low), while SI_DE_EN,
SI_NL_EN and ORG_SP_EN are homogenous.

Table 5. Differences between oral corpora of TIGhwespect to list head proportion: results of Chi-
square tests calculated on raw counts in 2x2 cgatioy tables.

ORG_SP_ENvs. | ORG_SP_ENvs. | ORG_SP_EN vs. | ORG_SP_EN vs.
SI_FR_EN SI_ES_EN SI_DE_EN SI_NL_EN
X2 11.60 9.10 3.27 0.61
p-value p<0.001 p<0.01 p>0.05 p>0.05

Analyzing simplification, one has to consider theda of delivery of the source
speeches dominant in respective interpreting syloecarand its possible impact on the
outcomes. A greater number of French and Dutchchigsehat constitute the source of the
interpretations included in SI_FR_EN and SI_NL_E#&tevread out, while in the case of
SI_DE_EN the proportion was reverse and more s@peeches were delivered orally in
unscripted or semi-scripted way. SI_ES_EN is baddnaith this respect (see Figure 9).
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Assuming that the mode of delivery of the souraseshp is a decisive factor, it would be
reasonable to expect that the discussed valuesdiegahe proportion of list heads should
descend in this order: SI_DE_EN, SI_ES _EN, SI_NL, ENFR_EN. Additionally, since
SI_FR_EN and SI_NL_EN have a very similar proportid source speeches that were
spoken or read out, the values observed in thésmruora should be similar. Neither of
the two expectations have been confirmed. The deés#og order is different. The only
subcorpus balanced with respect to the mode ofaetglof the source speeches ranks the
highest. The language used in SI_NL_EN and SI_FRsE&ms indeed to be least
repetitive of all interpreting subcorpora, but tlaeg significantly different from each other

(x*=17.55, p<0.001) and indeed SI_NL_EN resemblestifteremaining interpreting

subcorpora more than SI_FR_EN. Thus, it appeatsitb@aendency to repetitiveness may
be a result of an interplay of various factors eatinan solely dependent on the mode of
delivery of the original speech.

The mode of delivery, cannot be disregarded deaat in Spanish, its impact on
repetitiveness is significant. Since SI_ES_EN ésdhly balanced corpus with respect to
the mode of delivery of the source speeches andhgtges a relatively larger number of
speeches interpreted from the two modes of deljetyas been split accordingly and
analysed with respect to the percentage of tex¢realvby list head. The outcomes are
presented in Table 6 and Table 7 below.

Table 6. Proportion of the corpus covered by lesidhin the subcorpora of native English speeches,

interpretations of Spanish speeches that wereagetand interpretations of Spanish speeches detiver
orally (the higher the values, the more repetitigesimplified the text).

ORG_SP_EN SI_ES_EN_wr SI_ES_EN_sp
(24003 tokens) (24004 tokens) (23975 tokens)

- .

% Text covered by list 58.16% 58.65% 59.88%

head

Table 7. Statistical significance of differencesha proportion of the corpus covered by list hizetthe
subcorpora of native English speeches, interpoetatf Spanish speeches that were read out and

interpretations of Spanish speeches deliveredyorall

ORG_SP_EN vs.

ORG_SP_EN vs.

SI_ES_EN_spvs.

SI_ES _EN_sp S| ES EN_wr SI_ES EN_wr
X2 14.67 1.18 7.52
p-value p<0.001 p>0.05 p<0.01

Native English speeches are least repetitive dfiede subcorpora, but, in fact, they
do not differ significantly from interpretations gfpeeches that were originally read out in

Spanish. Interpretations of speeches that werenatlg spoken are significantly more
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repetitive. This suggests that mode of delivery imaye a significant impact on the degree
of repetitiveness of the target text.

To what degree this tendency may be considereckrsdl; it yet remains to be
verified on other language pairs. For technicasoea conducting a reliable comparison
between the other three source languages is inipessithin the scope of the present
study. Additionally, the corpora used in this partar examination are half as small as all
the subcorpora used in the remaining tests irGhagpter. The observed results, however,
undermine the assumption that the repetitivenessiratiltaneous interpretations is
independent from the mode of delivery of the omdjispeech than non-interpreted
discourse.

One of the possible explanations of such a resiglhtnibe that interpreters rely on
cognates more heavily than the translators. A stashfirming such a trend in Hebrew-
English language pair has been carried out by Bigies and Malkiel (2006: 8-10).
Assuming that there are more cognates in Frenchghdh language pair than in other
pairs represented in TIC, this might be a reasoy vl language of interpretation from
French is less repetitive. The aforesaid assumpiactually plausible, as it has been also
made in literature on contrastive linguistics 8giley — Maroldt (1977: 21-53) claim even
that due to heavy lexical borrowing English andiereare typologically close and that this
relation may be stronger than the one between &nglhd other Germanic languages.
Additionally, in the EU context English and Frermadnstantly compete to play the role of
the lingua franca at the EU institutions, which @&kt more likely that many of the
Eurojargon terms might be more similar in this ka&age pair than in case of any other
language combination.

Another confirmation of the above putative expteores can be found in the
answer to one of the warming up questions provigedne of the interpreters, whose
interpreting and speaking style is analysed in @rapour. When inquired, if there is a
difference in interpreting from different languades explicitly stated that in case of
difficulties one could ‘transcode fairly easily vdofor word from French into English’,
which would result in a less elegant, but decipbleranterpretation. At the same time, he
stated that the same procedure would not be pessilthe interpretation from German.
Given that interpreting at the plenary sittingshef European Parliament is considered to

be very challenging, it is likely that the interf@es resort to such solutions.
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A greater use of cognates and consequently alsce mwkward lexical
formulations may increase lexical variety at thensaime making the language less
repetitive. This might be a reason why the languaigaterpretation from French in
SI_FR_EN is less repetitive than interpretatiomsfrother source languages of TIC. A
contrastive analysis of both source texts andritegpretations should be carried out on a
parallel corpus to confirm such a hypothesis. Withthe access to the source texts the

above ideas remain only a speculation.

3.1.1.2. Lexical density
The next parameter used in this study in the ingagbn of simplification involves

a comparison of lexical density of native Engligleesches and interpreted texts, which
signifies how informative a text is. Lexical deysg expressed as the proportion of lexical
words to the total number of running words in tleepas. The confirmation of the
simplification hypothesis (and Laviosa’s findingg)uld require that lexical density in all
interpreting subcorpora of TIC be lower than thedal density of the subcorpus of native
English speeches. Table 8 points to a completebpsife trend, which contradicts the
simplification hypothesis and Table 9 shows tha tlifferences between the values
observed in the subcorpus of native English spexeahd all interpreting subcorpora are

statistically significant.

Table 8. Lexical density in TIC oral subcorporae(tbwer the values, the less lexically dense i.e.
simplified the text).

ORG SP EN | SI_ FR EN SI_ES _EN S| DE_EN SI_NL_EN

Lexical

0,
density 54.46%

56.12% 55.67% 56.07% 56. 31%

Table 9. Differences between oral corpora of TIghwespect to lexical density: results of Chi-sguar
tests calculated on raw counts in 2x2 contingeables.

ORG_SP_ENvs. | ORG_SP_ENvs. | ORG_SP_ENvs. | ORG_SP_EN vs.
S| FR_EN SI_ES EN S| DE_EN SI_NL_EN
X2 27.81 14.85 26.35 34.75
p-value p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001

Both tables point to a uniform and statisticallyrsficant trend. The language used

in all interpreting subcorpora uses more lexicatdsdhan the language of native English
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speeches. Lexical words carry greater meaningfthaation words, hence, more lexically
dense language is also more informative.

Again, reference has to be made to the source Bpggte interpretations of which
are included in the respective interpreting subo@pAs written texts are usually more
lexically dense than spoken ones, there is a redadoelieve that subcorpora comprising a
greater proportion of interpretations from speedhaswere originally read out and not
spoken would demonstrate greater lexical dengitguth hypothetical scenario, it would
be expected that the subcorpora comprising speéafeegreted from French and Dutch
would be characterised by the highest lexical dgnas opposed to the subcorpus of
interpretations from German. The interpretatiomsnfrSpanish would be placed in the
middle of the continuum (for details regarding firevailing mode of delivery of the
original speeches in each subcorpus see Sectidn2.Figure 9). The actual results show
that, while French and Dutch indeed demonstraténitieest lexical density, the values
obtained in the analysis of the subcorpus of therpmetations from German are only
slightly lower and interpretations from Spanishkréime last.

However, before it is assumed that the mode o¥dsfiof the source speech does
not have a key impact on the lexical density oftdrget text, it is worth examining how
this parameter is reflected in the control exanmamadf native English texts and the two
sets of interpretations from Spanish involving tdi6ferent modes of delivery of the

original source speeches.

Table 10. Lexical density in the subcorpora ofvefnglish speeches, interpretations of Spanish
speeches that were read out and interpretatioBpanfish speeches delivered orally (the lower theega
the more simplified the text).

ORG_SP_EN SI_ES_EN_wr SI_ES_EN_sp
(24003 tokens) (24004 tokens) (23975 tokens)
Lexical density 54.23% 55.90% 55.45%

Table 11. Statistical significance of differencedaxical density in the subcorpora of native Esigli
speeches, interpretations of Spanish speechew¢hatread out and interpretations of Spanish sgsech
delivered orally.

ORG_SP_EN vs. ORG_SP_EN vs. SI_ES_EN_spvs.
SI_ES_EN_sp SI_ES_EN_wr SI_ES EN_wr
X 7.29 13.64 0.98
p-value p<0.01 p<0.001 p>0.05

Table 10 shows that native English speeches are llgcally dense than any
interpretations from Spanish, regardless of theexaddielivery of the original speeches.

Moreover, although at first glance the interpretadifrom unscripted oral speeches seem to
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be slightly more simplified, there is no statisligaignificant difference between them and
the interpretations of the speeches that wererailgiread out. Hence, it follows that the
mode of delivery does not exert a significant intmarcthe lexical density of the interpreted
text in this particular case. The tendency, hasimadpeen examined only on the corpora of
Spanish and its universality should be tested lyréuresearch. As it is, however, this
outcome lends support to the results presentedleT8.

One of the possible causes of increased lexicaityen interpreted texts may be
interpreters’ avoidance of redundancy and the ne@doduce a very compact and dense
text caused by severe time constraint in simultas@tterpreting. Non-interpreted spoken
discourse is characterised by a great tendencgdiondancy and in standard situations
speakers experience far less time pressure thempiaters that have to constantly keep up
with the pace of the person they interpret. Therpreter, due to the time constraint has to
condense the original message in order to delneesame content in the minimum amount
of time. Increased lexical density may, thereftse a result of condensation techniques
used by the interpreters to save time. The impoeaf condensation techniques and
elimination of redundancies is emphasised alsonduriterpreter training. This textual
feature might therefore be attributed to the tiraei#sy condensation techniques necessary
in good interpretation and additionally reinfordgdinterpreter training.

Another tentative explanation may be linked to 8siniger's (1995: 202) and
Gumul's (2006: 182) observations regarding shiftsrf referential to lexical cohesion
perceived as a form of explicitation. Both studm@evide evidence suggesting that
simultaneous interpreters may tend to substitutefgmms or ellipsis used in the original
text with lexical items, which are either repetitsoor synonyms. Such a tendency, leading
the interpreters to choose a lexical item rathan th pronoun or an auxiliary verb would

also contribute to increased lexical density.

3.1.1.3. High frequency words
The final measure of simplification employed instBtudy helps to estimate the range of
used vocabulary. The higher the proportion of tlestnirequent English words in the
analysed corpus, the narrower the range of vocapida the greater lexical simplification

(for details of the investigated list of words Setion 2.3.1. and Appendix 2). The results
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expected in line with the simplification hypothesiguire all of the interpreting subcorpora

to be characterised by a higher value, with retmattis parameter, than the subcorpus of
native English speeches. The trend visible in TaBles completely reverse and Table 13
shows that the differences between the subcorpumtdfe English speeches and the

respective interpreting subcorpora are statisticagnificant.

Table 12. The proportion of high frequency word3 i€ oral subcorpora (the higher the values, the
narrower the range of vocabulary i.e. simplified taxt).

ORG_SP _EN SI FR_EN S| ES EN S| DE_EN SI NL_EN
% High
frequency 61.58% 57.71% 58.35% 59.62% 58.83%
words

Table 13. Differences between oral corpora of Ti@wespect to the proportion of high frequency
words: results of Chi-square tests calculated sna@unts in 2x2 contingency tables.

ORG_SP_ENvs. | ORG_SP_ENvs. | ORG_SP_ENvs. | ORG_SP_EN vs.
SI_FR_EN SI_ES EN SI_DE_EN SI_NL_EN
X2 157.07 109.38 40.64 79.65
p-value p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001

Hence, it seems likely that the range of vocabulaed in interpretation might be affected
by the fact that the original speaker read outsipeech, the results have to be analysed
against the proportion of such speeches in reygertterpreting subcorpora. Were the
impact of this factor significant, judging by Figu® the most lexically sophisticated
language would be found in SI_FR_EN and SI_NL_EN|en51 ES_EN, and SI_DE_EN
in particular, should manifest the greatest degfegmplification. The observed result
indicate indeed that interpretations from FrencHd amerpretations from German are
located on the opposite ends of the continuumsibigdrisingly the lexis in interpretations
from Dutch is less sophisticated than in case®friterpretations from Spanish. Based on
this data, it is difficult to determine the realgact of the mode of delivery of the
interpreted speech on lexical density, but a goeattrast between SI_FR_EN and
SI_DE_EN suggests that it is not an entirely ivald factor.

The examination of differences between the intéatioms from speeches originally
spoken and read out in Spanish does shed somediglthis issue (see Table 14).
Interpretations of speeches that were read owgtigsg#icantly more sophisticated language
than interpretations of originally unscripted sgeex; which, on the other hand, are
significantly less simplified than speeches orifingiven in English. The difference

between interpretations of read speeches and smolesis statistically significant, but
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also much smaller than between native English $msea@and the interpretations of
unscripted and semi-scripted speeches. This sugthedtin case of interpretations from
Spanish, the mode of delivery is an important fiadiat the interpretations still use high

frequency words less than native English MEPs.

Table 14. High frequency words in the subcorporaative English speeches, interpretations of Spanis
speeches that were read out and interpretatioBpatfish speeches delivered orally (the higher the
values, the more simplified the text).

ORG_SP_EN SI ES EN_wr SI_ES_EN_sp

(24003 tokens) (24004 tokens) (23975 tokens)
% High frequency 61.71% 57.84% 59.06%
words

Table 15. Statistical significance of differenceshe proportion of high frequency words in the
subcorpora of native English speeches, interpoetatof Spanish speeches that were read out and
interpretations of Spanish speeches deliveredyorall

ORG_SP_EN vs.

ORG_SP_EN vs.

SI_ES_EN_spvs.

SI_ES_EN_sp S| ES EN_wr SI_ES EN_wr
X2 35.14 74.86 7.41
p-value p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.01

It is very difficult to pinpoint exactly why interpters tend to use less high
frequency words. The most plausible explanatioreaaly discussed in Section 3.1.1.2.
seems to be the tendency to lexicalisation of eefigal cohesion observed by Schlesinger
(1995: 202) and Gumul (2006: 182). Assuming that tias a universal tendency, the
interpreters would lexicalise cohesive links expegsin the original in the form of
referential cohesion. Consequently, in such sibuatithey would favour lexical forms to
pronouns or auxiliary verbs and in the end use tlesshfrequently. Hence pronouns and
auxiliary verbs are included in the list of higeduency words, a tendency to lexicalise
such items could explain the difference.

The difference in the proportion of high frequemayrds could be, in theory, caused
by the use of synonyms, but data gathered in thi/seems to contradict this assumption.
If the interpreters used more synonyms, which caxdlain why they resort to high
frequency words less, they would also be always tepetitive. As shown in Section
3.1.1.1. , interpretations from Spanish, German Ruatth are actually as repetitive as
native English speeches. Hence, it is unlikely thatlower proportion of high frequency

words is caused by greater use of synonyms.
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3.1.1.4. Investigation of simplification in interpreting: Summary of the

major findings

The tendency to lexical simplification in interpreg was investigated with respect to three
key parameters: the percentage of the corpus s by list head, lexical density and
the proportion of high frequency words. On the vehohterpreting proves to be less
lexically simplified than native English speech&sth one important exception i.e.
repetitiveness.

Although the list head analysis of all interpretsgocorpora of TIC proved that
they are as repetitive as the subcorpus of natigi€h speeches (or even less so in case of
interpretations from French), the more detailedv@ration of interpretations from Spanish
suggests that the mode of delivery of the origapaech may significantly influence this
tendency as interpretations of unscripted and senpted speeches are more repetitive i.e.
simplified than native English speeches, whilenmtetations of speeches that were read
out are significantly less repetitive i.e. not slifiggd at all. Yet, whether or not this
tendency is universal or limited only to interpteias from Spanish into English needs to
be verified by future research, as due to the straof TIC it cannot be investigated in any
more detail within the scope of the present study.

Examination of lexical density and the proportidhigh frequency words showed,
on the other hand, that interpreted discourse roayeans simplified with respect to these
two parameters. The detailed examination of intgtions from Spanish suggest, that the
mode of delivery of the source speech might havenimence on the level of lexical

sophistication of the target text, but the tendesayot reversed.

3.1.2. Explicitness

The aim of this section is to verify, if explicitsg could be a universal feature of the
interpreted discourse. Hence the analysis focuséiseofrequency of optional connective
that after reporting verbs, occurrence of linking advadand the use of apposition
markers. A higher frequency of the enumerated pmema points to a greater tendency to
explicitness. It is hypothesised that regardleshefsource language interpretations are

more explicit than native English speeches.
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Because of a small frequency of the investigateshpmena in the oral subset of
TIC, the analysis will not seek to verify if thelrstribution is equal in texts interpreted

from speeches that were originally read out andepo

3.1.2.1. Optional that

Judging by the patterns of optiotlaatrevealed in the concordance linesadimit, believe,
claim, hope, know, say, suggasttell (in all forms) both translations and interpretasion
seem to be syntactically more explicit, in the seiimat information is encoded in more
overt way than in speeches originally producedriglish (both spoken and read out). To
what extent this tendency is to be ascribed toptloeess/ strategy of making implicit
source text information explicit in target textjstdifficult to estimate. What is certain,
however, is that interpretations from different meulanguages do display this tendency
even when verbs supposedly influenced by interfarame eliminated from the analysis. It
Is also striking that there is no statisticallyrsfgrant difference with this respect between
interpretations from different source languagesniterpretations comprise a more or less
uniform group that, on the other hand differs figeeches originally produced (spoken) in
English.

As shown in Table 16 and Table 18 optiothatis significantly more frequently
verbalised rather than left out in all interpresed translated subcorpora of TIC, regardless
of the source language. In general, however, ogtioomplementisethat is evidently

more frequent in written language.

Table 16. Occurrences of optionthat and zero-connectives after reporting verbs in §pGken
subcorpora (z.c. stands for zero connective)

ORG _SP EN S| FR_EN S| ES EN S| DE_EN SI NL_EN

that z.C. that z.C. that Z.C. that Z.C. that Z.C.
TOTAL | 146 73 122 35 110 28 144 40 134 34
that % 67% 78% 80% 78% 79%

Table 17. Differences between oral corpora of Ti€wespect to occurrences of optiottat: results of
Chi-square tests calculated on raw counts in 2x@igency tables.

ORG_SP_ENvs. | ORG_SP_ENvs. | ORG_SP_EN vs. | ORG_SP_EN vs.
SI_FR_EN SI_ES_EN SI_DE_EN SI_NL_EN
X2 5.44 7.10 6.66 7.013
p-value p<0.025 p<0.01 p<0.01 p<0.01
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Table 18. Occurrences of optiortaht and zero-connectives in TIC written subcorporiyes
normalised per 50000 and rounded (z.c. standsefar @onnective)

ORG WR_EN TR _FR_EN TR _ES EN TR _DE EN TR _NL EN

that Z.C. that Z.C. that Z.C. that Z.C. that Z.C.
TOTAL | 142 39 242 9 199 17 234 22 144 17
that % 74% 96% 89% 91% 89%

Table 19. Differences between oral corpora of Ti€wespect to occurrences of optiottat: results of
Chi-square tests calculated on raw counts in 2x@imgency tables.

ORG_WR_EN vs.| ORG_WR_EN vs.| ORG_WR_EN vs.| ORG_WR_EN vs.
TR_FR_EN TR_ES EN TR _DE_EN TR_NL_EN
X? 33.78 11.74 17.52 9.51
p-value p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.01

Since optionathat after the reporting verkayis particularly frequent both in the
interpretations and the translations from Germaeret is a reason to believe that it could
be caused by interference. In line with this asdionpthe subcorpora of interpretations
and of translations from German (SI_DE_EN and TR_BH) have been compared with
respective subcorpora of native English speechBR§&(CG5P_EN and ORG_WR_EN) once
again, the reporting verbay was excluded from the analysis. The trends have bee
confirmed i.e. the use of optiondat is still more frequent in both interpretations and
translations from German and the subcorpora remttistically different from the
respective subcorpora of native English speeches.

As has been demonstrated above, the tendency tptieaalthatconnective is far
more pronounced in interpreted and translated drseothan in speeches originally
produced in English (both spoken and written). Téslency has been observed regardless
of the source language and it needs to be strédsseidterpreted texts are characterised by
greater homogeneity. These results constituteaa ctfirmation of the observations made
by Olohan and Baker (2000) in their study conducted ranslational English Corpus,
whereby optionahatwas significantly more frequent in texts translated English from
different languages.

One of the critical responses to the above mendish&ly raised an important issue
that should also be discussed here. Becher (2Q)lotsserved that in the context of
optionalthatone needs to know in how many of the source lagggian the corpus the use
of connective is optional and in how many it is gansory. Consequently he infers that
‘the greater the number of source languages repex$ein TEC stipulating a

complementizer after reporting verbs, the mordyikdecomes that the higher occurrence

100



of reporting that in this corpus is the result of source languagterierence’
(Becher 2011: 31). By analogy, this problem may &ls vital for the present analysis,
which revolves around two Romance and two Germbmguages that seem to treat
complementizers differently: German uses optiooahglementizedass which can be
used in reporting structures (Kenny 2005: 157);dbutas a connectivaat described in
grammar books as obligatory (Donaldson 2008: 28ntdin — Pescherter 2009: 187);
French requires a complementizer, while Spanisbues/it, but also allows for infinitive
complementizer-free constructions (Becher 2011:18B&¢ems therefore that the setup for
analysis is ideal. This assumption, however, mastpproached with great caution.
Without the analyses of the source texts and thaeahexpressions that triggered the
renditions with optionalhatin English, it remains impossible to determine vébsolute
certainty what is the factor contributing to thergased frequency of optioniddat in
interpretations and translations. There are marighigs that should be considered before
one jumps into a far fetched conclusion that thesented results are a proof of
explicitation only because in the examined settlaee two source languages, in which the
complementizer is optional and two that requiraige and yet the frequency of optional
thatin their respective interpretationssisnilar. First, the fact that the complementizer is
optional does not guarantee that it has not beethinsall reporting structures in the source
text (which would then mean that the starting cbods for interpreters from seemingly
different languages are in fact the same). Secotighycomplementizer may be optional for
some source language reporting verbs and obligatoryothers and in different
grammatical situations, which does not have toesmond to the requirements of the
English reporting verbs tested in the present stiithyrdly, there is a chance that the
prescriptive grammar does not fully reflect the a$e¢he complementizer in a given
language. Finally, it is possible that other gramicahstructures in the source texts have
been rendered in English with reporting verbs.alet fall four factors are hypothetically
equally possible. House (2004: 187) suggests tiatspeakers of German prefer the
‘aesthetics of spelling things out’, which increatee possibility that, although the optional
connectivedassis not obligatory after reporting verbs, it may uadly be relatively
frequently used in such situations. On the othadhalthougldatis compulsory in Dutch

it has recently frequently been dropped in spoketodirse (Dynarowicz, personal
communication). Moreover, Saldanha (2008: 22) cddimat the closest Spanish equivalent

to the Englishsayandtell i.e. decir requires connectivguein most cases, but there are
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exceptions to that. Similarly, Kenny (2005: 167)\ypdes also an example, where in her
study a reporting structure followed by optionthat in English was triggered by a

completely different grammatical construction ire thriginal German text. Of course

whether or not a language requires or just allgpt®aal complementizers after reporting

verbs does remain an important factor, but it cameadblindly assumed that the former
case guarantees a high frequency of optional camgaiézers in the source text and the
latter excludes it.

The examination of comparable corpora limits thalysis to the target text only
and does not allow to investigate to what extedtvanich additional factors have affected
the obtained results. It is also very difficulciantrol all possible variables in all examined
languages. That is why a control corpus was usedbtthe identification of those target
language equivalents that could have been affdayesburce text interference. It was
possible, because the interpretations and thelataoss originated from the same source
texts. Therefore if optiondlhat or zero connective was used excessively frequantype
of the corpora e.g. SI_EN_FR it could be compargh tle other from this language pair
e.g. TR_EN_FR. If both showed strikingly high fregay the verb was excluded from the
analysis to minimise the effect of interference.

The reasons why interpreters and translators resoptionakhatmore frequently
may be very diverse. Before analysing the restltsesr study Olohan and Baker (2000:
143-151) reviewed available literature on the u$ehat in English. In short, the

verbalisation of optional complementizéatin English may depend on:

- the level of formality of the text,

« the matrix verb (some reporting verbs favthat),

- potential for ambiguity,

« adverbials used between the matrix verb and thaselglonger
adverbials increase the possibilitytbét)

« cognitive complexity (explicit grammatical solut®are more frequent

in cognitively complex environments).
Olohan and Baker (2000: 150) imply that increaseduency of optionahat in
translated texts may be potentially accounted yahk fact that translation is a relatively

cognitively complex task. Outcomes presented ind a6 and Table 18 above shed a new
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light on such a hypothesis. For a number of regstives major one being the time
constraint, simultaneous interpreting may be caed a cognitively more demanding task
than translation. In line with this argumentatiareshould expect that interpreted texts
demonstrate the highest frequency of optional cemphtizer of all analysed corpora,
which is not the case. The frequency pattern, alanigh optionakthat dominates in the
written counterpart of each set of subcorpora hdidsh for native English and
translated/interpreted sets. In other words, wherempare any subcorpus from the oral
set of TIC (e.g. SI_EN_NL or ORG_SP_EN) with itgtévalent’ in the written set (e.g.
TR_EN_NL or ORG_WR_EN), the written corpus displaggeater frequency of optional
complementizethat. When examining the use of optionltin interpreting, one has to
take into account an interplay of at least thresois: interference, time constraint,
modality and formality. Since the texts in the edve interpreting and translation
subcorpora actually derive from the same sourds {@xthe same source language), the
difference between them cannot be attributed terfietence. Of course one could also
argue that were it not for the time constraintjaml thatcould have been explicitated in
simultaneous interpreting probably as frequentlinasanslation. Yet such an argument
has to be refuted since the same time constramtsbimultaneous interpreters to resort to
optional that on a greater number of occasions than native Bndliembers of the
European Parliament, whose time constraints aferdiit. It is more likely that the change
in modality and not the complexity of the taskis tetermining factor here, because such
a change imposes different formality standards.iddpt that would typically occur
significantly more frequently in formal regist&rence it is only logical to assume that the
higher frequency rate points to a greater formaliyitten texts are usually more formal
than spoken ones which finds confirmation in dmttion of optionalthat across all
subcorpora of TIC.

Assuming that increased frequency of optidhak observed both in interpreting
and in translation compared with native Englishges in fact related to the use of more
formal language one may also conclude that suen@enhcy supports the argument for a

kind of hypercorrectness, language conservatisim other words normalisation.

® Biber (1995: 145) concludes that omissiorthaft-complementizer is strictly related to informality. his
corpugthatis omitted in all complement clauses in 85% in @rsation, 60% in fiction, 30% in news and in
3% in academic prose.
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Whatever the reason, it has been confirmed thkatfdanslations, interpreted texts
rely more heavily on optional complementigeat, which manifests a tendency to overtly

encode syntactic information i.e. syntactic exphiess.

3.1.2.2. Frequency of linking adverbials

The next parameter used in this study to measynlecgress in texts across all subcorpora
of TIC is the frequency of linking adverbials (&8st in Section 2.3.2. ). Table 20
demonstrates that interpretations from French, iShaand Dutch as well as speeches
originally produced in English are very similar ihis respect. There is no observable
pattern that could make the interpreted discourseendistinct from native English
speeches. It is only the subcorpus of speechepiated from German that significantly
stands out from other subcorpora, which, howe\ar gostly be ascribed to the use of one
extremely frequent adverbial in that subcorpushereforelnterestingly, the frequency of

the same adverbial in translations from Germanddemate.

Table 20. Occurrences of linking adverbials in Biidken subcorpora

ORG_SP_EN SI_ FR_EN SI_ES_EN S| DE_EN SI_NL_EN

Linking

adverbials 29 29 29 48 30

Table 21. Differences between oral corpora of Ti€hwespect to the occurrences of linking adveghial
results of Chi-square tests calculated on raw cimn2x2 contingency tables.

ORG_SP_ENvs. | ORG_SP_ENvs. | ORG_SP_ENvs. | ORG_SP_EN vs.
S| FR_EN SI_ES EN S| DE_EN SI_NL_EN

X? 0.00 0.00 4.70 0.02

p-value p>0.05 p>0.05 p<0.05 p>0.05

Table 22. Occurrences of linking adverbials in TWfitten subcorpora normalised per 50000 words.

ORG_WR_EN

TR_FR_EN

TR_ES_EN

TR_DE_EN

TR_NL_EN

Linking
adverbials

42

114

127

106

124

Table 23. Differences between oral corpora of Ti@wespect to the occurrences of linking advesbial

results of Chi-square tests calculated on raw imn2x2 contingency tables.

ORG_WR_EN vs.| ORG_WR_EN vs.| ORG_WR_EN vs.| ORG_WR_EN vs.
TR_FR_EN TR_ES EN TR_DE_EN TR_NL_EN

X? 35.32 45.29 29.27 42.86

p-value p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001
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Granted that a higher number of linking adverbialsa text demonstrates the
author’s greater tendency to explicitise, data abl& 22 and Table 23 confirm the
hypothesis assuming that translations should bes repplicit than speeches originally
written in English. The frequency in the translatgubcorpora is close to or more than
three times higher as compared to texts originaibduced in English.

Such a difference between interpreted languagéranslated language in the use
of linking adverbials seems to be justified, simdale interpreting simultaneously the
interpreters cannot possibly envisage the struciitres entire speech. In other words, with
this respect the interpreters may have to rely raorthe authors of the original speech and
their interference may be thus less visible. Tratast, on the other hand do not face such
severe time limitations and exercise a greatedfyeein the use of linking adverbials. This
problem pertains to what Shlesinger (1995: 194reeto as ‘the linearity constraint’. Both
translators and interpreters are expected to appbl and global strategies to render
cohesive ties successfully. What comes easilyatostators, who enjoy the access to the
full text at all times, is extremely difficult ompossible for interpreters. Not only the
content of the speech is unveiled in fragmentsalad the speaker’s underlying intention
may for long be unknown. In such a situation intetgrs must be very cautious to
minimise the possibility of misunderstanding.

It is particularly interesting to what extent irgegtations and translations of, after
all, the same source texts differ. The total fremies of linking adverbials in respective
translation corpora are, on average, four timeddrign the case of translations from
French, Spanish and Dutch. One possible interpoataf such distribution is that the
original French, Spanish and Dutch speakers mamdre or less as economical with
linking adverbials as native English MEPs. Duehe linearity constraint part of those
cohesive ties may be omitted in interpreting, whiohld be the reason why the texts are
comparable in the number of linking adverbialsh® native English speeches. Then the
translators having the full access to the entixérender all linking adverbials, possibly
also explicitating those cohesive ties that weneleeed implicitly in the original speech. In
the particular case of German, it is theoreticpligsible that the increased frequency of
thereforein simultaneous interpreting corpus can be accalfioieby a frequent use of its
German equivalerdeshalbin the source speeches. The linearity constraint foice
interpreters to frequent straightforward renditodthe word, since their knowledge of the

entire text, it's structure and speaker’s interdids limited. In many cases such
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straightforward renditions may, in fact, be thempteter’s last resort to preserve any of the
cohesive ties of the source text. Translators f@&enman, on the other hand, receive the
full original speech and have the opportunity takvan the stylistics of the target text and
find solutions eliminating the overrepresentatibtherefore.

For the lack of access to the source text it isossjble to verify to what extent such
a wild speculation is actually true. A further aysa$ on a set of parallel translation and
interpreting corpora compiled of translations ameripretations of the same source texts
could verify the above tentative explanations aridgoother illuminating outcomes. For
the present, however, such an analysis remainsfahé scope of this study and may be

only suggested for future research.

3.1.2.3. Frequency of apposition markers

The last parameter analysed to verify the expkstnhypothesis is the use of apposition
markersin other words, that is, that is to say, namétyis assumed that the greater the
frequency of apposition markers in the corpusntloee lexically explicit the text.

As visible in Table 24, the interpreters use apgpmsmarkers more frequently than
MEPSs. The trend is most noticeable in interpretetivom Dutch, French and Spanish,
where apposition markers were used three times megeently than in the speeches
originally produced in English. The proportion pf@sition markers in the interpretations

from German outnumbers the one observed in origipeéches twice.

Table 24. Occurrences of selected apposition makeFIC spoken subcorpora

ORG SP EN | SI FR EN SI_ES_EN S| DE_EN SI_NL_EN

TOTAL 5 15 15 13 14

Table 25. Differences between oral corpora of Ti€hwespect to the occurrences of apposition marker
results of Chi-square tests calculated on raw cimn2x2 contingency tables.

ORG_SP_ENvs. | ORG_SP_ENvs. | ORG_SP_EN vs. | ORG_SP_EN vs.
SI_FR_EN SI_ES_EN SI_DE_EN SI_NL_EN
X 5.00 5.00 3.56 4.27
p-value p<0.025 p<0.025 p>0.05 p<0.05

Although there appears to be a consistent trenthBbapposition markers to be
more frequently used in interpreted discourse differences between only three of the

interpreting subcorpora and the subcorpus of ndfinglish speeches are statistically
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significant (see Table 25). The difference betweative English speeches and the
subcorpus of interpretations from German with respe the frequency of apposition
markers is close to statistical significance, bugsinot meet the prerequisifevalue of
3.84 and thus exceeds the margin of error allowddis study.

The difference between interpretations from Dutath @riginal speeches, which is
statistically significant must have been affectgalstrikingly high number of occurrences
of the apposition markén other wordg11 out of 14) in the Dutch interpreting subcorpus.
Interestingly the pattern is not reflected in Dutdnslation subcorpus. A more detailed
analysis revealed that the expression was usedduyifferent interpreters, of whom two

used it more often than others:

Table 26. Occurrences iof other wordsn Dutch interpreting corpus broken down by intetprs

Interpreter| Number of
occurrences

Bl 4

C1 1

M 1

T 2

u 3

Data in Table 26 suggests that the high frequehoyather wordscan in this case
most probably be attributed to stylistic preferencktwo interpreters. Although certainly
interesting in depicting an observable trend, wingerpreters tend to use more apposition
markers than native English MEPs the data in thrpus does not make it possible for
venturing any generalisations as it is skeweredhey stylistic preference of a few
interpreters. It appears that apposition markeesralatively infrequent, especially in

spoken register of English and only testing a iggenple may be more elucidating.

Table 27. Occurrences of selected apposition makefIC written subcorpora. Values normalised per
50000 words and rounded to the full digit.

ORG WR EN | TR FR EN | TR ES EN| TR DE EN] TR NL _EN

TOTAL 10 18 18 25 26

Table 28. Differences between written corpora @ Wlith respect to the occurrences of apposition
markers results of Chi-square tests calculated on raw cumn2x2 contingency tables.

ORG_WR_EN vs.| ORG_WR_EN vs.| ORG_WR_EN vs.| ORG_WR_EN vs.
TR_FR_EN TR_ES_EN TR_DE_EN TR_NL_EN
X2 35.31 45.29 29.27 42.86
p-value p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001

The distribution of apposition markers does confihat translations tend to be

more explicit than the speeches originally writbgnnative English MEPs. This trend is
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strongly manifested in all translation corpora dCTThe respective subcorpora are
statistically significantly different from the spkees originally written in English. Although
in case of translations the difference betweentridueslations from German and native
English speeches is statistically significantsitalso visible that the X2 value is much
lower compared to the remaining values in TablevB&h reflects the trend visible in
interpreting corpora. This suggests that to a oeeatent the frequency of apposition
markers might be influenced by the source language.

The above analysis shows that the observed trevioioed initial assumptions and
that in Translation and Interpreting Corpus appmsitnarkers indeed prevail in interpreted
and translated texts, when compared to native &mgleeches. The overall frequency of
apposition markers in TIC is, however, too low tmclusively substantiate explicitness
hypothesis. The above analysis shows that the éreqyuof occurrence of apposition

markers should be compared between corpora mablsithan 50000 words.

3.1.3. Normalisation

The normalisation hypothesis stipulates that tinguage patterns characteristic of the
target language are more frequently used in inééaion. The effect is supposed to be
attributed to the interpreters’ constant attemptsige normal (conventional) language
resulting in exaggeration of the conventional liistja patterns. In the present section the
tendency to normalisation is investigated with twwthods. The first involves a
comparison of the frequency of repeated stringsartls, i.e. lexical bundles common for
all compared corpora, while the second focusesxau fexpressions most typical of a

formal register of spoken English.

3.1.3.1. Lexical bundles (trigrams)
The first parameter used in the present study tdyvéhe normalisation hypothesis
involves the analysis of the frequency of lexiaah@les (trigrams) i.e. recurring strings of
words common for all subcorpora. The present arsafgsuses on the comparison of the

frequency of two lists of lexical bundles generdiaded on the reference subcorpora. The
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reference subcorpus for the subcorpora of simuttasmeterpretations is the subcorpus of
native English speeches delivered orally (ORG_SB, ®hile translation subcorpora will
be compared against a list generated from the spbs®f native English speeches that
were written and read out by native English MEP=e(Section 2.3.3. ). Was the
normalisation hypothesis to be corroborated, tbiedi lexical bundles should be more
frequent in interpreting subcorpora than in subctaf native English speeches.

The list subject to examination in the oral subooapof TIC has been generated
based on the subcorpus of unscripted and semitadmiative English speeches according
to the procedures described in Section 2.3.3.iraiddes the following lexical bundles:
and | think, at the moment, be able to, first &fgbing to be, | think it, | think that, | think
we, | would like, in terms of, is going to, makeedhat, that we have, there is a, this is a,
to have a, to make sure, we have to.

Frequencies of certain bundles are higher in sjgaoterpreting subcorporand |
thinkin SI_DE_EN be able ton SI_FR_EN] think thatin SI_DE_EN and SI_NL_ENo
make sure, we have &amdwe need tin SI_ES_EN. A comparison with the frequency of
the enumerated bundles in the translation corpel@stio estimate the likelihood of such a
high occurrence being a result of interferencec&the lexical bundles examined on oral
and written TIC subcorpora have been developeddbasetwo different reference
subcorpora for each respective group (ORG_SP_EN d@ subcorpora and
ORG_WR_EN for written) frequencies of only seledbeshdles can be compared across
different modalities while others cannot. Trigrame need tas more frequent also in
SI_ES_EN and in TR_ES_EN, which leads to the canatuthat the higher use of this
lexical bundle might be caused by interference.demlikeand | think, I think that, to
make suravere not frequent enough to be analysed in writdrcorpora of TIC, which
makes it difficult to determine to what extent tmeight have been caused by interference
and they were therefore not included in the repkstatistical test. On the other habd,
able toandwe have tare relatively evenly distributed in translatiorbsarpora, which
suggests that their higher frequencies in intempgesubcorpora may be less strongly
affected by interference and they were not delieted the repeated test. Phrases that could
have been caused by interference have been rerfronethdividual comparison. Hence,
the comparison between ORG_SP_EN and SI_ES_ENawasdout excludingp make

sureandwe need toand | thinkandl think thatwere not included in the repeated test of
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ORG_SP_EN and SI_DE_EN, whil¢hink thatalone was not taken into account in the
repeated examination of ORG_SP_EN and SI_NL_EN.

It seems that the deleted bundles have not skeypegenbusly obtained results. All
interpreting subcorpora tested once again provdaketsignificantly different from the
corpus of native English speeches (p<0.001). Té$teofdexical bundles has corroborated

the normalisation hypothesis.

Table 29. Lexical bundles in TIC spoken subcorpora.

ORG_SP EN | SL.FR_EN| SIES EN SIDEEN SINL_EN

TOTAL 476 547 716 627 622

Table 30. Differences between oral corpora of Tiwespect to the occurrences of lexical bundles:
results of Chi-square tests calculated on raw cimn2x2 contingency tables.

ORG_SP_ENvs. | ORG_SP_ENvs. | ORG_SP_ENvs. | ORG_SP_EN vs.
S| FR_EN SI_ES EN S| DE_EN SI_NL_EN

X? 4.99 48.89 20.93 19.64

p-value p<0.05 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001

As visible in Table 29 and Table 30 the analys®vps that even patterns most
characteristic of native English speeches occumfare frequently in subcorpora of
interpreted English. The general trend can be obdaegardless of the source language. It
is, however, also visible that the difference ie frequency of the examined lexical
bundles between the interpretations from Frenchreatide English speeches is far less
pronounced than in the case of speeches interpiret@dSpanish. This result remains in
line with the finding that interpretations from Rod are also less repetitive and use fewer
high frequency words than texts interpreted frolmeoianguages (see Section 3.1.1. ).
From the investigation of lexical bundles it follswhat the language used in interpretation
from French is less conventional than the langussesl in interpretations from other
source languages but more conventional than thefametive English speeches. As it has
already been suggested in Section 3.1.1. such taoroa might be an effect of greater
lexical similarity of French and English, allowitize interpreters to ‘transcode’ word for
word in difficult situations, leading to a highesauof cognates in interpretations from
French, which may ultimately contribute to gredéical variety and less conventional
language.

The result may also potentially be affected byetght mode of delivery of the
original speeches (see Figure 9). The majority @nEh speakers, whose speeches

constitute the original texts of the interpretatiamcluded in SI_FR_EN have read the text.
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It is therefore possible that certain features dtten register were transferred to the
interpretations, which could be another viable oeashy the language of interpretations
from French is less conventional. Although the maitielivery may exert some impact on
the language used in the target text it seemsonbé tthe key factor, as a similar effect
would be then expected in the interpretations fiunch that originate also mostly from
speeches that were read out at the plenary. Yeetetult of the speeches interpreted from
Dutch resembles more the one yielded in the arsabfsinterpretations from German, a
greater proportion of which originates from speeaatheivered orally. It seems, therefore,
more likely that this parameter is more susceptibtbe source language than the mode of
delivery of the original speech.

Among the translation subcorpora of TIC, it isskdcorpus of speeches translated
from Dutch that does not significantly differ fraspeeches originally written in English
(see Table 31 and Table 32 below). Excluding frbm analysis the bundles that may
potentially skewer the outcome due to high freqiesnio particular translation subcorpora
(in order to, the fact that, we need tines not change this result. A similar, albeitsm
significant trend is also observable in translatifsom French, which, although statistically
significantly different from speeches originallyiti&n in English still resemble them more
than the translations from Spanish and German. Seshits suggest that in case of
translations the mode of delivery of the origine¢éech may be more important for this
parameter. As explained in Section 2.2.1.2. theresice corpus of speeches originally
written in English and read out at the Europeatidaent is probably most ‘written’ in the
entire set of TIC subcorpora. In other words, shesthat were written, even when meant
to be read out still bear very strong charactessif a written text. The vast majority of
translations from French and from Dutch included i@ translation subcorpora is based
on texts that were originally written and read wuthe source language (see Figure 9).
These subcorpora are therefore naturally more ctarstic of the written register than
subcorpora of translations from Spanish and Gernvaere the impact of spoken word
was greater. It seems that in case of translatiemtode of delivery is a more decisive
factor than in case of interpretation.

Both interpretations and translations, however, eearly also affected by
interference, which is probably the reason whyftegquency of lexical bundles is most
frequent in translation from Spanish, even though iroportion of spoken discourse

among original Spanish speeches was considerakBteagrthan in the subcorpus of
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translations from German. Similarly, although ittie subcorpus of translations from
French that contains the greatest proportion dfevritexts among the source speeches, the
Dutch subcorpus is statistically most similar te $fpeeches originally written in English. It
follows that translation is strongly affected bytbmterference and mode of delivery of the

target text, but the latter seems to have a greafEct in translation than on interpreting.

Table 31. Lexical bundles in TIC written subcorpdfeequencies are normalised per 50000 words and
rounded to the full digits.

ORG_WR_EN | TR_ FR_EN| TR_ES EN TR _DE_EN TR _NL_EN

TOTAL 305 366 516 505 316

Table 32. Differences between written corpora @ Wlith respect to the occurrences of lexical busndle
results of Chi-square tests calculated on raw cimn2x2 contingency tables.

ORG_WR_ENvs.| ORG_WR_ENvs.| ORG_WR_EN vs.| ORG_WR_EN vs.
TR_FR_EN TR_ES EN TR_DE_EN TR_NL_EN
X2 5.99 57.75 53.38 0.20
p-value p<0.025 p<0.001 p<0.001 p>0.05

3.1.3.2. Fixed expressions

According to the normalisation hypothesis, patteypgcal of the target language
might be exaggerated in interpreted and transtatdd. It was therefore assumed that most
frequent fixed expressions typical for professidaagllish i.eas far as, as to, as well, as
well as, at all, first of all, in fact, in favourfan order td, in terms of, kind of, of course,
on behalf of, once again, sort of, with regardgtmuld be better represented in translation
and interpreting corpora. Since the set of fixegregsions has been proved to be most
characteristic of spoken English it was also apéited that they will be less frequent in
written translations of the speeches. Similarkly¢sispeeches contained in ORG_WR_EN
have been written and read out i.e. are more la@dhean oral, it is expected that they will
occur even less frequently in this subcorpus (sger€& 11).

The first hypothesis has not been confirmed. Thezigd fixed expressions are used
significantly more frequently only in interpretat®from French and from Spanish while

interpretations from German and from Dutch seemtadtiffer significantly from the

" Expression# order toandon behalf ohave been examined both in Section 3.1.3.1. actib8&.1.3.2. as
they have been generated by two independent mesmatf®r that reason it has been decided thastinayld
not be eliminated from either investigation.
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native English speeches. As shown in Table 33r&@tgiency of investigated expressions is
indeed higher, but the upward trend is not straraugh (see Table 34). It seems therefore
that this particular parameter is very much depehde the source language and that in
this case interpretations from Romance languaggestaracteristic of a higher frequency

of fixed expressions thus showing a greater tend@wards conventional language.

Table 33. Occurrences of the most frequent fixgatessions in TIC spoken subcorpora.

ORG_SP_EN SIFREN | SIESEN| SIDEEN SINLEN

TOTAL 225 277 270 263 259

Table 34. Differences between oral corpora of Ti€wespect to the occurrences of most frequeetfix
expressionsresults of Chi-square tests calculated on raw cimn2x2 contingency tables.

ORG_SP_ENvs. | ORG_SP_ENvs. | ORG_SP_EN vs. | ORG_SP_EN vs.
SI_FR_EN SI_ES_EN SI_DE_EN SI_NL_EN
x> 5.42 4.11 2.98 2.40
p-value p<0.025 p<0.05 p>0.05 p>0.05

As assumed the investigated expressions are neopesint in translation subcorpora
than the subcorpus of original speeches writtenraad out in English. However, the
results regarding the written subset of TIC havea@pproached with great caution. On
the one hand, it may be inferred that translateesfixed expressions more frequently, on
the other, the fact that original native Englisheesghes have been written might
additionally strengthen the effect since the listasted expressions was developed for

spoken texts.

Table 35. Occurrences of the most frequent fixgatessions in TIC written subcorpora Frequencies are
normalised per 50000 words and rounded to thelfgits.

ORG WR EN | TR FR EN| TR ES EN| TR DE_EN TR _NL_EN

TOTAL 137 202 202 244 218

Table 36 Differences between written corpora of Wit respect to the occurrences of most frequent
fixed expressiongesults of Chi-square tests calculated on raw imn2x2 contingency tables.

ORG_WR_ENvs.| ORG_WR_EN vs.| ORG_WR_EN vs.| ORG_WR_EN vs.
TR_FR_EN TR_ES EN TR_DE_EN TR_NL_EN
X? 13.15 12.93 32.33 19.46
p-value p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001

As in the case of option#at connective, several values are higher, which might
suggest a greater influence of language transtesnice text interference. Expressiass

far asandin factare overrepresented both in interpretations anglagons and therefore a

113



control analysis has been carried out excludingWioeexpressions. The repeated test has,
however, not affected the observed trends.

As demonstrated above, contrary to the resultsrodadan the previous section, the
normalisation hypothesis has not been corrobor&tieed expressions most frequent in
spoken professional English are better represantéte interpretations from Romance
languages thus proving that their frequency is ddpet on the source language. The latter
observation apparently confirming normalisationdtyyesis in written subcorpora of TIC
cannot be treated as the ultimate corroboratiorthef normalisation hypothesis for
translation since it is very plausible that theconte might have been affected by the fact
that the features of orality might be less pron@ghim the reference corpus of written

English speeches.

3.2. Observed patterns, their universality and idiosyncatic stylistic variation

The overriding aim of the analysis presented is @hapter was to establish if the
features by many believed to be translation unalerise. simplification, explicitness and
normalisation are characteristic of interpretingl 40 what extent they are subject to
idiosyncratic stylistic variation and impact of tbeurce language.

A wide range of parameters have been tested tfytbea above hypothesis. These
included the examination of the proportion of tleeptis covered by list head, lexical
density and the frequency of the most frequentiBhglords applied in earlier studies to
test the tendency of the translated texts to sfroation. Furthermore, parameters such as
the use of optiondhat, frequency of linking adverbials and appositiorrkeas have been
used to see if interpreted texts are more exphah speeches originally produced by
native English speakers. Finally, the languagédl oéspective subcorpora has been tested
for normalisation, which involved the analysistoé frequency of common lexical bundles
and fixed expressions most frequently used in spékeglish.

The null hypothesis assumed that all interpretatiam@ more simplified, explicit
and use more normalised language than native Ergpiseches and that the same pattern
is visible in the interpretations produced by indual interpreters but is modified by

idiosyncratic stylistic variation to a certain exte
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It has been shown that no general pattern poitgiagnore simplified language can
be observed in interpreting subcorpora of TIC. &nalysis of the list heads of oral
subcorpora of TIC proves that the language usederpretations from Dutch and German
does not differ significantly from native Englispegches in this respect. On the other
hand, Spanish appears to be significantly moreFaedch significantly less repetitive.
Such a differentiation across interpretation fraffedent languages shows that there is no
universal pattern that could suggest that integgr&inguage is in general more repetitive
and hence simplified than non-interpreted discaulfe remaining two parameters point
more consistently to the fact that, if any globattern could be observed, it is completely
opposite to simplification. In the analysed orddsarpora of TIC native English speeches
proved to be significantly more simplified with pegt to lexical density and the percentage
of high frequency words. If any generalisationlatvas to be made based on this outcome,
it could be argued that interpreted language téadse more lexically dense and more
sophisticated in terms of vocabulary.

A tendency to explicitness has been conclusivahfioned by only one out of three
tested parameters, while another appears to imdecabbservable trend that has not been
statistically significant. It has been shown thatikarly to translations and contrary to the
native English speeches, interpretations in TICcheracteristic of a higher frequency of
optional connectivéhatfollowing reporting verbs, thus manifesting a tencly to syntactic
explicitness. A similar, though not statisticallgrsficant trend may be observed in the
distribution of apposition markers across oral supora of TIC. The interpretations rely
more heavily on apposition markers, yet the lingoighenomena themselves seem to be
used relatively rarely in general, and in spokestalirse in particular, and a far more
sizeable corpus of interpretation would be necgdsatonclusively prove or disprove the
tentative assumption that interpretations as stehare abundant with apposition markers
than speeches originally produced in English. Fyrthke occurrence of linking adverbials
does not point to any general patterns in intenpgeExcept for the interpretations from
German, where one word i.thereforeis used excessively, the frequency of linking
adverbials in all oral subcorpora of TIC is verysistent and the remaining subcorpora of
simultaneous interpretation do not differ signifidg from native English speeches.

The first parameter applied in this study to ptaatterns indicating a tendency to
normalisation yields conclusive results and corrabes the hypothesis. The frequency of

common lexical bundles does suggest that trigraomsyeon for all oral subcorpora of TIC
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occur in a greater number in interpreting subcapand even after a few doubtful cases
were excluded from the analysis the trend is statistically significant. The second

parameter testing the distribution of the most iy fixed expressions across oral
subcorpora of TIC suggests that only when workirmgnf Romance languages do the
interpreters make the greatest use of such masgtdre phrases thus proving that their
language of interpretations shows a tendency tmalgation with this respect. Thus the

outcomes of the analysis of the second investigg@@meter do not corroborate

normalisation hypothesis.

In the final analysis none of the hypothesised ersals has proved to be indeed a
universal feature that could be observed in arpreting subcorpora. Different parameters
point to different trends or no trends at all. Altigh no feature has proved to be ultimately
universal, certain global patterns have been obskebut since they are not discernible
across all interpretations it would be difficultgoesume that their origin lays solely in the

nature of the interpreting process.

Table 37. Juxtaposition of the outcomes of macalyesis.

O —
g9
£ g Tested parameters Has the universal been confirmed?
&S
- List head no
@)
g no
L Lexical density (interpreted texts are less simplified)
o
% no
High frequency words (interpreted texts are less simplified)
yes
2 Optional connectivéhat (interpreted texts are more explicit)
e
@] Linking adverbials no
=
% yes*
Apposition markers (interpreted texts are more explicit)
o)
E Lexical bundles . yes .
& (interpreted texts are more normalised)
: |
% Fixed phrases no

* denotes an observable, but not statistically ifigamt trend.

116



Chapter 4. Micro analysis of idiosyncratic variation:
interpreting style

4.1. Introduction

The present Chapter reports on the part of theysedoted to micro analysis that was
conducted in an attempt to provide answers to tbuwe®f four of the research questions

posed in Chapter Two:

(2) Are individual interpreters consistent in theirdencies to simplify, explicitise and
normalise regardless of the source language?

(3) Do individual interpreters differ from each othertheir tendencies to simplification,
explicitness and normalisation?

(4) Is an individual’s interpreting style similar toeiih speaking style?

To achieve this goal a set of linguistic featurevealing a tendency to
simplification, explicitness and normalisation vk investigated following the method
described in Section 2.4. The results of the cotfased study will be analysed against the
background of non-linguistic information elicitemm the examined interpreters prior to

the recording of their non-interpreted discourse.
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4.2. Non-linguistic data from introspection

The two interpreters, whose style is investigatethe present Chapter are native British
English speakers awarded with a diploma of higbacation, who have interpreted for the
European institutions for at least fifteen yeatseyrare both male and have lived outside
Britain for many years now. In the warm-up ses$saaling to the actual recording of their
non-interpreted discourse the two interpreters w@sked introductory questions about their
education, career, nature of the interpreting joltha EU institutions and nature of
interpreting itself. Responses to all the questicaisnot be revealed, as they include
personal details and the interpreters expresslyagiso remain anonymous. Replies to two
questions may, however, shed light on the integtieet of the data presented in this

Chapter. The answers have been summarised in 38ble

Table 38. Summary of the answers given by integpsah the warm-up session.

Questions: Interpreter 11 Interpreter 12

- in difficult cases one can
transcode word for word from
French into English, and the
interpretation will be still
comprehensible (which is
impossible in interpretation fron
German)

- there is no difference with

Can you see any difference whi erespect to the structure of the

interpreting from different original Igngqug, but one f_eels
less confident in interpretation
languages?

from languages they acquire las
(in this case Spanish)

—

- the language of interpretation |s- interpretation involves higher
determined by the style of the | register, formal language and
original speaker, which the greater use of technical
interpreter is obliged to follow | terminology

Does the language you speak
differ from the language of your
interpretation?

The interpreters present slightly different apphmescin answering both questions
and it seems that their attitudes are also partiaflected in the way they interpret. In the
light of the above presented answers, one couléaxbat linguistic features of I1's
interpreted discourse would be far less consistkintieed his priority was to mimic the
style of the original speakers. Had the level aénpreter’'s confidence any impact on
interpreting style, then probably 11’s interpredatirom Spanish could stand out from the
interpretation from two other languages. In cad@ agbne may expect that were he indeed
occasionally to transcode from French word for wahne language of this interpretation
could be less repetitive and perhaps use more wrotional lexis. It would also be

expected that he would be more formal in his inmegdion.
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4.2.1. Simplification

The tendency to simplification has been measurbolWing the parameters described in
Chapter Two and applied already in the analysreadirring patterns of interpreting (see
Section 3.1.1.). These are: the proportion ottirpus covered by list head indicating the
degree of repetitiveness, lexical density pointmépwer or higher informativeness, and
the percentage of high frequency words signifyimglevel of lexical sophistication.

Due to a great susceptibility of all three paramset® corpus size, the full
collections of texts produced by the two interpret@vhose style is subject to analysis,
could not have been used. That is why it has beerddd that simplification will be
investigated on corpora comprising carefully seldctext samples. Each interpreting
corpus tested in Section 4.2.1. consists of sangbifesir interpretations delivered by the
interpreters 11 and 12 of speeches that were readtahe European Parliament by four
different source speakers. Samples include 60-fraginents from the beginning, ending
and middle sections of the text. Thus each sanglB0 words long and each corpus
counts 720 words.

To increase the comparability of the analysed tesdmples were selected from
interpretations of speeches delivered in only oneéen.e. speeches that were originally
read out. Unfortunately, an analogous comparisamerfpretations of unscripted and semi-

scripted speeches is not possible due to the ladata.

4.2.1.1. List heads

The examination of list heads allows to compardysed corpora with respect to lexical
repetitiveness, which is one of the parameterswblgfication examined both in the macro
and micro analysis of the present study. Data ibl&&9 and Table 41 shows the
percentage value standing for the proportion oftthal sum of hundred most frequent
words in the analysed corpus (list head) to thal tmimber of running words. The higher
the values, the bigger part of the corpus thalishbead represents. Consequently, a higher
value points to a greater degree of repetitivenessless variety and a tendency to

simplification.
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Table 39. Proportion of the corpus covered byhHesdd analysed on 720 word corpora of interpreter 11

non-interpreted and interpreted discourse congistfriext samples.

I1. ORG_SP_EN I1_SI_FR_EN 11 _SI_ES_EN I1_SI_DE_EN
% Text
covered by 68% 66% 73%
list head

Table 40. Repetitiveness of I11's interpreted ana-imberpreted discourse: Results of Chi-squares test

calculated on raw counts in 2x2 contingency tables.

I1_ORG_SP_EN I1_ORG_SP_EN 11_ORG_SP_EN

vs. 11_SI_FR_EN vs.11_SI_ES _EN vs.11_SI_DE_EN
X* 1.02 0.38 3.21
p-value p>0.05 p>0.05 p>0.05

The set of data presented in Table 39 seems toatedithat the language of
interpreter 11 is most repetitive while he intetgrgom German, slightly less so, when the
source language is Spanish, even less while h&ksmeahis own and the least when
delivering an interpretation from French. Thushoonogenous pattern valid for all 11’s
interpretations is revealed. The results, howevery much reflect the general trend
observed in oral subcorpora of TIC (see Sectiorl3)1where speeches interpreted from
Spanish and German demonstrate a greater degrepatitiveness than native English
speeches and interpretations from French. The afggerpretations from French is
particularly interesting, because also in the itigaton of list heads in TIC did the
interpretations from French manifest a markedlydotendency to repetitiveness. In TIC,
however, each interpreting subcorpus is charaettrig/ a different proportion of the
original speeches delivered orally and read outredis all interpretations delivered by
interpreter I1 originate in speeches that were pead

In case of the micro study of 11’s interpretinglefyrowever, the results obtained in
the analysis of the respective interpreting corptoanot differ significantly from the
outcome calculated for the subcorpus of I1’s spakstourse. The question is, whether the
observed tendencies would hold true for a biggdrraare representative corpora of I11’s
interpretations. From the statistical analysishef present, very small samples (see Table
40), it can be inferred, that 11's speaking styled anterpreting style do not differ
significantly with respect to repetitiveness. Thisans that the 11's speaking style has a
great impact on his interpreting and that he hasleeeloped a uniform interpreting style
that would be consistent in the interpretationafeach source language and significantly
different from his non-interpreted discourse. Oa tontrary, the interpretations from

French and from German can be found on the oppesids of the continuum, with I11’s
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non-interpreted discourse in between. While bogtsanilar to the non-interpreted speech,

they do deviate significantly from each other=< 7.83, p<0.01), which indicates that I1's

tendency to be more repetitive may be susceptibthd source text interference. These
findings are in line with his belief that the larage of interpretation is very much dictated
by the original speaker’s speaking style.

A completely different tendency can be observeckise of interpreter 12, whose
interpreting style is significantly different witkespect to repetitiveness than his speaking
style. Regardless of the source language intemli2igses a significantly less repetitive

language in simultaneous interpreting than in mierpreted discourse. His interpretations

from French and German are highly homogenatis (.11, p>0.05), which implies that

when it comes to repetitiveness, his interpretaimriresistant’ to source language
interference, or interference from either souroglege affects him in a very similar way.
This is actually surprising, considering that I12raitled that it is possible to transcode from
French. It implies that either he does not, in,feesort to this option very often or that it
does not significantly affect the tendency to répeiness in his interpretation.

Table 41. Proportion of the corpus covered byhesdd analysed on 720 word corpora of interpreter 12
non-interpreted and interpreted discourse congistfriext samples.

12 ORG_SP_EN 12_SI_FR_EN 12_SI DE_EN

% Text covered

o) 0, 0,
by list head 74% 67% 66%

Table 42. Repetitiveness of 12's interpreted and-mberpreted discourse: Results of Chi-square test
calculated on raw counts in 2x2 contingency tables.

2. ORG_SP_EN 2. ORG_SP_EN
vs. 12_SI_FR_EN vs. 12 S| DE_EN
X2 9.06 11.18
p-value p<0.01 p<0.001

It is highly significant, however, that the tenderscobserved in 12's speaking and
interpreting styles completely contradict the olsaBons made on TIC, where
interpretations from German are as repetitivehastiginals, while texts interpreted from
French are significantly less repetitive. 12’s idésusignificantly undermine the
hypothesised universality of patterns observed@ahd point to the fact that the tendency
to repetitiveness hinges more on stylistic idioggses and possibly on one’s ‘immunity’

to interference.
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It is also interesting to compare both interpretersne another. Table 43 depicts
statistical differences with respect to the tengetw repetitiveness between each

interpreter’s output.

Table 43. Repetitiveness of 11 vs. 12: Results bf€juare tests calculated on raw counts in 2x2
contingency tables.

I1_ORG_SP_EN I11_SI_FR_EN I11_SI_DE_EN
vs. 12_ORG_SP_EN vs. 12_SI_FR_EN vs. 12_SI_DE_EN
2
X 6.28 0.028 5.28
p-value p<0.025 p>0.05 p<0.025

It reveals that while in non-interpreted discouBsmanifests a greater tendency to
repetition than 11, there is no significant diffiece in the way both men interpret from
French and that I1's language in interpretatioosnfiGerman is more repetitive. What
follows is that regardless of their natural tendetw repetitiveness manifested in non-
interpreted discourse, both interpreters are eguafietitive when working from French
into English. Such a finding indicates that indéeel pattern regarding repetitiveness in
interpretations from French observed in TIC mighaluniversal one and that the tendency
to repetitiveness, or the lack of it, is heavilytngent on the source language and subject
to interference. At the same time, the statistycsilfnificant difference between 11’s and
I2’s interpretation from German suggests that tieaehigh chance that one’s interpreting

style might be consistent enough to be less sutgdtis influence.

4.2.1.2. Lexical density

The next parameter tested in the investigatioriropbfication is lexical density, which
helps to establish how informative a text is. Lek@ensity is expressed as the proportion
of lexical words to the total number of running @®in the corpus. A lower proportion of
lexical words to function words i.e. the lower lexii density suggests that the text is less
informative and hence more simplified.

The superficial analysis of lexical density in Taldl4 expressed in percentage
suggests that I11's interpretations from Romancguages are less informative than
interpretations from German and his non-interpretisdourse. As shown in Table 45, in
fact, his output is very homogenous with respectetacal density i.e. there is no

statistically significant difference between therfcorpora.
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Table 44. Lexical density analysed on 720 word cmapf interpreter 11's non-interpreted and intetpd
discourse consisting of text samples.

|1 ORG_SP_EN I1_SI FR_EN I1_SI ES EN I1_SI DE_EN

Lexical

i 57% 56% 55%
density

57%

Table 45. Lexical density of 11: Results of Chi-aggitests calculated on raw counts in 2x2 contiogen

tables.
I1. ORG_SP_EN I1. ORG_SP_EN I1. ORG_SP_EN
vs. 11 SI FR_EN vs. 11 SI ES EN vs. 11 SI DE EN
X2 0.10 0.28 0.04
p-value p>0.05 p>0.05 p>0.05

Such results are very surprising when compardutgéneral tendencies observed
in TIC, where all interpretations regardless of Swurce language are statistically
significantly different from native English speeshand demonstrate greater lexical
density. It is the more unexpected, that in thistiea the source speeches of all
interpretations were read out, which means thataleould have been influenced by the
written word, while 11’s non-interpreted discouvsas not. Table 46 and Table 47 indicate
that the investigation of lexical density in |2rgerpretations and non-interpreted discourse
reveals the same uniformity of all analysed testéahe case of 11.

Table 46. Lexical density analysed on 720 word craf interpreter 12’s non-interpreted and intetpd
discourse consisting of text samples.

I2. ORG_SP_EN 12_SI_FR_EN 12_SI DE_EN

Lexical density 56% 55% 57%

Table 47. Lexical density of 12: Results of Chi-aggitests calculated on raw counts in 2x2 contiogen

tables.
I2_ ORG_SP_EN I2_ ORG_SP_EN
vs. 12_SI_FR_EN vs. 12_SI_DE_EN
X2 0.04 0.23
p-value p>0.05 p>0.05

The most likely explanation of such findings isttifathere are any differences
between the analysed corpora of I1 and 12, thesiplyghe sample subject to examination
in this section is too small to show it, which, hem&r, suggests that they are not

pronounced.

4.2.1.3. High frequency words

Finally, the last measure of simplification allotesletermine the range of vocabulary used

in the texts. A higher proportion of the most frequEnglish words in the analysed corpus
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indicates a narrower the range of vocabulary reatgr lexical simplification (for details of
the investigated list of words see Section 2.38l. Appendix 2).

As it can be seen in Table 48 and Table 49, buinferpretations form French,
interpreter 11’s interpreted and non-interpretestdurse is rather homogenous as regards
the range of used vocabulary. There is no statifisignificant difference between I11’'s
non-interpreted discourse and the interpretatimm Spanish and German. Interpretations
from French are statically significantly more leadly sophisticated, not only than the non-
interpreted texts, but also than interpretatioomfGermanx?=6.58, p<0.025). Thus, I11's
interpretations from French and German seem tedbistscally significantly different with
respect to two features: repetitiveness and rarfgeocabulary and in both cases
interpretations from French are more lexically cteawp Such an outcome once again
certifies to the fact that I11's interpretationsrfrd-rench are more subject to interference.
There are fewer high frequency words in I1’s iptetations from Spanish than in his
interpretations from German and non-interpretedalisse. The number, however, slightly
exceeds the values observed in interpretations Fanch. It is difficult to conclusively
point to the reasons of such a distribution, bug ppossible that I1’s interpretations are
influenced both by the source language and the stiyISpanish and French original

speakers, which might be different from the Germoaes.

Table 48. The proportion of high frequency wordalgsed on 720 word corpora of interpreter I11's
non-interpreted and interpreted discourse congistfriext samples.

11 ORG_SP_EN I1_SI_FR_EN 11 SI_ES_EN I1_SI_DE_EN
% High
frequency 63% 55% 59% 62%
words

Table 49. Lexical sophistication of 11's interprétend non-interpreted discourse: Results of Chasgu
tests calculated on raw counts in 2x2 contingeabies.

11 ORG_SP_EN 11 ORG_SP_EN I1._ORG_SP_EN

vs. I1_SI_FR_EN vs. I1_SI_ES_EN vs. I1_SI_DE_EN
X2 8.99 2.28 0.19
p-value p<0.01 p>0.05 p>0.05

The comparison of the range of vocabulary use®hbwy Interpretations and non-
interpreted discourse proves that the texts angvemogenous (see Table 50 and Table
51). Not only there is no difference between therpretations from French and German
and non-interpreted discourse, but also betweeimtbgpretations from the two respective

languagesx¢=0.28, p>0.05). This suggests, that with respethéaange of vocabulary
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I2’s speaking style does not differ from his intefjng style and his use of vocabulary is

not easily affected by interference.

Table 50. The proportion of high frequency wordalgsed on 720 word corpora of interpreter 12's
non-interpreted and interpreted discourse congistfriext samples.

12 ORG_SP_EN 12_SI_ FR_EN 12_SI DE_EN

% High

62% 57% 58%
frequency words

Table 51. Lexical sophistication of I11's interprétend non-interpreted discourse: Results of Chasgu
tests calculated on raw counts in 2x2 contingeables.

12_ORG_SP_EN I2_ORG_SP_EN

vs. 12_SI_FR_EN vs. 12_SI_DE_EN
x> 3.73 1.96
p-value p>0.05 p>0.05

Interpreter 11 and 12 do not differ significantiyth respect to the incidence of high
frequency words neither in interpretations frontiete*=1.77, p>0.05) nor from German
(x*=3.13, p>0.05). Neither is the overall tendencytadictory: in general in both cases
interpretations are slightly more lexically sopluated i.e. less simplified. What both
interpreters differ in is the homogeneity of thigkts: 11’s interpretations from French
deviate significantly from his non-interpreted discse, while 12's interpretations and non-

interpreted texts do not differ significantly.

4.3. Explicitness

The examination of explicitness in the present p&jas so far involved the analysis of
frequency of optionathat connective after reporting verbs, the frequencyirging
adverbials and the frequency of apposition mark&exyuency of both linking adverbials
and apposition markers turned to be exceedinglylsineady in oral subcorpora of TIC
and was a major roadblock to the full verificatadrexplicitness hypothesis. Hence, due to
insufficient data the tendency to explicitness aghmividual interpreters can only be
analysed based on the frequency of optitimaticonnective after reporting verbs. It must
be stressed, however, that also this analysis éas barried out on a very small and
unbalanced sample of interpreters’ output, andefoee it is impossible to venture any

generalisations. For the same reason, no statistgtehas been applied in this section.
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4.3.1. Optionalthat

In the analysis of optiondhat it is important to examine not only the frequemdyits
factual occurrence, but also the number of timasitltould have been used, but was not.
Hence Table 52 and Table 53 show not only the niisethresults, but also the raw
frequencies and percentage values expressingdpenion of the number of occurrences
of that connective to the actual number of situationsyhich it could have been used. It
must be stressed, however, that the analysed ssaramevery small and such are the
observed frequencies of the reporting verbs. Thegp¢age values presented in Table 52
and Table 53 are calculated based on raw valuestamdd serve as indicators only, as at
such low frequencies the percentage values charmgsiahlly with any additional
occurrence.

The use of optionahatin interpreter 11’s spoken discourse is considgrédss
frequent when compared to his interpretations. $amples are very small, so it is
impossible to speak of any definite trends, butdlesr proportion of optionahatin I1’s
spoken discourse signifies small tendency to ekpéss, which in this case may be
probably augmented by a slightly lower level oinfiadity. As it was suggested in Section
3.1.2.1. the higher level of formality might be asfethe key factors contributing to the
higher frequency of optionahat The researcher’s subjective impression was thiat |
speaking style was slightly less formal than hisrpretations and than I12’s speaking style.
Was it in fact the case, such an outcome could $aipgort to the claim that the level of
formality may be an important factor contributiregthe frequency level of this optional

complementizer.

Table 52. The proportion of optiondlat after reporting verbs analysed on the full coltatof
interpreter 11's interpretations and the full tramist of non-interpreted discourse normalised 90l
words. Raw frequencies in brackets.

I1. ORG_SP_EN 11 SI_FR_EN I1_SI_ES EN I1_SI_ DE_EN

that Z.C. that Z.C. that Z.C. that Z.C.
Total 0.37(2) | 2.02(11) 2.64(5 159(3) 135(@)1.69(5) | 1.42(7)| 0.61(3
that % 15% 63% 44% 70%

I1’'s spoken discourse seems to be altogether lepkcie than any of his
interpretations, which, on the other hand, do nanhfa homogenous group. Admittedly,
they are also not homogenous in the proportioroofce speeches delivered in oral and

read mode: in case of interpretations from Fremdut28 % of the source speeches were
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spoken, from Spanish 50% and as from German mudiO%s One could intuitively
assume that the corpus, in which the vast majofitthe source speakers spoke in an
unscripted fashion would most resemble the corplls®non-interpreted discourse. By
analogy, it would seem natural that the interpretatfrom French should be at the one end
of the continuum and interpretations from Germarth@another. As the frequency of the
optional complementizer lends support to neitheéhefabove assumptions, the impact of
the mode of delivery cannot be deemed a decisuterféor this parameter.

The proportion of optionathat in interpretations from French and German is
relatively similar and comparatively higher thannterpretations from Spanish. This is a
completely different pattern from the one obserwed|C, where interpretations from
Spanish are characteristic of the highest propodiamptional complementizéhnat of all
interpretations. That interpretations from Spars&nd out in this set in a way that is
completely different from the tendencies observedIC may be caused by manifold
factors. As suggested earlier in this Chapter, alroe that interpreter 11 imitates the
original speakers’ style, which happens to be lesglicit/formal. Another viable
explanation involves risk management strategielsisaccount of the differences between
interpretations from different languages (see $acti.1. ) interpreter 11 argued, that for
him, it was not the structure of the language, toiatown level of confidence in his
language skills that counted most. More precigehgdmitted, that although he has spoken
German and French only a few years longer he feteroonfident while interpreting from
these two languages. This situation can be assdcweith Pym’s (2007: 11-12) idea of
risk-reducing strategies (see 1.5.2. ). From hsumptions, it follows that when less
confident interpreters would rather try to refréiom being specific and explicit. This
particular case, does not involve any real incoeme#, as both 11 and 12 are very
experienced in interpreting in all their languagenbinations and they both have been
accredited by the EU institutions that are rencoviinigh interpreting standards. Therefore,
the slightly lower level of confidence in interpagbn from one of the source languages
would probably be rather a subjective opinion tlean actually lower standard of
interpretation. This subjective assessment may,eliew trigger more risk aversion
strategies contributing to the lower level of egjphiess.

Interpreter 12 more often resorts to optiotadt than to zero connective, both in
non-interpreted discourse and interpretations. th@dmode of delivery of the source
speeches had a significant impact on the frequehttye optional complementizer in the

target text, then similar results should be expkatzoss 12’s both interpretation corpora
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(as both of them have a very similar proportiothefspeeches that were originally spoken
or read out: 1/3 to 2/3. See Figure 13). This, haredoes not occur. Instead, the
frequencies are completely different. The decisastor must be also different from the
source language, as the corpus of I1’s interpretatirom the same language i.e. French
consists of the same proportion of interpretatmirspeeches that were originally read out
or spoken (1/3 to 2/3. See Figure 12) and yetribguency of optionahat seems to be
different.

As the mode of delivery does not appear to exgréat impact on this parameter, it
IS necessary to discuss the effect of other fachoraterpretations from French 12 chose to
use the optional connective in all cases. Considdris comment about transcoding (see
Section 4.1. ) and the fact that a complementgén iFrench obligatory after reporting
verbs it may be assumed that such a result coutdubrsed by interference.

Table 53. The proportion of optiondiat after reporting verbs analysed on the full coltatiof

interpreter 12’s interpretations and the full tramgt of non-interpreted discourse normalised QL
words. Raw frequencies in brackets.

2 ORG_SP_EN 12_SI_FR_EN I2_SI_ DE_EN

that Z.C. that Z.C. that Z.C.
TOTAL 1.21(7) 0.35(2) 1.96 (4) 0.00 (0) 3.16 (14 181
that % 78% 100% 64%

Interestingly, however, with respect to the analygarameter [12’s non-interpreted
discourse classifies somewhere in between intefjiwas from French and German. Such a
result also contradicts the patterns recurringrad subcorpora of TIC. Although the
differences are not enough to prove their stasistggnificance, to corroborate the
hypothesis that interpretations are always moré&a@iiman non-interpreted discourse one
would expect an opposite trend.

The examined corpora of I1 and I12’s interpreted mo-interpreted discourse are
very small and the results of such an analysis omiy be tentative.

Compared to Interpreter 12, Interpreter 11 useotenal complementizer far less
frequently while speaking and on average also fexsuently in interpretation. This
suggests that he may be in general less explanitititerpreter 12 i.e. that his speaking style
would also affect his interpretation with this resp Additionally, the interview with both
interpreters provides viable answers that couldaxphe differences between them.
Interpreter |11 seems to focus more on adjustingpéaking style to the original speaker,

while Interpreter 12 is more formal while intergreg and admits that it is possible to
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occasionally transcode the message from French-feondord. They may of course both
be using the same strategies, but in differenadns and with varying frequency. Their
focus on the ‘favoured’ strategy could partiallyrbsponsible for the observed results: I1's
interpretations are more varied, while 12’s morenfal with interpretations from French
characteristic of higher frequency of optionlaht. Based on the results of the above
analysis it is visible, however, that none of thierpreters is particularly consistent with
the use of optiondhatacross interpretations from different languagesthateither due
to interference, level of confidence in their ipetation, level of formality or yet other
factors, the incidence of optional connective seémnsary. This effect may also be

ascribed to the size of the corpora.

4.4. Normalisation

Normalisation in the present study has been snfesstigated with two measures: the
frequency of common lexical bundles and the freqyeof fixed expressions most

characteristic of spoken professional English. Due limited size of samples in the

analysis of interpreting style normalisation carekamined based on only one of the two
parameters that have been adopted earlier in thdy s.e. the most frequent fixed

expressions in spoken professional English.

4.4.1. Fixed expressions

The investigated fixed expressions are deemed thécteristic of professional spoken
English and do not pertain to any particular toplee list does not contain any pure idioms
and comprises mostly prepositional phrassdar as, as to, as well, as well as, at all tfirs

of all, in fact, in favour of, in order to, in tesof, kind of, of course, on behalf of, once
again, sort of, with regard tolt is assumed that a higher frequency of thesedfixe
expressions in a corpus points to the use of nmreentional language i.e. the tendency to
normalisation.

Interpreter 11 seems to use fixed expressions megeently in his interpretations

than in non-interpreted discourse. The differesc®t large between interpretations from
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French and German, but the frequency of investijig¢ens is more than twice higher in

interpretations from Spanish than in 11’s non-ipteted speech. Such pattern is in line
with the normalisation hypothesis, which stipulatest a more conventional language is
used in interpretation. This hypothesis has, howaee been confirmed in the analysis
carried out on TIC and due to a small size of tivestigated samples it is impossible to
predict, if the trend could also hold for othereimtretations delivered by I1.

Table 54. The frequency of fixed expressions i itterpreted and non-interpreted discourse noseli
per 1000 words.

I ORG_SP_EN I1_SI_ FR_EN I1_SI ES EN I1_SI DE_EN

TOTAL 3.12 4.23 7.08 4.26

The trend observed in the output of Interpretes bmpletely different. In his case
the most conventional language seems to be usewnrnterpreted discourse. 12’s
interpretations from French contain slightly lowember of frequent fixed expressions
than spoken discourse and twice as many as intatipres from German. The data of
Interpreter 12 does not corroborate normalisatigpdthesis and also at the same time
deviates from the pattern observed in TIC. In Ti@ien and Interpreting Corpus the
frequency of examined fixed expressions was con@ri@a the subcorpus of native
English speeches and the subcorpora of interppetafrom Germanic languages. In this
case, non-interpreted discourse is most convertiama interpretations are not

homogenous.

Table 55. The frequency of fixed expressions i IBterpreted and non-interpreted discourse noseli
per 1000 words.

|2 ORG_SP_EN 12_SI_ FR_EN 12_SI DE_EN

TOTAL 5.53 4.40 2.26

Both interpreters appear to use the examined esipres differently. While a slightly
higher frequency was observed in I1’s interpretaicather than in his non-interpreted
discourse, the trend observed in 12’'s corpora mepetely opposite. Interestingly both
interpreters reach for frequent expressions waimélar frequency when interpreting from
French, but this is where the similarity ends. Wniterpreting from German I1 uses the
investigated fixed expressions almost twice moaa 2. On the other hand, 12 uses them

more often in non-interpreted discourse.
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4.5. Simplification, explicitness and normalisation asdiosyncratic stylistic features

It appears that certain parameters investigatextamch of tendencies to simplification,
explicitness and normalisation may indeed aid imeading idiosyncratic stylistic
preferences.

As apparent from the analysis presented in theque\section interpreter 11 does
not seem to manifest any consistent tendency todegimplification or complexity that
could be discernible in all his interpretationsnfrdifferent languages. Apart from subtle
differences, usually not big enough to earn stasissignificance (with one exception, see
Section 4.2.1.3. ) I1's interpretations and nomipteted discourse appear to be very
similar. In fact no statistically significant tenuy to simplification was observed in any of
his interpretations. On the contrary, 11’s intetpt®ns from French do stand out from
other corpora as more lexically sophisticated dug lower proportion of high frequency
words (see 4.2.1.3.). As regards tendencies toldication, I1’s interpretations are rather
consistent with his speaking style, in that theyndodeviate significantly from the non-
interpreted discourse (except for the abovementioeredency to lexical sophistication in
interpretations from French). However, there sedém$e a statistically significant
difference with respect to repetitiveness and kxisophistication between 11's
interpretations from French and German, which ssiggex significant impact of
interference and lack of homogeneity with this szgpn his interpretations.

The analysis of the tendency to lexical simplificatproves that interpreter 12 is
fairly consistent with language used in interpiiets and non-interpreted discourse and
that his interpretations are never lexically sirfigdl. The only parameter of simplification
that clearly points to a difference between 12’s4materpreted and interpreted discourse is
the analysis of list heads, which indicates thgardless of the source language 12 is
significantly less repetitive while interpretingh& analysis of parameters pointing to
simplification has not shed light on any significaifferences other than greater lexical
repetitiveness in non-interpreted discourse.

It has been ascertained that interpreters 11 andel@ifferent notably in one aspect:
while 11 does not exhibit any consistent patterhsepetitiveness, informativeness or
lexical sophistication that could distinguish al$ Interpretations from non-interpreted

discourse, 12 does prove to be less repetitivdlihig interpretations regardless of the

131



source language. As evident form the analysis & glevious sections, one of the
parameters helped to spot one of the characteniatis of 12’s interpreting style.

None of the two interpreters is particularly cotesis in the tendency to
explicitness. 11 uses optiorthlaton average more frequently in his interpretatitiasitin
non-interpreted discourse, yet his interpretatioms Spanish seem to be considerably less
explicit than interpretations from French and Garma uses reporting verbs withat
more frequently than with zero connective, but destiates no consistency with this
respect and no greater explicitness in interprehag in non-interpreted speeches. When
compared to 12, I1 seems to be slightly more caoasisin the overall tendency to
explicitness in interpreting as opposed to nonrpreged discourse. 12 , on the other hand,
seems to be more explicit both in interpretatiod aan-interpreted discourse.

Undoubtedly the size of examined samples hindersriterpretation of data. At
such small frequencies it is difficult to speak afy consistency. The tendency to
normalisation of Interpreter |11 seems to be strongkis interpretations, but the observed
results suggest that it is dependent on the sdangeiage. A completely opposite trend
characterises Interpreter 12, who uses more coiom@itlanguage while speaking. What
both I1 and 12 have in common is that their intetations from different source languages
vary. The non-interpreted discourse of both intetgns seems to stand out from their
interpretations either as the least normalisedqiiille most normalised (12), in both cases
on the end of the normalisation continuum rathanthetween the values recorded for
respective interpretations. This suggests thakspgatyle of both interpreters differs from

their interpreting style.

4.6. Style vs. universal tendencies

As regards simplification, the analysis of idiossatic differences undermines the
observations regarding the universal patterns farpmeting in all examined aspects:
repetitiveness, informativeness and range of vdeapuFirstly, while in TIC, texts

interpreted from Spanish, German and Dutch arefetitive as native English speeches
and less repetitive than the ones interpreted fFoench, interpreter 12 proves to be
significantly less repetitive in interpretationstn French and from German than in non-

interpreted discourse. In this way 12 manifestsadure of his individual interpreting style
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that is significantly different from global patterabserved in TIC. Secondly, in TIC, native
English speeches demonstrate lower lexical dertbigyn all examined interpreting
subcorpora, whereas both 11 and 12 seem to usknigeage characteristic of the same
level of informativeness in all examined texts. &y, although in TIC the largest
proportions of high frequency words can be foundative English speeches, pointing to
their lexical simplification, 12 uses high frequgmeords equally often in all interpretations
as well as in non-interpreted discourse.

The investigation of the tendency to explicitndss/s that the results observed in
the output of individual interpreters deviate frahe global patterns. With his non-
interpreted discourse being far less explicit ttieninterpretations, Interpreter 11 remains
in line with the general tendency observed in @abcorpora of TIC (however the
discrepancy between non-interpretations and irngémpons is considerably more
pronounced in this case). The pattern is distdrtédat 11’s interpretations from Spanish
are the least explicit and there is a differenasvben interpretations from French and
German, while in TIC interpretations from Spanishthe most explicit and interpretations
from German and French do not differ in this resp&be outcomes of the analysis of
Interpreter 12’s speaking and interpreting stylendbcorrespond with the global patterns
observed in TIC either. The frequency of the omla@omplementizehatin 12’'s speaking
style happens to be higher than in his interpmtatirom German and lower than in the
texts interpreted from French, which translates im$ being more explicit while speaking
than while interpreting from German. Thus, the sy of interpretations to be more
explicit than native target language speeches ¢dreaeemed universal. There remains of
course a pertinent question, if investigation ofiéa samples of similar texts by the same
authors would confirm the pattern. It is especiadlijd since the results obtained in Section
4.3.1. due to their low numerical value cannotdsted statistically.

The outcome of the analysis investigating the tangleto normalisation in
interpreting does not reflect the patterns obsenva@dC. Interpreter |1 appears to use more
normalised language in his interpretations, whterpreter 12 seems more inclined to do
so in his non-interpreted speech. The texts pratibgeneither reflect exactly the patterns
visible in TIC, where a higher frequency of exandifized expressions pointing to greater
normalisation is observed in interpretations froomfance languages, while interpretations
from Germanic languages do not deviate signifigaintim native English speeches with

this respect. The analysis of I1’s interpreted mmkinterpreted texts seem to corroborate
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normalisation hypothesis, while the examinatioh2és data contradict it. None of those
results, however, can ultimately prove or disprihneshypothesis due to insufficiently big

samples.

4.7. Limitations of the micro study of idiosyncratic variation: interpreting style

The study described in the present Chapter providesble insight on tendencies that can
be observed in interpretations from different sedanguages and non-interpreted speech
of individual interpreters. It must be stressedyéeer, that the analysis has been carried
out on a compilation of data that is not in evesgext ideal.

The first limitation regards the size of sampléejsct to analysis. The number of
tokens of all texts produced by individual intetpre exceeds ten thousand words, which is
in itself a lot for a study on interpretation cafesiing the fact that transcriptions of
authentic interpreting data is very difficult totaim. On the other hand, corpus-based
methodology requires abundance of text for a hygmthto be properly tested and the
results statistically significant. This criterioasinot been met and therefore, the results
presented in Chapter Three should be treated asatnae only.

The second constraint is very closely related ¢osilze of the examined corpora,
authenticity of data and difficulty in obtainingegant interpreting material and regards
balance. It is very difficult to maintain balanckavariety of factors such as source
language speaker, topic or mode of delivery withuch small corpora. In fact, in the
investigation of style presented in this Chapterlyaexts used for the analysis of
simplification were properly balanced with respexthe source speaker and mode of
delivery of the original speech. In the remaininglgses of explicitness and normalisation
all available texts were used as the list of ingeséd lexical items was far more specific.

The third flaw of the data is that non-interpretecordings were carried out for the
sake of the experiment and the situation of therdkng was less formal. What is more, the
interpreters were prompted by questions to enceutsgn to talk on the subjects related to
the European Union. Although the subjects weramntetrupted in their responses, which
therefore assumed the form of at least two-minuieatogues, the mere fact that they were
answering a question could have affected the streicif the text. It is believed, however,

that such a constraint would not have severelyctdtelexis. What it could have affected
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was the level of formality and possibly the tendetocrepetition. These aspects have been
taken into account in the interpretation of thaeuhess

Finally, as in any study in the field of translati@nd Interpreting Studies conducted
on comparable corpora it is impossible to verifyduat extent certain results could have
been influenced by the source texts.

For the reasons enumerated above, the resultsietitai the study presented in
Chapter Four must be treated as indicative onlprdier to confirm the observed trends,

the analysis should be carried out on a far biggermore representative sample.

Table 56. Juxtaposition of the outcomes of micralgsis.

0
@ Are individual Is individual interpreting style different| Do individual
.g interpreters from speaking style? interpreters
S consistent in their differ from
Tested : .
3 parameters tendencies each other in
£ regardless of the their
% source language?| |11 12 interpreting
n style?
yes
List head yes no (interpreted texts | yes
are less simplified)
zZ
O
|_
< .
Q | Lexcal no no no no
L | density
-
o
=
[9)] *
. yes N
High (interpreted texts yes
frequency no are less (interpreted texts | no
words simplified) are less simplified)
o | Optional yes
ﬂ connective yes (interpreted texts| no yes
£ | that are more explicit)
O ——
7 Linking ) i i i
X adverbials
w Apposition ) i i i
markers
Z .
O | Lexical
= - - - -
< bundles
D
§ yes yes
o Fixed phrases| yes (interpreted texts (interpreted texts | yes
O are more .
z normalised) are less normallsedP

* denotes an observable, but not statistically ifigant trend; “-* signifies that the parameter e been
tested due to small size of the sample.
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Conclusions

As it has been argued in Chapter One, the researchiversals and investigations of style
complement one another. Universality of a selefgatlire may be questioned if it cannot
be traced in texts produced by an individual amldifficult to discern a feature that could
characterise the style of only one particular irdiral without comparing it to a broader
context of general trends. Although this relatias ko far not been extensively researched
in the field of Corpus-based Translation or Intetimg Studies, such is the perspective
assumed in the present dissertation, whose obgedsv to investigate whether
simplification, explicitness and normalisation, aoonly acknowledged translation
universals may be regarded as interpreting unilessal to what extent their prominence
in interpreted discourse depends on interpretditsyncratic stylistic preferences.

This idea has been operationalised into four resepuestions and four preliminary
hypotheses that have been investigated in macroamd analyses introduced in Chapter
Two and carried out in Chapter Three and Chaptar.Hthe present concluding section
reviews the outcomes of the macro analysis andhthieo analysis in a consolidated way
and against this backdrop strives to provide answeathe research questions. To facilitate

the analysis, the results of tested parametensiataposed in Table 57.
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Table 57. Juxtaposition of the outcomes of macrbraitro analysis.

MACRO ANALYSIS MICRO ANALYSIS
e)
D  |Tested Are individual interpreters Is individual interpretina stvle different f :
£ o i : 5 . X ) . preting style difierent  |Do individual interpreters
% § parameters Has the universal been confirmed- Cons|3'|:ent |nfthhe|r tendencies from Speaking Style? differ from each other in
X © regardless of the source L )
o Q@ TIC I 12 language? 11 12 their interpreting style?
no yes
List head no no (all interpreted texts |yes no (interpreted texts argyes
are less simplified) less simplified)
. no
Z LeX|c_aI all interpreted texts argno no no no no no
O |d
O ensity s
:: less simplified)
)
% High no no no yes* yes*
o |frequenc all interpreted texts arg(all interpreted texts |(all interpreted texts |no interpreted texts aré(interpreted texts argno
s q y p p p p p
5 |words less simplified*) are less simplified*) |are less simplified*) less simplified) less simplified)
Optional yes yes yes
connective |(interpreted texts are |(interpreted texts are\no yes (interpreted texts argno yes
% that more explicit) more explicit) more explicit)
w
u —
= Llnklng_ no ) ) ) ) ) )
G |adverbials
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& gr;rilt()::tslon (interpreted texts are |- - - - - -
w more explicit)
. yes
z  |Lexical (interpreted texts - - - . . -
O |bundles h
= normalised)
5
|
< Fixed yes no yes yes
E hrases no (interpreted texts are|(interpreted texts arelyes (interpreted texts are(interpreted texts argyes
% P more normalised) |less normalised) more normalised) |(less normalised)

* denotes an observable, but not statisticallynificant trend;

“ou

signifies that the parameter shanot been tested due to small size of

the sample.
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None of the hypothesized universals has been umijoconfirmed by all tested
parameters and therefore the first hypothesis lstipg that all simultaneous
interpretations tend to use more simplified, mogelieit and more normalised language

has been disproved.

The first of the investigated parameters of sinigaiion i.e. the proportion of the
corpus represented by list head pointing to theesllesf repetitiveness does not
unequivocally point to simplification as a univeifeature of interpreting. The outcomes of
macro analysis suggest that the tendency to reeidss in interpreting may be influenced
by several factors such as the mode of delivertheforiginal speaker or the source
language. The analysis of TIC shows that interpiceta from French seem to be the least
repetitive — even less repetitive than the nativgliEh speeches, while interpretations from
Spanish and German the most. A similar trend camlzd observed in the micro analysis of
I1’s interpretations. On the other hand the maao@adysis of interpretations from Spanish
focused on the impact of the mode of delivery efdahginal speaker proves that at least in
the case of this language combination the modelofaty may have a significant impact
on the repetitiveness of interpreted languageiritexpretations of speeches that were
originally read out prove to be as repetitive agiveaEnglish speeches, while
interpretations of unscripted speeches are sigmfig more repetitive. It is difficult,
however, to predict if that trend could be univéraa interpretations from Spanish in all
analysed corpora seem to be always the most nepetif all interpretations. Micro
analysis also does not confirm the simplificatigpdthesis. Interpretations delivered by 11
are not statistically different from his non-intesfed discourse. The comparison of
percentage values that could suggest certain treémalss that 11’s interpretations from
different languages are either more repetitivenif@panish and German) or less repetitive
(from French) than his non-interpreted discourses &ven if the percentage values were
indicative, they would suggest that the interpretet differ with respect to the source
language and are not as a group either more ordessitive than 11’s non-interpreted
discourse. The case of 12 is completely differkins.interpretations are very homogenous
with this respect and statistically significantlss repetitive than his non-interpreted
discourse. This trend might be influenced by thelenaf delivery of the original speeches,
which in case of the corpora used in the testifopBfication was always read rather than
spoken. In terms of a universal pattern, such &oowe points rather to a trend opposite to

simplification. As a result, judging by macro andcra analyses described in Chapter
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Three and Chapter Four, repetitiveness and carenobbsidered a universal feature of
interpreting. It has been confirmed that when prtetations are based on speeches that
were originally read out, interpreted languageiksly to be less repetitive than non-
interpreted language.

The examination of lexical density does not corrab® the simplification
hypothesis either. Macro analysis points to a umfand statistically significant trend that
holds for all interpreting corpora in TIC accordita which interpretations are more
lexically dense i.e. more informative than speecbeginally produced in English.
Moreover, the investigation of interpretations gfaSish speeches delivered in two
different modes proves that the mode of deliveryheforiginal speech does not have a
statistically significant impact in this languageaip Based on the outcome of macro
analysis one could infer that regardless of theclanguage and the mode of delivery of
the original speech, interpretations are alwaysiaantly more dense than native English
speeches. As stressed in Chapter Two, a featuleé aoly be regarded universal if proved
to be a feature of all investigated corpora andntiiero analysis of texts produced by
interpreters 11 and 12 presented in Chapter Foasamt confirm this trend. The language
of non-interpreted discourse of interpreter 11 does differ statistically from his
interpretations. Judging merely by percentage &aluis interpretations from French and
Spanish are less lexically dense than interpretatioom German and non-interpreted
discourse, which if treated as indicative of adrerould point to the lack of homogeneity
in the group of I11’s interpretations. Exactly tterge pattern can be observed in case of
interpreter 12: the statistical test does not ptorgny differences between interpreted and
non-interpreted texts and percentage values caujosoggest lack of homogeneity in the
group of interpretations. Hence, although the macralysis points clearly to a uniform
pattern, according to which interpretations areagisvmore lexically dense i.e. more
informative and thus less simplified than nativegish speeches, the feature cannot be
regarded universal, as it has not been reflectediéno analysis.

The final parameter of simplification involves #eamination of the proportion of
high frequency words which indicates the levelefital sophistication. The higher the
proportion of the investigated lexis, the more difigal the text. Of all parameters of the
putative universals investigated in this studyatgelexical sophistication is most likely to
be a universal feature of interpreting, althoughtémdency has not been fully corroborated

by all statistical tests. The results obtained acro analysis of oral subcorpora of TIC
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prove unambiguously that all interpreting subcoapowntain a lower proportion of high
frequency words than native English speeches. dibaly disproves the simplification
hypothesis and suggests that interpretations are lexically sophisticated regardless of
the source language. The examination of interpogtaif Spanish speeches read out vs.
spoken prove that the tendency may be strongeittieaimpact of the mode of delivery of
the original speeches. The same trends can bevalolsarmicro analysis of interpreted and
non-interpreted discourse of individual interpretét and 12. The percentage values
indicate that interpretations are more lexicallptssticated than non-interpreted discourse.
The degree of this sophistication does vary, bthiécase of both I1 and 12 the corpora of
non-interpreted discourse are characterised bgheehproportion of high-frequency words
than any of the interpretations. The trend, howeigenot corroborated by the test of
statistical significance.

The present study investigated the tendency toi@tmss by means of three
parameters: the frequency of optional complementizat, the incidence of linking
adverbials and apposition markers. Only the fissameter could be investigated both in
macro and micro analysis. The macro analysis revbal optional complementizérat
follows reporting verbs more frequently in all irgesting subcorpora of TIC, regardless of
the source language proving greater explicitnefissonterpreted language (which may be
caused by a greater formality see Section 3.1.2.The micro analysis does not
corroborate these results. Indeed, in the caseerfireter 11 interpreted language seems to
be more explicit; the non-interpreted language shawclear preference for the zero
connective, while interpretations from French, Sglarand German exhibit a higher
incidence of optional complementizéat. The tendency, however, is manifested in a very
uneven way with the interpretations from Spanisimifeating a lower frequency of the
investigated phenomenon when compared to the net@tpons from French and German.
The analysis of the output of interpreter |12 codicts the explicitness hypothesis. While
interpreting from French 12 opted for the optiotiatin all cases, where the connective
could have been used, in the case of interpret&ton Germarthatwas used in only 63
per cent of the total instances that allowed foFimally, in non-interpreted discourse 12
resorted to optiondhatin 78 per cent of instances, which disrupts théepabbserved in
TIC and in 11. Along with the prerequisites setlfioin Chapter Two, for a tendency to be
regarded universal, it has to be corroborated bgfdahe tests carried out in the present

study. Hence, it cannot be ultimately confirmedtttiee language of simultaneous
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interpretation would as a rule manifest a higheidence of optional connectitieatafter
reporting verbs.

The other two parameters that indicate a greatetency to explicitness i.e. the
frequency of linking adverbials and the incidenéejgposition markers could only be
investigated in macro analysis due to their lowaerall frequency in the spoken language,
which would in the case of micro analysis be insight. The examination of the
frequency of linking adverbials in macro analysi®ws that the outcomes of this
parameter rely heavily on the source languagedtieen proved that when compared with
the subcorpus of native English speeches, the tigetsd linking adverbials occur
statistically significantly more frequently in theterpretations from French and from
German, while the interpretations from Spanishfameh Dutch do not differ from them
significantly. The frequency of apposition markiergterpretations from French, Spanish
and Dutch is statistically significantly differefmbm the one observed in native English
speeches. There is much smaller gap between teedad interpretations from German,
but it must be stressed that the difference is ehrge to being statistically significant.
Although the incidence of apposition markers exeibin interpreting subcorpora of TIC
cannot indisputably point to greater explicitnelsthe interpreted language, it is likely that
a bigger sample could confirm such a tendency. Ehananalysis of the compiled corpora
it follows that the tendency is not pronounced gioto be regarded universal.

The tendency to normalisation has in the presediydteen investigated with two
parameters: the frequency of common lexical bundied fixed expressions most
characteristic of professional spoken English. &mmination of common lexical bundles
in macro analysis confirmed the normalisation higpsts. Lexical bundles generated based
on the subcorpus of native English speeches andnoanfior all oral subcorpora of TIC
prove to be significantly more frequent in intetprg subcorpora than in the corpus based
on which they have been generated. Although traeteey is statistically significant across
all interpreting corpora, the difference betweetimesEnglish speeches and interpretations
from French is least pronounced and, in fact, déttett resembles the reference subcorpus
more than any of the remaining interpreting subcapAs the same trend can be observed
in the corresponding examination of translationceupora, it may be assumed that
interference greatly affects this parameter, auinitpact is still less significant than the
tendency to use conventionalised language. Lekigatlles were not investigated in the

micro analysis of interpreting style due to smaksof samples. It would be, however
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interesting to know if the same pattern could bgeobked in individual interpreters. Were
that the case, this parameter of normalisation d/bel a likely candidate for a universal
feature.

The second parameter does not corroborate the hsatnan hypothesis. The
investigated set of fixed expressions characterigtspoken professional English turns to
be best represented in interpretations from Romiamggiages, while interpretations from
Germanic languages exhibit the same incidenceeninthestigated expressions as native
English speeches. Interestingly, the pattern insteded subcorpora of TIC is almost
directly reverse: the occurrence of investigateddiexpressions is higher in translations
from Germanic languages. For that reason, it fecdit to ascribe the lack of homogeneity
in the interpreting and translation subcorpora,civtariginate from the same source text
merely to interference. One of the possible reasnag be the interpreters’ stylistic
preference.

The second preliminary hypothesis assumed thatvicheal interpreters are
consistent in all their tendencies to simplify, ksifise and normalise regardless of their
source language. It has been only partially cordanwhile the interpreters are consistent
in some tendencies (e.g. to be less repetitiveewhterpreting from different languages
than while speaking) and inconsistent in others.

There are three features that appear to distindaishinterpretations in general
from his non-interpreted discourse; greater lexisaphistication (no tendency to
simplification), greater explicitness and more nalised language. None of these
tendencies have been confirmed by statistical &agtshey do not manifest at a consistent
level across all interpretations. Of all texts proeld by 11, non-interpreted discourse
exhibits the greatest incidence of high frequenoyds, indicating that the remaining text
i.e. all interpretations are more lexically sopicested. The group of interpretations is,
however, very heterogeneous with this respect Geetion 4.2.1.3. ), with some
interpreting subcorpora (SI_ES_EN) resembling merpreted discourse more than other
interpretations. Furthermore, all texts producedlbybe it interpretations or non-
interpreted discourse, are fairly consistent witbspect to repetitiveness and
informativeness, which proves that the source laggudoes not influence these two
features and that I1’s interpretations are not fie@. All I1’s interpretations seem also to
use optional complementizératon averagenore often than non-interpreted texts. It does

not follow, however, that their level of explicieis consistent: I11’s interpretations from
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Spanish stand out as less explicit. Finally, Ilespp to use more normalised (conventional)
language while interpreting: his interpretationkibit greater incidence of the investigated
fixed expressions than non-interpreted texts. Atagfeature is far from consistent: while
interpretations from French and German are verylaimwith this respect, interpretations
from Spanish manifest almost twice as high frequesfcthe investigated expressions
suggesting that the language is most normalised.

A tendency to lower repetitiveness, greater lexisaphistication and less
normalised language make 12’s interpretations ckfiefrom his non-interpreted speech.
While interpreting 12 has proved to be less repetiand seems to use more sophisticated
vocabulary and less normalised language. Statigti&ts point to a significant difference in
repetitiveness of language used by 12 in his im&ggtions from French and German when
compared to non-interpreted discourse provingtitsinterpretations are less simplified.
Apart from using less repetitive language, 12 sealsg to employ a smaller number of
high frequency English words in his interpretatitren in non-interpreted discourse. This
trend is not strong enough to be confirmed by Stiatl tests i.e. neither interpretations
from French, nor from German differ significantipi the non-interpreted discourse, but
the percentage values representing the proportibigl frequency words in these corpora
are consistent and lower than in the non-intergrepeech. If indeed such a tendency could
be proved on a bigger sample as a consistenofri@s interpreting style, it would be less
pronounced than 12’s tendency to lower repetitigsrend more difficult to spot. The last
parameter of simplification i.e. lexical densitysIs that regardless of the source language
all interpretations manifest a consistent levehtdrmativeness, which, however, does not
deviate from the one characteristic of 12’s noreipteted discourse.

Judging by normalised frequencies of the investigaxpressions characteristic of
professional spoken English it may be inferred tBa¢mploys more such expressions
while speaking than in interpretations. Neverthglewith the occurrence of the
abovementioned expressions twice higher in intéagons from French than in
interpretations from German one cannot speak o$istency that could be independent
from the source language.

The third preliminary hypothesis has been confirntled two interpreters, whose
interpreting and speaking style has been subjeantdysis do differ in the way they
interpret and the distinctive features involvetdraency to repetitiveness, explicitness and

normalisation.
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Firstly, neither 11 nor I2 shows a consistent terayeto simplify language when
interpreting. 12 is consistently less repetitivesimultaneous interpretation than in non-
interpreted discourse. This feature is manifestdus interpretations both from French and
from German and both interpreting corpora are figbhmogenous with this respect. At the
same time each deviates significantly from the esi 12’s non-interpreted discourse. No
such consistency could be spotted in texts intezdrby 11, none of which deviates from
his non-interpreted speech. At the same time, inbénpreters differ significantly in their
interpretations from German and their level of t#peness is very similar in
interpretations from French. This means that whearpreting from French, I1 is as
repetitive as 12, but that is not a consistentueadf his interpreting.

Secondly, 11 seems to be more explicit in his prtetations than in non-interpreted
speech, while 12 is very inconsistent with thispexs. Due to a small size of the tested
sample and consequently, a low number of occuregiitde impossible to determine how
strong this trend is. The respective percentaggegadhow, however, that 12 would rather
opt for a zero connective after reporting verbsam-interpreted discourse and choose
optionalthat,at least twice as frequently in all interpretatid@son the other hand, prefers
optionalthatboth in interpretations and in non-interpreted olisse, but the pattern of use
in interpretations does not deviate from non-intetgd texts in any consistent way.

Finally, the two interpreters differ in their temay to normalisation. While I11’s
interpretations tend to use more conventional laggu.e. more high frequency fixed
expressions, interpretations delivered by 12 exliltower incidence of the said items than
his non-interpreted discourse. Similarly to exphiess, this difference has not been verified
by statistical tests due to low frequency of iniggged items, but comparison of
normalised frequencies point to a trend in I11'giiptetations, which cannot be spotted in
I2’s interpreted discourse.

Of the three features that distinguish 11 and i@terpreting styles, one has been
confirmed as statistically significantly differeantd the remaining two should be tested on
bigger samplés Be it just one, two or all three discussed fesguhat make it possible to
tell the two interpreters apart, the fact that saadtiistinction can be made proves that
interpreters have their own interpreting style,ethmay, in reality, be manifested by more

characteristic features than the ones investigatéds study.

® The tests have not been carried out at all dievidrequency of the investigated items.
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The final, fourth, preliminary hypothesis stiputagithat one’s interpreting style is
similar to their speaking style has been partialiyfirmed. Looking at the tests for
statistical significance carried out to measurted#inces between corpora compiled of I1's
interpretations from three different languages dngl non-interpreted speech it is
impossible to spot any pronounced tendency comsigteall interpretations that could
significantly differ from non-interpreted speeclhnig means that among the investigated
features none is prominent enough to stand ouhasacteristic of 11’s interpreting or
speaking style. On the other hand, percentage wvabadéculated for all respective
parameters, may be indicative of certain less proned tendencies. These would involve
a greater use of optional complementigeat in interpretations in general (although
interpretations do not seem to be homogenous Wwishréspect) and higher incidence of
fixed expressions characteristic of spoken protesdiEnglish. The latter two tendencies,
would suggest slight tendencies to explicitnessranthalisation.

It appears that with respect to the proportionigh irequency words and the use of
optionalthat, it is interpretation from Spanish that resemblésnbn-interpreted discourse
the most. On the other hand, his interpretatiara f6panish manifest the highest incidence
of fixed expressions symptomatic of normalisatiims may be associated with a comment
made by the interpreter himself, in which he adeditto feeling less confident in his
interpretations from Spanish. One could only spsteuthat being less convinced of his
interpretation 11 may attempt, consciously or suisctously, to sound most naturally,
which would explain the proportion of high frequgneords and lower incidence of
optionalthatwhich are more similar to the parameters charatienf his non-interpreted
discourse. The increased frequency of fixed expesscould be then triggered by a
conscious or subconscious attempt to ‘conceal’ l#uk of confidence with more
conventional languades a part of risk-avoiding strategy.

Interpreting style of the second interpreter 12 sldéfer significantly from his
speaking style with respect to one feature anchtrealised frequency values point to
traces of more subtle divergence. 12 exhibits aniBaantly lower tendency to
repetitiveness in simultaneous interpretation tharon-interpreted discourse. This feature

Is consistent in his interpretations from Frencld &mm German. Corpora of texts

® As explained in the previous Chapter, the subjecfeeling of lower confidence concerning the
interpretation from Spanish, in the case of adteddnterpreters with extensive professional eiqrere
cannot be considered any factual lack of competence
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interpreted by 12 from French and from German dovaoy from each other with respect to
repetitiveness, but each of the two differs sigaifitly from the corpus of 12’s non-
interpreted discourse. No such consistency cougpb#ed in texts interpreted by 11, none
of which deviates from his non-interpreted spedtmust be stressed that the source
speeches of interpretations were read out angh@ssible that the mode of delivery of the
source speech might have augmented the discrepaatwyeen 12's speaking and
interpreting style. Additionally, 12’s interpretatis seem to point to a more conventional
language use than his non-interpreted discoursd &nclusions may be drawn judging
by normalised frequency values of fixed expressiomsst characteristic of spoken
professional English. Such a subtle and not vensistent tendency merely points to a
possible less pronounced characteristic trait ef ititerpreter’'s style and should be
investigated on a bigger collection of texts.

It appears that the tendency to simplification,tloe lack of it, is in case of
interpreting a far more complex issue than in tiegtien. In general, the results of the
present study have in most cases contradicted £a®d1998) observations regarding
translation and are in line with Sandrelli and Baralli’'s (2005) findings, which suggest
that simplification in interpreting may be dependamthe language pair. As evident from
the analyses presented in Chapter One, the tendenisg more repetitive language may
depend on the source language and the mode oédebfthe source speech. The extent of
this impact remains to be estimated by future mesedout the outcomes of the present
analysis seem to imply that the mode of delivery eert greater effect on some language
pairs than on others (as visible in Section 3.1.dekpite a similar proportion of texts
interpreted from read speeches the list head paeasnare different in the case of
interpretations from French and from Dutch). Noh#nese factors, however, have proved
to significantly affect the level of informativersesr lexical sophistication of interpreted
language, which have revealed to be consisterghehiin all examined interpretations than
in native English speeches.

Interpreted texts do not exhibit as prominent adésicy to explicitness as
translations. Olohan and Baker’s (2000) observatregarding the increased frequency of
optionalthatin translation have been confirmed in all intenmggsubcorpora of TIC, while
Kruger and Van Rooy’s (2010) linking adverbials avidttesayire’s (2004) apposition
markers have not pointed to a uniform tendencyxgi@tness in interpreting. While

translations demonstrate a significantly higheideoce of optionahat, linking adverbials
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and apposition markers than native English textserpretations manifest greater
explicitness only with respect to the first paraenatigher frequency of optiontdatafter
reporting verbs is indeed a sign of greater explgss, but it may be argued, that it could
just as well be a ‘side-effect’ of the interpreteatempts to be more formal or more
conventional in the use of language. The facttttetise of the optional complementizer is
the sole parameter corroborating the explicitnggstnesis in interpreting makes such an
interpretation all the more plausible. Interpretaesy be less inclined towards explicitness
for various reasons relating mostly to the spedharacter of the interpreting task. The
linearity constraint increases the chance thataalaytional linking adverbial could in the
view of consecutive statements turn misappliedt #te focus of the original message and
lead to misunderstandings or hamper comprehengiome constraint, on the other hand,
may prevent interpreters from excessive use of sippn. Additionally, simultaneous
interpreting due to its immediacy involves a coesadbly higher risk of miscomprehension
and may consequently evoke more risk-avert behaviowther words, when uncertain,
interpreters would be more cautious not to rendenes utterances more explicitly as
implicit formulations leave more room for interpagdn on the part of the target recipient.
Translators, however, may ponder on a problemedignient long enough to arrive at a
satisfactory solution that they would be eagemitoele as overtly as possible to increase
the reader’'s comprehension and facilitate the papeocessing the text.

Also, most probably due to the immediacy of theipteting task and the ensuing
higher impact of interference, the language ofrprigtation appears to use conventional
patterns inconsistently. While common lexical b@sdhre indeed more frequent in
interpretations, it seems, that their occurrendeendent on the source language because
the interpretations from French deviate from nakwglish speeches less than remaining
interpretations. On the other hand, the investayfited expressions are more frequent in
interpretations from Romance languages. It may hes tconcluded that not in all
interpreting situations will the interpreters usewentional language. This is, on one hand,
a surprising finding, considering that reaching foore conventional language i.e.
structures that are retrieved more automaticatitgrpreters can ‘save’ their processing
capacity in this component and allocate it to &edént one e.g. processing numbers or
memorizing a longer passage of the original texttli® other hand, it is possible that in
certain language pairs the effect of interferescnonger than convention and retrieving

more typical expressions in such cases would dgtiegjuire greater processing capacity.
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Although the results of the present study sugdestinterpreting and translation
differ with respect to the tendencies to simplifica, explicitation or normalisation, it does
not follow that the language of interpretationasnpletely deprived of them. The present
study advanced research in this area in that wqufaat which points translation and
interpreting diverge. Due to numerous differenaws/ben the two modes, they may be less
pronounced or perhaps manifested on different istgustrata that have yet to be delved
into (see Shlesinger 1995, Gumul 2006). Furtheliegon of corpus linguistics methods
in both interpreting and translation research igoto allow for more advanced solutions
facilitating the comparison of both modes.

The termuniversalhas for a long time been regarded controversi@tamslation
Studies (see Section 1.4.) as categorical in @atus in the context of translation and
Interpreting Studies applied to very elusive cot&efhe meaning of the term suggests that
whatever feature is denoted as universal, it applee every instance of a given
phenomenon and in a way implies that it is alseliaht. The controversy is triggered by
the fact that researchers in the discipline seemséahe termniversalto denote features
which are not clearly defined and appear to be ipeseurrent. Such is also the case of the
features examined in the present study, which settm verify if the tendencies to
simplification, explicitation and normalisation ddube observed in all analysed
interpretations i.e. whether they could be congideas interpreting universals and the
outcomes prove that they are at best only recuiremterpreting. Out of all tested
parameters only the tendency to lexical sophistinatertifying against simplification is a
likely candidate for an interpreting universal, agh a trend can be observed in all
examined corpora both in macro and micro analySlésemaining features, even though
significantly more frequent in interpretations thamative English speeches, when tested
on large scale, have not been pronounced enougge toonsidered characteristic of
interpreting in micro analysis or have been in féisproved. The question is, whether a
merely recurrent feature may be considered unildfsso, then not only greater lexical
sophistication, but also higher level of informatiess and increased formality may, based
on the outcomes of the present study, be put fahaarputative interpreting universals.
These features have been proved to occur in allprdting corpora of TIC, regardless of
the source language (see Chapter Three), but lhbeen manifested in all interpretations

of individual interpreters (see Chapter Four)s kidvocated in the present paper, however,

148



that a distinction be made between universal andrrent features, as such a radical
approach may facilitate future investigations @& timtology of those features.

The ontology of recurrent and universal featuresioabe investigated only with
corpus linguistics methods as they focus on thelyebof interpreting and translation
process. Further comparative research of intengetnd translation, may, however, shed
light on which features are more likely to be aule®f more deliberate or fully
subconscious strategies. The tendencies obsertahglation and absent in interpretation
may suggest that certain linguistic features thiattaday perceived as universal and
inherent in the process of translation are in fatsult of consciously applied strategies
most probably reinforced by training. With growiegperience these strategies may
become automatic, but it is possible that a diffekénd of training would trigger different
responses.

The value of the present study for the disciplies hot only in the number of
guestions that it has successfully answered, lsat ial raising new ones that could be
further investigated thus contributing to methodjidal advances in the examination of
interpreted language. Both macro and micro anabfdise present study raise questions
that should be addressed in greater detail indunterpreting research.

One of the issues that should be further explosethe effect of the mode of
delivery of the original speech on universals. Enesesearch indicates that the mode of
delivery of the source speech might have an impacepetitiveness of the target text, but
this impact may vary across different languagespdihis problem could not have been
sufficiently explored due to the make-up of thd etdbcorpora of TIC. As only the corpus
of interpretations from Spanish is balanced witls tiespect, simplification could be
properly investigated only on Spanish-English laagg pair. The results point to a
significant difference between texts interpreteafrdifferent modes with respect to
repetitiveness, and suggest that no tendency tplifitation can be observed in the
analysis of the degree of informativeness or ldxdoghistication. To discover if similar
trends hold for explicitness and normalisation woeld need a different size of corpora.
An analysis, based on the frequency of lexical #goalls for sets of yet larger corpora
compiled of texts interpreted from different modieat would enable a comparison of a
sufficient number of such parameters as linkingegloials, apposition markers or lexical

bundles.
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An interesting tendency was observed also in thraranalysis of interpreting
style, but due to the small scale of the study eegalisation could be made. It appears
that the fact that one of the interpreters feeds tmnfident in interpretation from a specific
language may be correlated with his tendency toetowxplicitness and greater
normalisation. Such features could be perceived@sscious or subconscious risk
avoidance strategies. This apparent trend shoulthdmected more scrupulously, as
determining the circumstances at which tendendesxplicitness or normalisation are
increased may shed light on the ontology of intetipg universals and possibly also
translation universals.

It is hoped that the innovative research solutipresented in this thesis will
contribute to the further methodological advancenuérine branch of Translation and
Interpreting Studies that investigates the natéitkeotranslated and interpreted language.
It seems that a joint perspective on universals sigigé has a lot to offer, as it helps
distinguish potentially universal patterns not neat a macro level, where the cumulative
effect of many interpreted or translated texts magrshadow individual examples that
defy the universal trend, but also at a micro ledelt allows to prove or disprove a
hypothesised universal at the same time indicatihigh of the examined features are
rather to be attributed to idiosyncratic stylispoeferences. Similarly, it has proved
worthwhile in this particular case to examine tleeurring patterns by comparing
interpreting and translation corpora with respedhie source languages, as opposed to
joining all the texts into two larger corpora wheurce languages are mixed. Such an
approach makes it possible to discern featuresypdy all interpreted or translated texts
from patterns characteristic of selected languaajes pnly. These and other solutions
adopted in the present study may be not only hadudeveloped and refined by others,
but also serve as a spring board for new approaitizswill eventually increase our

understanding of the interpreted and translateguage.
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Appendices

APPENDIX 1

The list of function words used in the calculatafriexical density.

a, above, across, after, against, all, along, aldeg although, amid, amidst, among,
amongst, an, and, any, anybody, anything, anywherepos, as, at, atop, because, before,
behind, below, beneath, beside, besides, betwegand, both, but, can, can't, cos, could,
couldn't, dare, daren't, despite, doesn't, domitind, each, either, every, everybody,
everyone, everywhere, except, few, for, from, e hhe'll, he's, her, hers, herself, him,
himself, his, how, however, if, in, inside, intg,if'd, it's, its, itself, many, may, mayn't, me,
mhm, might, mine, minus, much, must, mustn't, myseif, needn't, neither, never,
nevertheless, no, no-one, nobody, non, nonethelessne, nor, not, notwithstanding, of,
off, on, or, ought, oughtn't, our, ours, oursehas, outside, over, per, plus, shall, shan't,
she, she'd, she'll, she's, should, shouldn't, ssagesome, somebody, someone, than, that,
that'd, that'll, that's, the, thee, their, theihem, themself, themselves, then, there, there'd,
there's, there've, these, they, they'd, they8l/'tle, they've, thine, this, those, thou, though,
through, throughout, thy, till, to, toward, towardeuh, under, underneath, until, up, upon,
us, via, we, we'd, we'll, we're, we've, what, whawhat's, what've, whatever, when,
whenever, where, wherever, which, whichever, whilkilst, who, whom, whose, why,
will, with, within, without, won't, would, wouldn'tye, yeah, yes, yet, you, you'd, you'll,

you're, you've, your, yours, yourself, yourseluesd, I'll, I'm, I've,
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APPENDIX 2
The list of the 200 most frequent words in Englddmtified by Stubbs (1996: 36-37) and
used by Laviosa (1996: 119) in her investigatiotrafslational English.

a, about, after, again, against, all, also, alwagsand, another, any, are, around, as, at,
away, back, be, because, been, before, being, éetweth, but, by, came, can, children,
come, could, course, day, did, didn't, do, does'tddown, each, end, er, even, every, fact,
far, few, find, first, for, from, get, go, goingogd, got, great, had, has, have, he, her, here,
him, his, home, house, how, i, i'm, if, in, ints, it, its, it's, just, kind, know, last, left,dif
like, little, long, look, looked, made, make, margny, may, me, mean, men, might, more,
most, mr, much, must, my, never, new, no, not,ingtmow, of, off, oh, old, on, once, one,
only, or, other, our, out, over, own, part, peoplkerhaps, place, put, quite, rather, really,
right, said, same, say, says, see, she, shouldpswe, something, sort, still, such, take,
than, that, that's, the, their, them, then, thiérese, they, thing, things, think, this, those,
though, thought, three, through, time, to, too,,twader, up, us, used, very, want, was,
way, we, well, went, were, what, when, where, whidhile, who, why, will, with, without,

work, world, would, year, years, yes, you, your

APPENDIX 3

Occurrences of optionghat and zero-connectives after reporting verbs in $p@©ken subcorpora (raw
frequencies).

ORG _SP EN SI FR_EN SI ES EN S| DE_EN SI NL EN

that z.C. that z.C. that Z.C. that Z.C. that Z.C.
admit |1 0 3 0 2 0 2 0 1 0
believe | 19 10 12 1 19 4 7 0 14 1
clam |1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
hope |19 13 12 8 14 9 20 6 34 9
know |21 23 21 3 20 1 21 2 18 10
say 66 25 68 21 52 14 88 29 60 15
suggest| 10 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 3 1
tell 9 1 4 2 2 0 4 3 4 0
TOTAL | 146 73 122 35 110 28 144 40 134 36
that% | 67% 78% 80% 78% 79%
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Occurrences of optiondghat and zero-connectives after reporting verbs in Wi@ten subcorpora (raw

frequencies).

ORG_WR_EN | TR_FR_EN TR_ES_EN TR_DE_EN TR_NL_EN
that z.C. that z.C. that Z.C. that Z.C. that z.C.

admit |1 0 2 0 1 0 5 0 2 0
believe | 20 12 69 4 56 16 51 11 14 3
claim |1 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 1 0
hope |14 13 19 1 13 1 28 1 22 3
know |11 2 24 1 18 1 25 0 14 0
say 35 3 43 0 55 0 67 5 44 5
suggest| 7 1 6 1 0 0 0 0 2 1
tell 8 3 24 1 6 0 6 1 3 0
TOTAL | 97 34 189 8 149 18 184 18 102 12
that % | 74% 96% 89% 91% 89%
Occurrences of linking adverbials in TIC spokencsupora (raw frequencies).

ORG_SP_EN SI_FR_EN SI_ES_EN SI_DE_EN SI_NL_EN
consequently 0 0 0 0 0
as a result 4 2 6 2 4
hence 1 1 0 0 1
therefore 17 26 21 43 24
thus 7 0 2 3 1

29 29 29 48 30
Occurrences of linking adverbials in TIC writtarbsorpora (raw frequencies).

ORG_WR_EN TR_FR_EN TR _ES EN TR_DE_EN TR_NL _EN
consequently | 2 3 5 1 0
as a result 4 3 12 15 12
hence 1 3 1 1 3
therefore 35 93 111 87 99
thus 2 23 6 13 18
44 125 135 117 132

Occurrences of selected apposition markers in plikan subcorpora (raw frequencies).

ORG_SP _EN SI FR_EN S| ES EN S| DE_EN SI NL_EN
in other words | 1 4 3 4 11
that is 4 8 5 3 1
thatistosay | O 1 4 4 0
namely 0 2 3 2 3
TOTAL 5 15 15 13 15
Occurrences of selected apposition markers in Tii@em subcorpora (raw frequencies).

ORG _WR_EN TR_FR_EN TR_ES EN TR_DE EN TR_NL _EN
in other words| 8 5 4 7 4
that is 1 7 3 3 10
thatistosay | O 1 5 1 0
namely 2 7 7 17 14
TOTAL 11 20 19 28 28
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Lexical bundles in TIC spoken subcorpora (raw feaugies).

ORG_SP_EN SIL.FR EN| SIES EN SI_DE_EN SI_NL_E|

and | think 35 26 40 53 29
at the moment 15 15 13 13 13
be able to 24 35 28 26 23
first of all 16 32 19 22 27
going to be 14 17 32 33 17
| think it 17 20 23 19 20

| think that 31 33 29 59 45
| think we 19 33 39 25 29

| would like 23 16 19 14 28
in terms of 34 32 23 30 21
is going to 12 15 21 18 18
make sure that 15 23 41 30 35
that we have 30 20 33 31 23
there is a 24 26 21 14 27
thisis a 13 15 23 22 16
to have a 12 16 21 19 16
to make sure 15 16 40 25 32
we have to 41 58 109 78 69
we need to 55 82 116 72 97
would like to 31 17 26 24 37
TOTAL 476 547 716 627 622
Lexical bundles in TIC written subcorpora (rawdfuencies).

ORG WR EN | TR FR_ EN|] TR ES EN TR _DE EN TR _NL EN

and it is 17 13 14 14 13
be able to 11 26 30 25 22
| do not 9 13 9 15 9

| would like 26 47 78 93 40
in order to 16 42 68 41 19
is not a 9 17 10 10 8
itis a 17 29 27 22 16
on behalf of 9 8 9 12 7
one of the 14 8 16 18 11
part of the 17 8 17 17 11
that we can 10 7 12 12 13
that we have 11 19 20 26 12
the fact that 20 15 22 34 20
there is no 18 16 13 14 15
thisis a 10 19 19 18 9
to ensure that 20 28 17 21 13
we do not 20 11 27 25 7
we have to 11 10 15 17 15
we need to 25 26 47 32 32
would like to 30 39 78 94 44
TOTAL 320 401 548 560 336
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Occurrences of the most frequent fixed expressioiAsC spoken subcorpora (raw frequencies).

ORG_SP EN SI FR_EN SI ES EN S| DE_EN S| NL_EN

as far as 7 8 13 5 14
as to 5 10 2 6 1
as well 17 28 34 26 44
as well as 7 6 6 2 5
at all 7 5 10 9 8
first of all 16 32 19 22 27
in fact 16 16 9 19 31
in favour of 8 13 15 22 9

in order to 8 13 20 14 8
in terms of 34 32 23 30 21
kind of 7 20 52 22 13
of course 55 53 38 39 43
on behalf of 8 6 6 5 4
once again 5 11 9 13 11
sort of 7 18 12 19 15
with regard to 18 6 2 10 5
TOTAL 225 277 270 263 259

Occurrences of the most frequent fixed expressioi$C written subcorpora (raw frequencies).

ORG_WR_EN TR_FR_EN TR_ES EN TR_DE EN TR_NL_EN
as far as 6 5 5 11 14
as to 11 4 10 9 11
as well 3 2 4 4 6
as well as 13 6 10 13 8
at all 7 8 8 10 12
first of all 9 8 8 3 31
in fact 14 22 12 12 19
in favour of 6 16 9 15 12
in order to 16 42 68 41 19
in terms of 2 19 17 12 5
kind of 4 5 3 5 15
of course 31 39 29 51 43
on behalf of 9 8 9 12 7
once again 9 17 9 39 17
sort of 3 2 0 1 2
with regard to 1 18 13 33 11
TOTAL 144 221 214 271 232
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Abstract in Polish

Dotychczasowa analiza tekstow ttumaczonych wyleazatw poréwnaniu z
tekstami napisanymi oryginalnie wzjyku docelowym ttumaczenia napisagerssposob
mniej skomplikowany, jednoznacznie przedstayvidyesci niejednoznaczne Ilub
dorozumiane
w tekscie zrodtowym, a ich ¢zyk zawiera wiele wyrgen typowych dla danegazyka
docelowego. Dlatego tesymplifikacg, eksplicytacs (lub eksplicytné¢) i normalizacg
uznano za uniwersalne cechy ttumaczenia pisemnego.

Celem bad& opisanych w niniejszej rozprawie jest wykazanmy, wymienione
wyzej cechy uniwersalne przektadu pisemnegacgsame z cechami uniwersalnymi
ttumaczenia ustnego, czyztenacaco sk roznia i do jakiego stopnia ich intensywsto
uzaleniona jest od indywidualnych idiosynkratycznych fprencji stylistycznych

ttumacza. Za punkt w§gia przygto cztery wsgpne hipotezy:

(1) Wszystkie ttumaczenia ustne niezaie od gzyka zrodtowego wykazuj
wickszg tendengi do symplifikacji, eksplicytnéci i normalizacji nk przemdwienia
wygtoszone oryginalnie wezyku docelowym.

(2) Tendencje indywidualnych ttumaczy do sympliika eksplicytngci i
normalizacji § niezmienne bez wzgdlu na gzyk zrodtowy.

(3) Poszczegdlni ttumacze adig sie od siebie pod &em tendencji do
symplifikacji, eksplicytnéci i normalizacji.

(4) Styl ttumaczenia indywidualnego ttumacza jestd@bony do stylu jego

wypowiedzi.
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W celu weryfikacji pierwszej z powgzych wsgpnych hipotez przeprowadzono
makroanaliz parametréw wskazagych na obecri@ wyzej wymienionych cech na
specjalnie skompilowanym korpusie ttumatz@zemowié wygtoszonych na sesjach
plenarnych Parlamentu Europejskiego: Translatiod brerpreting Corpus (TIC) —
korpusie umaliwiajacym poréwnanie wynikow analiz ttumagzpisemnych i ustnych o
wspolnych tekstacirodtowych. Badanie cech symplifikacji, eksplicytnio normalizacji
na podkorpusach tlumacdrzeustnych z czterech idych gzykow (francuskiego,
hiszpaskiego, niemieckiego i niderlandzkiego) uriwito stwierdzenie, ktére z nich
mog wyskepowa w ttumaczeniach niezaleie od gzykazrodiowego, a ktére wyspuja
czesciej, ale nie maj charakteru uniwersalnego.

Trzy kolejne hipotezy zostaty zweryfikowane za pagmikroanalizy opartej na
studium przypadku, ktérego najistotniejszym eleraenjest poréwnanie transkrypciji
nagra ttumaczé wykonanych z rénych gzykow zrédtowych przez dwoch ttumaczy i
transkrypcji nagraich wypowiedzi na temat zezany z tematykttumaczé. To badanie,
Z kolei, pozwolito rozréni¢ cechy ledace elementami stylu ttumacza od tendencjstz
obserwowanych w ttumaczeniu.

SzczegOlp wartascia niniejszej rozprawy jest innowacyjne patenie badanad
cechami uniwersalnymé¢zyka ttumacze z analia stylu indywidualnych ttumaczy oraz
poréwnawcza analiza ttumagze raznych gzykdwzrodtowych. Takie podégie pozwala
okresli¢, ktére z badanych cech mppie¢ charakter uniwersalny, ktorg j@dynie czstym

zjawiskiem, a ktéregsw znacznym stopniu uzaleione od stylu ttumacza.
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