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Strategies in a corpus of simultaneous
interpreting. Effects of directionality,
phraseological richness, and position in speech
event

DARIA DAYTER
Universitdt Basel, Basel, Switzerland
daria.dayter@unibas.ch

RESUME

Cette étude présente un panorama de la littérature sur les stratégies en interprétation
simultanée (soit les transformations indicatives de procédés d’interprétation se manifes-
tant dans le produit interprété). Sur la base de ce sommaire, une liste de huit stratégies
est proposée, stratégies présentes dans diverses avenues de recherche. Un corpus bidi-
rectionnel russe-anglais a servi a en extraire un échantillon aléatoire de 360 fragments.
La présence des huit stratégies dans cet échantillon a ensuite été examinée. Le type de
stratégie est ensuite corrélé avec trois variables: la direction de 'interprétation, la position
du fragment dans le texte original et la complexité phraséologique du fragment. Les
résultats suggerent que toutes les stratégies ainsi qu’une catégorie supplémentaire, celle
des interprétations incorrectes, sont présentes dans I'échantillon, mais que certaines
sont considérablement moins fréquentes que la littérature ne le laisse supposer. Les trois
variables ont une association significative avec le type de stratégie, mais dans le cas de
la direction uniquement pour le saucissonnage et 'omission. Une analyse des trois caté-
gories de codage — omission, explicitation et interprétations incorrectes — suggére que
les interprétes de ce corpus potent le plus souvent pour une fonction performative
plutét qu’informative de leur interprétation simultanée.

ABSTRACT

The study surveys the existing literature on strategies in simultaneous interpreting
(understood here as transformations indicative of interpreting procedures that manifest
in the product of interpreting). On the basis of the survey, a summary of eight strategies
which are present in various research strands is compiled. | use a parallel bidirectional
corpus of Ru-En simultaneous interpreting to extract a random sample of 360 fragments
and investigate the presence of the eight strategies in the sample. The type of strategy
is then correlated with three variables: direction of interpreting, position of the source
fragment in the original text, and phraseological richness of the source fragment. The
findings indicate that all the strategies, including an additional transformation category
(incorrect interpretations), are present in the sample, although some of them are con-
siderably less common than earlier literature purports. All three variables have significant
association with the type of strategy, although in cases of directionality this holds only
for saucissonnage and omission. A close analysis of three coding categories—omission,
explicitation, and incorrect interpretations—suggests that interpreters in this corpus
orient more towards a performative than informative function of their SI.

RESUMEN

El estudio examina la literatura existente sobre estrategias en interpretacién simultdnea
(entendidas aqui como transformaciones indicativas de los procedimientos de interpre-
tacién que se manifiestan en el producto de la interpretacién). Sobre la base de la
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encuesta, se compila un resumen de ocho estrategias que estdn presentes en varias
lineas de investigacién. Utilizo un corpus bidireccional paralelo de interpretacion simul-
tdnea de ruso-inglés para extraer una muestra aleatoria de 360 fragmentos e investigar
la presencia de las ocho estrategias en la muestra. El tipo de estrategia se correlaciona
con tres variables: la direccién de interpretacion, la posicién del fragmento fuente en el
texto original y la complejidad fraseoldgica del fragmento fuente. Los hallazgos indican
que todas las ocho estrategias mds una categoria adicional, “interpretaciones incorrec-
tas”, estdn presentes en la muestra, aunque algunas de ellas son considerablemente
menos comunes de lo que afirma la literatura anterior. Las tres variables tienen una
asociacion significativa con el tipo de estrategia, aunque en el caso de la direccionalidad,
esto es vélido solo para la segmentacién y la omisién. Un andlisis detallado de las tres
categorias de codificacion (omisién, explicitacién e interpretaciones incorrectas) sugiere
que los intérpretes en este corpus se orientan mds hacia la funcién performativa que
informativa de su IS.

MOTS-CLES/KEYWORDS/PALAVRAS CLAVE

interprétation simultanée, stratégies, études de corpus, russe-anglais, recherche orientée
vers le produit

simultaneous interpreting, strategies, corpus studies, Russian-English, product-oriented
research

interpretacién simultdnea, estrategias, estudios de corpus, ruso-inglés, investigacion
orientada al producto

1. Introduction: translation strategies as a theme in translation studies

The following example from a speech delivered in a meeting of the UN Human Rights
Council, and its simultaneous interpretation, lay clear a surface mismatch in the two
texts even to someone who does not read Russian:

1) Poccms mpoCUT HMOCTaBUTh HPOEKT Pe3OJIIOLMYU IONOXKEHNUA B 00/1acTu HpaB
4esoBeka B benopyccnu Ha ronocoBaHie.
[Russia requests to put the draft resolution of the situation in the area of human
rights in Belarus to a vote]
(006RuOr)

a) Russia requests that this draft resolution be put to a vote.
(006EnTr)

What we see here is compression, which is often showcased as a key strategy of
Russian-English interpreting (resulting in a considerably shorter English text). This
and similar mismatches explain the fascination with the translational shifts between
source and target texts (ST and TT)' and with the many attempts to inventory them.
Setton (1999: 50) states that “it has become commonplace in the training community
to define SI skills [...] in terms of a number of acquired ‘strategies’.” Indeed, the
discipline of translation studies has been engaging with the notion of translation
strategies for a long time. The staple of every translation course, Vinay and Darbelnet
(1958/2004) “condense” different methods or procedures of translation into seven
categories: borrowing, calque, literal translation, transposition, modulation, equiva-
lence, and adaptation. Vinay and Darbelnet’s list has become a springboard for the
developers of further taxonomies of translation strategies, some of which I will
discuss below. It is the aim of this article to compile a summary of the existing tax-
onomies of, specifically, strategies for simultaneous interpreting (SI) that have so far
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been proposed, and to test whether these strategies in fact appear in natural SI data
or whether they are a product of top-down theorizing and introspection that do not
necessarily appear in context.

Any attempt to formulate strategies for translators rests on the assumption that
there is a certain desirable result to be attained; in other words, they revolve around
the notion of equivalence (for summaries of extensive scholarly work on equivalence
in translation and interpreting, see Munday 2010; Pochhacker 2004). As defined by
Toury (1995/2012: 112), equivalence is “a functional-relational concept, namely, that
set of relationships which are found to distinguish appropriate from inappropriate
modes of translation for the culture in question.” In the spirit of this functional-
relational duality, translation strategies may refer either to a set of reccommendations
to achieve equivalence, or, in a descriptive translation approach, to the identified
relationship of difference (or “content departure”; Vancura 2017: 5) between the unit
of translation in the source and target text.

Turning from translation studies to its younger sister, interpreting studies, the
intellectual yield of the equivalence debate has only been adopted relatively recently.
Interpreting studies scholars instead used the notions of accuracy, fidelity, and com-
pleteness to judge the result of interpreting, as if the existence of a single ideal, a
one-to-one correspondence between the source and the target, were a given fact
(Pochhacker 2004: 141). Accordingly, the discussion of strategies uses those notions
as reference points (Abuin Gonzalez 2007; Riccardi 1998; Sunnari 1995). This is even
more true for the study of simultaneous interpreting, which, as recently as a decade
ago, remained “an arcane field of study” among other translation modes (Setton 2005:
70). In SI, interpretation strategies have often been viewed from an applied peda-
gogical perspective as recommendations for interpreters in training (see Gran 1998;
Riccardi 2005; Visson 1991). Indeed, this illustrates two distinct stances towards
strategies in the translation studies literature: one views them as systematic shifts that
occur when rendering content from one language to another (Vinay and Darbelnet-
style); the other, as more or less prescriptive guidelines to be followed for equivalence.
Although one may hope that the latter are grounded in the empirical research on the
former, and overlap, this is not always the case. On the one hand, the reason is partly
that some shifts are undesirable and occur as a result of some kind of translation
breakdown. On the other hand, it is partly so because instructors often draw on their
intuition and experience rather than reproducible corpus research to come up with
the directions. It is the second shortcoming that the present study aims to address.

It is important to remark that the notion of equivalence itself is increasingly
problematised in contemporary research, namely as a consequence of growing ten-
sions between different models of interpreting. The choice of model often determines
the understanding of strategy, or strategic transformation, that is applied in a par-
ticular study. This complexity is further increased by the development of language-
specific interpreting models. Section 2 below is devoted to the discussion of
translation strategy as a term in this study.

In this paper, I will work with two research questions. I intend (1) to find out if
all the main interpreting strategies as posited in the literature occur in a bidirectional
corpus of Ru-En simultaneous interpreting, and (2) to find out if the type of strategy
is associated with any of the three variables: directionality, position in the speech
event, phraseological richness.
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Since strategies ultimately involve shifts between two different language systems,
the specific systems in question are important for the study. For that reason, I will
draw on the SI strategies proposed specifically for Ru-En interpreting along with the
better-known models by Western scholars.

2. Strategies and transformations in translation and interpreting

The concept of strategy is surrounded by great terminological variability. Vitrenko
(2008: 3-4) surveys the applications of the term across the literature, noting that it
can be taken to mean many different things, sometimes by the same author. Among
them are a principled approach to solving specific problems within the framework
of a global translation aim, translation tactics, the correct ways of translating, a
translator’s action plan, the process of developing communicative strategies, etc. For
instance, Minyar-Beloruchev (1980: 155) defines a translation/interpreting strategy
as a system of interrelated translation/interpreting practices, accounting for transla-
tion modes and translation resources. Hurtado (1999: 246, cited and translated by
Arumi Ribas 2012: 814), defines translation strategies as “the individual procedures,
both conscious and unconscious, verbal and non-verbal, used by the translator to
solve the problems encountered in the course of the translation process, depending
on the specific requirements involved.”

Englund Dimitrova (2005: 26) draws a distinction between the definitions of
strategy that are based on purely textual data and those based on other kinds of data,
like think-aloud protocols. An example of the former is the taxonomy of strategies by
Chesterman (1997: 94-112), which are seen as shifts, or translational transformations,
in the TT, as compared to its ST. This presents a further conflation between the
thought process of the translator or interpreter, and the resulting change in the TT.

The aim of the present paper is to provide the widest possible interpretation of
the term strategy. As a result, I take strategy to refer both to the transformations in
the TT, as compared to its ST, and, on the cognitive level, to the reasoning triggering
these transformations. In the didactic literature (see Section 3 below), these would
often be formulated in the shape of “if X, do Y.” For example, the label compression
strategy can refer to the fact that the communicative unit in the source text (for
instance, the request in Example 1 above) contains noticeably more semantic items
than the target, but also, in a more abstract sense, to the relationship that exists
between these two units.

This conflation of meaning, although problematic for process-oriented research,
serves the purposes of the present corpus-based study. Dam (2001: 29) makes explicit
this approximation from the product to the process, labelling her object of research
“the assumed product-manifestation of [...] interpreting procedures.” Therefore, in the
taxonomy developed in Section 3, I will include the product-manifestations of inter-
preting strategies in the most general sense (see Table 1). This approach undoubtedly
has drawbacks. However, I believe that it reflects the state of terminological variability
in the existing literature, so rather than establishing the best practice of an unam-
biguous definition, I aim to be most inclusive of existing understandings of strategy.

The variability is exacerbated in Russian where the term mepesog refers to trans-
lation as well as interpreting. This means that in the theoretical literature it is at times
not possible to know if the author considers their taxonomy specific to one mode, or
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if they intend for it to apply to both. The findings of translation research form an
important basis for the investigation of interpreting, although they cannot be directly
equated across the two modes since the cognitive processes involved are quite dis-
tinct. However, the corpus linguistic approach, which works with the product of SI
in the form of a transcription, can, in some aspects, usefully borrow from the text-
based findings of translation studies.

The existing taxonomies of interpreting strategies are extremely diverse: they
differ on the level of granularity, in regard to the guiding principle to distinguish
strategies (level of language, form/function, type of sense transformation), and even
depend on whether purely linguistic or other interpreting behaviours are included.
The authors who look specifically at Russian-English interpreting (usually from a
didactic perspective) have tended to focus on the strategies that enable the interpreter
to cope with the grammatical asymmetries of language systems, for example, the fact
that there are fewer tenses in Russian compared to English. Gorokhova (2003), look-
ing at three hours of professional SI from English into Russian of conference speeches
about education policies, created an exceedingly detailed taxonomy of lexicosemantic,
lexicosyntactic, and syntactic transformations. To illustrate the level of granularity,
some of the strategies she proposes include prepositional phrase > dependent clause,
abbreviation of an institution, but also more abstract processes such as concretisation
or generalisation. An even more granular approach is taken by Poluyan (2011) who
details the processes of lexical and syntactic compression involving, for instance,
repeating auxiliaries without the main verb.

The close attention that contrastive linguists pay to the level of syntax is not
surprising. It is here that the on-line nature of SI can be a source of greatest difficulty
for the interpreter. We only need to remember the oft-cited description of simultane-
ous interpreting by Glémet (1958: 120-121):

As you start a sentence you are taking a leap in the dark, you are mortgaging your
grammatical future: the original sentence may suddenly be turned in such a way that
your translation of its end cannot easily be reconciled with your translation of its start.
Great nimbleness is called for to guide the mind through this syntactical maze.

Additional problems are caused by the fact that Russian and English gram-
matical systems demonstrate a large degree of asymmetry. Visson (1991: 118)
describes the syntax of a Russian sentence as “a minefield, which the interpreter must
hope to cross unscathed.” Some authors pick up on this obstacle as the very reason
to learn and apply SI strategies: for example, Shiryaev (1979) suggests sentence seg-
mentation or, on the contrary, the merging of clauses into a single sentence to deal
with syntactic mismatch.

Syntactic transformations are complemented by a wide variety of strategies on
other language levels: semantic, lexical, discursive. Visson (1991) lists specific opera-
tions (such as omit modifiers or substitute military metaphors) along with general
guidance (tone down the register in Ru > En, as English is less stylistically high-flown)
and language-independent coping strategies (approximate numerals and factual
information). Visson’s taxonomy is one of the most developed, numbering 19 strate-
gies and transformations (nine “tricks of the trade” along with other common trans-
formations) closely followed by Gorokhova (2003) with 18 transformation types, and
Poluyan (2011) with 14 strategies of compression.
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3. Taxonomy of interpreting strategies for analysis

In order to address the present study’s research question, I set out to distil a synthetic
list of interpretation strategies at, so to say, the basic level of categorisation. On the
one hand, the strategies need to be specific enough to be descriptively adequate and
detectable in corpus data. For example, Hurtado’s (2001) linguistic strategy would be
very difficult to operationalise in such a way as to conclusively demonstrate its pres-
ence (or rather absence) in any stretch of translation. On the other hand, the tax-
onomy needs to be general enough to be potentially expandable to different
languages, and to constitute strategies for coping with a class of situations rather than
listing specific interlingual mismatches.

To derive such a taxonomy from the broad available literature, I was guided by
the overlap in the sources that take different methodological and thematic approaches
to the study of SI strategies. If a strategy in some form has been reported in all, or
most of the strands of research, then the strategy was included on the unified list.
The research strands reviewed are as follows:

- Didactic literature (Ilg 1978; Kader and Seubert 2015; Poluyan 2011; Shiryaev 1979;
Visson 1991; Viaggio 1992);

- Experimental literature (Arumi Ribas 2012; Dam 2001; De Feo 1993 in Gran 1998;
Riccardi 1996; Seeber 2001);

- Sources using corpora (understood as samples of naturally occurring SI) for bottom-
up taxonomy construction (Chernov 2004; Gorokhova 2003; Kalina 1994;
Kalina 1998);

- Sources putting forward top-down taxonomies based on intuition, existing theory
or earlier literature with examples (Pearl 1995; Riccardi 1998; Riccardi 2005;
Sunnari 1995);

- Introspective studies relying on think-aloud protocols and interviews (Bartlomiejczik
2006; Granhagen Jungner, Tiselius, et al. 2018; Ilukhin 2001; Ivanova 2000; Kalina
1998; Kohn and Kalina 1996);

- Process-oriented psycholinguistic research (Chernov 2004; Gile 1995; Kirchhoft 1976;
Lorscher 1991; Setton 1999; Zimnyaya and Chernov 1973).

In this manner, the unified list is the result of a triangulation process. I will go
through the master list below, describing each group of similar strategies to give the
reader an idea of the degree of consensus on each.

The first of these, compression, is present in different forms in all but corpus-based
research strands. Compression refers to finding a briefer way of expression in the
target language (TL) as compared to the source language (SL), and the result of such
a change. It subsumes lexical compression (deliberate choice of shorter words, com-
pact idioms, verbs of manner instead of descriptive phrases, compact referent, etc.)
as well as syntactic compression (elliptical constructions, verbless sentences, etc.).

An important distinction needs to be made between compression and the second
omnipresent strategy, omission. Compression describes a situation when the hearer
can be reasonably expected to reconstruct the elided parts from the surrounding
co-text. Omission, on the contrary, constitutes a content departure in which the
original content is not re-constructible by the hearer on the basis of co-text. The
omission, presumably, happens as a consequence of a high cognitive load (although
this cannot be ascertained in product-oriented research design) and can be described
as “ignoring” text segments containing information (Arumi Ribas 2012). It appears
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in various forms—as omission, deletion, or reduction of information—in all research
strands with the exception of corpus research.

The third common strategy entails an expansion of the target text in comparison
to the source text. It can include explicitation, when the interpreter verbalises the
elements that were implicit in the source (Tang 2018), or addition and completion,
when the interpreter verbalises the information that the addressee might be able to
infer if it were not verbalized (Becher 2011) or even the information the addressee
would not have been able to infer without the background knowledge that the inter-
preter has. Various flavours of explicitation (elaboration, expansion, adding wrong
information—although of course this latter one is not strategic in the traditional
sense) have been mentioned in all the taxonomy groups.

The first three strategies, which unify most of the reviewed literature, describe
such changes in the volume and content of the text that are easy to observe in a par-
allel corpus. They, however, do not speculate about the underlying reasons for the
change. The remaining strategies, although they too appear in product-oriented as
well as process-oriented sources, are conceptually different. They simultaneously
describe the product of interpreting and hypothesise the reasons for the transforma-
tion (usually to do with processing constraints).

The strategy of trial and error, for instance, mentioned in the didactic literature
(as gradually approximating synonyms), in introspective studies (as approximation),
in psycholinguistic research (as preliminary solutions to problems), and in corpus
studies (as evidence of monitoring), refers to the “gradual approximation to the opti-
mal solution by rejecting variants that do not satisfy certain functional criteria”
(Shveitser 1988: 84). Even the label itself reflects the presumption that the surface
evidence—namely, a subtype of self-correction, appearing as such in the taxonomies
by Kirchhoff (1976) and Kalina (1994)—is present for a known reason. Visson (1991),
in fact, recommends it as a strategy to be consciously applied in situations when the
trainee interpreter struggles with immediately finding a precise equivalent to avoid
having to resort to omission and at the same time to maintain content fidelity.

In the same vein, the strategy of waiting is documented in all the research strands
with the exception of corpus and experimental studies—among others, as extending
and narrowing the time lag or increasing decalage. When an interpreter is unable to
commit to a definite solution, they can increase the time lag in order to hear more of
the source text before speaking. Alternatively, they can resort to a similar strategy of
stalling (or open gambit, padding, strategy of least commitment, neutral fillers, and open
sentences that can be corrected). When stalling, interpreters maintain the minimal
time lag for performative purposes while producing an “open gambit” structure, for
example “In the following, I am going to talk about various issues, such as...”

Anticipation is an extremely interesting phenomenon of SI that features promi-
nently in cognitive models. As an interpreting strategy, anticipation appears in all
research groupings. Setton (2002: 188) defines it as a situation when predicates or
other downstream elements appear to be guessed at by the interpreter. In their
ground-breaking psycholinguistic research, Zimnaya and Chernov (1973) and
Chernov (1978) concluded that strategic anticipation is a result of the message redun-
dancy characteristic of all natural languages. Based on the early computational lin-
guistic findings indicating that redundancy in Russian, French, and English makes
up for 71-84% of all speech (Piotrowsky 1968: 58), the authors argued that it is
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redundancy that enables the interpreter to finish a propositional statement before it
has been spoken by the speaker in full. These studies have been followed by a corpus-
based account of anticipation (Lederer 1981) which indicated that it is extremely
common, occurring up to once every 85 seconds (Van Besien 1999). Seeber (2001),
however, warns that when examining parallel transcripts, we may suspect anticipa-
tion when there is none. Instead, what we see is approximation or an open gambit
strategy.

Finally, the group of strategies that have to do with segmentation appear in the
literature when dealing with a syntactically difficult source. One of these is saucis-
sonnage, pre-emptive segmentation of input, described by Seleskovitch and Lederer
(1989: 148 cited by Pochhacker 2015: 368) as “working with sub-units of sense.”
Another one is transcoding—word-for-word, verbal, direct or literal transposition of
such segments—that concerns surface-level operations. This group of strategies came
up in all research strands. Segmentation and transcoding allow the interpreter to
unload their short-term memory, although arguably the need to formulate several
complete grammatical sentences instead of just one may prove to be more difficult
in terms of processing capacity (Gile 1995: 205).

The summary of the strategies and examples from the corpus can be found in
Table 1.

TABLE 1
Eight generalized simultaneous interpreting strategies with examples

Strategy Definition Example from SIREN*

(0-5sec) SL: Takme fieficTBUA Halle/IeHbI INIIb HA
pelIeHIe YbIX-TO IMOMUTUIECKIX 3aad.
TlocnencTBus

(0-5sec) [such actions aim solely at solving
someone’s political problems. The consequences...]

Propositional elements (0-5sec) TL: these activities aim at advancing
S are produced by the someone’s political goals <.> and the sponsors <.>
Anticipation . o
interpreter before they care little for
have been spoken in SL (5-10sec) SL: ke — xaoc 6e33aKOHME HATI/IBIB

6eXXeHIIeB — MHUIIATOPOB MAJI0 MHTEPeCyeT
(5-10sec) [...chaos, lawlessness, influx of refugees—
cause little concern in the sponsors]

(5-10sec) TL: the consequences like chaos
lawlessness and the refugee flows

A briefer way of SL: Ha ceropusiuramit jeHb KpIproiscran gan
expression in the TL NPMHIMINATbHOE COT/Iacyue Ha MOocelleHNe CTPaHbl
which omits redundancy | emre yeTsipem crernanbabM npoueaypam OOH
. or the parts that can be [to date Kyrgyzstan has in principal agreed to grant
Compression ;
reasonably expected to be | entry to the country to four more special UN
reconstructed by the procedures]
listener on the basis of TL: to date we’ve given our agreement in principle to
the co-text eh country visits by another four special procedures
SL: it does just look like a bunch of holes in the
Verbalization of ground
o linguistic elements and TL: HO JieficTBUTENBHO 3TN oTorpadmu IOX0KU
Explicitation .
relations that were Ha Ky4y JBIPOK JIBIPOK B 3eMJIe
implicit in the SL [but really these photographs look like a bunch of

holes holes in the ground]
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Omission of
informational segments
which cannot be
Omission reasonably expected to be
reconstructed by the
listener on the basis of
the co-text

SL: Hy ero peak—Hy ero peakuus 6bi1a
I0JIOXKITE/IbHA M OH KOMMEHTHPOBAI HAIIe
npejIoXeHne

[well his rea- well his reaction was positive and he
commented on our offer]

TL: general’s® reaction was positive

SL: 4TO [1efiCTBUTENHHO Ba’KHO 3aKOH aKTyasleH [/
Benopyccun rie 6osee AT MUIIMOHOB YeIOBEK
SB/IAIOTCA TI0b30BATE/IAMY I7I06aTbHOI
KOMIIBIOTEPHOII CEeTH

[the really important thing is that the law is relevant
for Belarus, where more than 5 million people are
users of the global computer network]

TL: which is extremely important the law’s up-to-
date in Belarus are more than 5 million people in
Belarus use the Internet

Segmentation of SL
sentences into smaller
syntactic chunks and
interpreting them
Saucissonnage | separately and
consecutively; or
word-by-word
interpreting
(transcodage)

SL: I ask those standing in the way of the rights of
refugees to stand in their shoes <1> People facing
barrel bombs brutality in their country will continue
Use of vague and to seek life in another

polyvalent language that | TL: <1> peub uper o mpaBax <2> GeXXeHIIEB I 5
leaves the largest possible | mpusbiBaio Bcex MOCTaBUTH Ce0s Ha X MECTO 3TUM

Stalling number of options for TIOJAM YTPOXKAIOT KeCTOKOCTb 60MOEXKKM M OHI
continuation or IBITAIOTCA CIACTUCD U3 CBOMX CTPaH
correction [<1> it is about rights <2> of refugees and I ask
everyone to put themselves in their shoes. These
people are facing brutality, bombings, and they’re
trying to flee their countries]
SL: mocnefcTBIA KOTOPOTO /IO CUX MOP CKa3bIBAETCsA
Consecutive use of KaK Ha CTpaHaX-IIAPTHEPAX TaK U rO- Ha
near-synonyms or rOCyapCcTBaX-JOHOPaX
gradual approximation of | [whose consequences up until today are felt both by
Trial and Error | the optimal solution by the partner countries and the co- the donor
rejecting variants that do | countries]
not satisfy certain TL: we still feel the impact <.> a-and partner
functional criteria countries and donor countries still feel the impact
of the financial crisis
SL: eh in the United States actually not many <1> uh
Extending the time lag we hzive thousands L}llh anhd onl}; a C%L}%e olf
- which allows the <unclear> sources that eh can face difficulty
Waiting TL: <4>y Hac <2> eCTb pas3NMIHbIE UCTOYHUKN 3

interpreter to hear more

of the SL sentence unopmanun <2> 5 CIIA

[<4> we <2> have different sources eh of information
<2> in the USA]

* Relevant segments in bold; pauses in seconds in angled brackets.

4. The SIREN corpus and its application for the study of strategies

A great deal of the literature on strategies in SI relies on the authors’ introspection or
analysis of a small sample. For example, among those data-based studies of SI that
report the size of their sample, Zimnaya and Chernov (1973) analyse one 20-min
speech and its interpretations by six different interpreters; Kalina (1998) transcribes
one 70-min source speech and five student interpretations of this speech; Gorokhova
(2003) works with 15-min speeches, for a total of three hours, and the corresponding
length of the target speech; Riccardi (1996) uses 15 minutes of source speeches inter-
preted by 18 subjects. That is not to say that intuitions of an experienced teacher and
practitioner should be discounted as incorrect or insufficient, or that a taxonomy
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gleaned from a close analysis of one speech will necessarily be flawed. However, this
bottom-up approach must then be complemented with a top-down analysis of a large
amount of data to test the validity of the taxonomy categories and to judge their fre-
quency. Kalina (1998: 173, my translation), outlining further steps in strategy research,
calls for “a small number of complex research questions asked of large amounts of
authentic data.” Only a study of a large and representative corpus can estimate how
often each strategy is in fact used and how important it may turn out to be for a trainee
interpreter. Finally, a sample of SI randomly selected from a large representative cor-
pus can yield findings on the source stimuli likely to produce certain strategies.

To enable this next step, a corpus is necessary. A corpus-based study of inter-
preting suffers from a scarcity of corpus data given the practical challenges: dual
track recording, copyright, access to events, time-consuming transcription, and
lack of established transcription and annotation conventions (Bendazzoli and
Sandrelli 2009; Sandrelli, Bendazzoli, et al. 2010; Straniero and Falbo 2012). Among
the existing SI corpora, the one that stands out in terms of its size, diversity, enrich-
ment with annotation, and, very importantly, free availability to researchers, is
EPIC (Russo, Bendazzoli, et al. 2012). EPIC is a parallel multidirectional corpus of
approximately 280,000 words that consists of speech events in English, Italian, and
Spanish, and their interpretations in each of these languages. Other corpora are either
not freely available or are much smaller in size, and comprise the data from official
EU languages, for instance: CoSi, by Meyer (2010),* with a SI component of about
18,000 words; and FOOTTIE, by Sandrelli (2012), with 22,000 words (for an overview,
see Bernardini and Russo 2017).

To satisfy the need for a large database of SI in Russian and English, I have cre-
ated the SIREN corpus, modelled in many aspects on EPIC. SIREN is a parallel
bidirectional corpus of political speeches, briefings and interviews. At the moment
it comprises approximately 230,000 words, 33 hours of dual track recordings, in four
subcorpora: speeches spontaneously delivered in Russian, their simultaneous inter-
pretations into English, speeches spontaneously delivered in English, and their
simultaneous interpretations into Russian (Table 2). Following the example of EPIC,
the corpus relies on simple orthographic transcription with additional features such
as truncated words, pauses, and disfluencies.’

TABLE 2
SIREN size and composition

Language Component | N of Speech Events Word Count Length (min)
English Original 16 68,097 481
Russian SI 16 43,362 481
Russian Original 25 58,778 525.5
English SI 25 58,057 525.4
TOTAL 82 235,040 33.55

SIREN offers a comparatively large database of professional SI, both in free and
“with text” modes, interpreters working into their A and B languages, and of speech
events that range from prepared monologual speeches to spontaneous question-
answer sessions. Different genres and settings mean that I reasonably expect all the
main interpreting strategies to appear in the material: the key SI challenges, such as
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time pressure, information density, complex syntax, idiomatic language, and rapid
topic change, are all likely to be present.

To study the occurrence of the eight generalized interpreting strategies (Table 1),
I adopted the following procedure. A sample of 360 five-second transcription frag-
ments, 180 for the SL Russian and 180 for the SL English, was extracted from the
corpus. To ensure random sampling, the file number and the line number for each
extracted excerpt were obtained from a random number generator. These SL excerpts
were then matched with their counterparts in the TL and, if necessary for compre-
hension, expanded. I then manually annotated each SL-TL pair for the presence of
the eight strategies. If no significant change to content or detectable surface mismatch
occurred, the excerpt was coded as not exhibiting any transformations/strategies.
Drastic content departures were coded “incorrect.” One excerpt could exhibit evi-
dence of more than one strategy—in this case it was entered multiple times with
separate codes; as a result, the final dataset has 397 entries.

To supplement the information on the direction of interpreting, each excerpt
pair was also coded to include information on where in the speech event it occurs
and how strongly the source excerpt relies on pre-patterned language. The relative
position was calculated using the line number and the total number of lines per
transcription of the event, and also converted to nominal variables to reflect whether
it fell within the first 10% of the event (“beginning”), the last 10% (“end”), or in the
main body of the transcription (“main”). This division is based on the observation
that the beginning and end of the speech events in the corpus tend to be extremely
formulaic and predictable, involving, for example, set formula for opening a UN
General Assembly (“I declare open the 70th regular session of the General assem-
bly...”). This can have implications for the cognitive load on the interpreter when
interpreting these excerpts, and consequently, on the strategy use.

What happens to prefabricated chunks in translation has been the subject of
study for many years (Kenny 2001; Malmkjaer 1993; @Overéds 1998), and this interest
has recently extended to simultaneous interpreting (Ferraresi and Mili¢evi¢ 2017;
Dayter 2020). The reliance on chunks in this case is taken as a proxy to complexity
of input, which has been shown to be a problem trigger for simultaneous interpreters
(Gile 1995; Plevoets and Defrancq 2016, 2018). The degree of reliance on pre-patterned
language, which I call phraseological richness,® was calculated as a relative frequency
of phrases from PHRASE list (Martinez and Schmitt 2012) in each English SL excerpt,
and the top 505 phrases from the list prepared by the Russian National Corpus’
creators (Plungyan 2005) in each Russian SL excerpt. PHRASE is a list of the 505
most frequent non-transparent multiword expressions in English, developed with a
special regard to receptive use. The list of Russian pre-patterned expressions is a
frequency-based list compiled with reference to phraseological dictionaries. Both
lists were expanded to include the wordforms for all relevant lemmas. The phrase
frequency was also converted into nominal variables to reflect general levels of reli-
ance on the phrases: “poor” when the excerpt has 0-1 phrases, “mid” for 2-3 phrases,
and “rich” for 4+ phrases.

In the next section, I present the descriptive statistics and the results of Fisher’s
exact tests and logistic regression to establish correlations between the presence of
interpreting strategies and the features of the SL described above. All analysis was
carried out using R.%
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5. Interpreting strategies in the SIREN random sample
5.1 Quantitative analysis

I found all eight strategies to be present in the data. However, some strategies occur
much more commonly than others (see Table 3). In one third of the annotated
excerpts no detectable traces of strategic transformations were found (although, of
course, we must be very cautious when interpreting corpus-based observations in
the light of underlying cognitive processes; see Marco 2009). The association between
the presence of an interpreting strategy and the direction of interpreting (coded as
a two-level variable, strategy present/none) was not significant.

Among the detected strategies, the strategies that aim at minimising the volume
of TL output are preferred—both omission and compression are very common. They
are, however, closely followed by explicitation, so one cannot conclude that interpret-
ers attempt to compress the output at all costs. Anticipation appears vanishingly
seldom, in 1% of the SIREN sample. Such scarcity is at odds with the prominence
given to anticipation in SI models.’

What could have caused such a low incidence? It might be due to the combined
effects of the way I operationalised anticipation and of the transcription alignment.
To be coded as anticipation, the TL transcription must contain a semantic fragment
before it appeared in the SL transcription. In terms of the SIREN material, which is
aligned at 5 second intervals, this means that the interpreter must anticipate the
speaker by at least 5 seconds. Such a margin is likely too high to detect the majority
of anticipations: Chernov, Gurevich, et al. (1974), for example, set the length of their
unit of analysis at 2.16 seconds.

An overall rate of strategy occurrence might not be very telling on its own, as a
variety of factors has been cited as affecting the choice of appropriate strategy or the
need for such emergency strategies, such as waiting or transcoding. To hazard a guess
at what these factors might be, and to enable further studies of these factors, it is
useful to consider the distribution of strategies in the interpreted speech events
(Figure 1 and Table 4).

As expected, the least amount of strategic transformations occurs in the very
beginning and the very end of the speech events. There was a significant association
(p < .0001, Fisher’s exact) between the position in the text (predictor variable coded
in three levels: beginning, main body, end) and the type of strategy. As mentioned
above, these sections are highly formulaic and repetitive across speeches, and place
little cognitive strain on the interpreter.

The boxplot in Figure 1 places incorrect translations closer to the end of the
ST—predictably, when the interpreter is tired and the attentional deficit leads to the
deterioration of output. Interestingly, anticipations are also found towards the end
of the main part of the speech, which might have to do with the growing familiarity
with the topic and speaker style. Stalling and segmentation, on the contrary, cluster
in the first half of the speech events.

These results indicate that a relationship between the two variables exists, namely
that interpreters are more likely to resort to certain interpreting strategies depending
on whether they have only just started their turn or have been interpreting for a while.
Since speech events in the corpus are on average 30 minutes long, this means that
the transformations indicative of interpreting strategies differ in the first 3 minutes
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of interpreting vs. the following 24 minutes vs. the last 3 minutes. However, as the
position in a speech event can be tied both to a growing attentional deficit over time
and to the predictability of the opening/closing formula vs. the spontaneity of the
main body of speech, it is impossible to tease apart these two factors in this research
design.

In order to investigate the effects of lexical complexity on interpreting strategy,
the frequency of pre-patterned lexical chunks in every source language excerpt was
calculated. On the basis of the frequency distribution illustrated in Figure 2, I dis-
tinguish three degrees of phraseological richness: “poor” when the SL excerpt has
0-1 phrase, “mid” for 2-3 phrases, and “rich” for 4+ phrases. There was a significant
association between the degree of phraseological richness and the type of strategy (p
<.0001, Fisher’s exact). Figure 3 and Table 5 illustrate the distribution of interpreting
strategies across the excerpts with different degrees of phraseological richness.

As one can see in Figure 3, all the phraseologically rich (N,;,>6) excerpts in the
dataset are outliers, so drawing conclusions from such highly formulaic SL segments
is not meaningful. It is interesting that the deviation toward lower phraseological
richness (Mdn<1) is found for anticipation, explicitation, and stalling. In line with
the hypothesis that phraseological richness is indicative of lexical complexity and
therefore of increased cognitive load, such processes as anticipation and explicitation,
which require cognitive effort, would indeed be expected in the easier passages.
Stalling is a less obvious candidate. After a closer look at the data, the presence of
stalling could be explained as an artefact of unusually long excerpts in the sample.
Since stalling passages preceded the content interpretation, the excerpts extracted
from the corpus had to be extended to include both the content and the open gambits.
This resulted in the stalling excerpts being longer (M=31, SD=17) than an average
excerpt in the sample (M=23, SD=9), and therefore likely to include more chunks.

Finally, the association between the direction of interpreting and the presence
of each of the nine transformations was significant only for saucissonnage (lower in
the En>Ru subcorpus, p<.01, Fisher’s exact) and omission (higher in the En>Ru
subcorpus, p<.001, Fisher’s exact).

TABLE 3
Frequency distribution of strategies in the sample

Strategy Code Absolute Frequency in Sample Relative Frequency (%)
None 123 31
Omission 79 20
Compression 64 16
Explicitation 51 13
Waiting 28 7
Trial and Error 19 4.8
Saucissonnage 17 4
Stalling 6 1.5
Anticipation 3 1
Incorrect 7 1.7
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TABLE 4
Strategies in the interpreted speech events
Strategy Position
Beginning Main Body End TOTAL
Anticipation 0 (0%) 2 (66%) 1 (34%) 3 (100%)
Compression 5 (8%) 53 (83%) 6 (9%) 64 (100%)
Explicitation 1 (2%) 42 (82%) 8 (16%) 51 (100%)
Incorrect 0 (0%) 6 (85%) 1 (15%) 7 (100%)
Omission 12 (15%) 67 (85%) 0 (0%) 79 (100%)
Saucissonnage 2 (12%) 14 (82%) 1 (6%) 17 (100%)
Stalling 1 (16%) 5 (84%) 0 (0%) 6 (100%)
Trial and Error 0 (0%) 16 (84%) 3 (16%) 19 (100%)
Waiting 4 (14%) 22 (78%) 2 (8%) 28 (100%)
TABLE 5
Degree of phraseological richness per strategy used
Poor (%) Mid (%) Rich (%) TOTAL
Incorrect 57 43 0 100%
Anticipation 67 33 0 100%
Compression 78 22 0 100%
Explicitation 80 18 2 100%
Omission 78 20 1 100%
Saucissonnage 71 29 0 100%
Stalling 67 33 0 100%
Trial and Error 63 32 5 100%
Waiting 75 25 0 100%
FIGURE 1
Distribution of strategies in the interpreted speech events
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FIGURE 2
Pre-patterned chunks in SI excerpts
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5.2 Source-target analysis

In the following, I will take a closer look at the two strategic transformations that
stand out in quantitative analysis and could help shed light on SI as a purpose-ori-
ented activity: omissions and explicitations. Incorrect interpretations are also inves-
tigated as evidence of the breakdown of the interpreting process on the
transformation level, although they do not constitute a strategic operation in the
traditional sense.

Although there is no statistically significant correlation between interpreting
incorrectly and either phraseological richness or position in the file (examined using
multinomial logistic regression, both predictors measured as scale variables), the
excerpts coded “incorrect” seem to occur in the second half of the speech events (see
Figure 1). A test of statistical significance is not hugely helpful in situations when the
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investigated variable occurs so seldom: there are only seven incorrect translations.
Instead, I looked at each individual excerpt containing incorrect renderings.

There does not appear to be a single identifiable cause for these breakdowns. In
his study of “flagrant errors or omissions” in SI, Gile (1999: 161) concludes that the
intrinsic difficulty of the source-speech segments is not the reason for incorrect
interpretations. This is also the case for the incorrect interpretations in the SIREN
sample, see the three examples below:

2) eh and the third is the exhibition lead sponsor BP
(0013EnRuOr)

a) 1 koHe4HO Munncrepcro Typusma n Criopra 5 Bennko6puranun
[and of course, the UK ministry for Sport and Tourism]
(0013RuTr)

3) exhibition then moves through to the cosmos science and art that flourished in the
wake of the Russian revolution until we reached the golden age of Sergei Korolev
(0013EnRuOr)

a) 1 CO BpeMeH PeBOMIOLNY 17-T0 rofja Mbl O4eHb OBICTPO <2> OBICTPO NCCIE[OBAN
KOCMHIYeCKOe MPOCTPAHCTBO
[and since the 1917 revolution we have been very quickly quickly exploring
space]
(0013RuTr)

4) and let me congratulate all those who took part in the leave campaign
(0014EnRuOr)

a) X04y 1mo6/1arogapuTb BceX KTO XOTel 4ToObl BenmkoOpuraHus BblLIa 13
Eppomeiickoro cowsa
[I'd like to thank everyone who wanted the UK to leave the European Union]
(0014RuTr)

Example 2 involves a flagrant error, Example 3, a considerable omission, and
Example 4, an error that is subtle but all the more disruptive because, as a result, the
speaker’s attitude is changed from merely polite to personally involved. Examples
2-4 do not have specialty or language-specific difficulties in the source. Moreover,
two speech events interpreted by two interpreters account for five of the errors, sug-
gesting idiosyncrasy rather than text-internal explanations. All the cases, with one
exception, occurred in the speeches that were interpreted freely (as opposed to “with
text”). There was no significant difference in the number of incorrect interpretations
in the En>Ru vs. the Ru>En subcorpus.

In contrast to Gile’s (1999) definition above, incorrect interpretations in SIREN
included not only errors and omissions, but also additions that could not have been
classified as explicitations (that is, they did not involve making explicit a meaning
that was implicitly encoded in the SL). In Example 5, the interpreter both omits the
specific descriptor of the type of website (“sex forum”) and adds a reference to “down-
loading wrong files” which is not encoded in the source:

5) they’ve [fingerprints—D.D.] been used to identify people who simply visited inter-

net sex forum
(0010EnOr_1)

a) OTII€YaTKM ITAJIbLIE€B MICIIOJIb3YIOTCA TaM 71 OTC/IEKMBAHUA nrofien KOTOpbI€
MOII/IY He Ha Te CaliThl B VHTEPHETE VIV CKavYaay TaM He Te (1)&]7[}'[51
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[fingerprints are used there to track people who visited wrong websites on the
internet or downloaded wrong files there]
(0010RuTr_1)

The other strategy that is predicted by its position in the ST is omission (p<.001,
multinomial logistic regression model fitted using the R package nnet™). The earlier
in the ST a segment occurs, the more likely it is that the strategic transformation in
its interpretation will be omission. One common type of omission involves omitting
stance and politeness expressions, as in Example 6:

6) HY s TaK IIOHMMAIO YTO COLMATbHOE MEPOIPUATHIE He IIAHMUPYeTCsl HO 0OMeH
MHEHMSIMI Ha HOJIAX MEPONPUSTIsI KOHEYHO BO3MOXKEH
[well as I understand a social event isn’t planned, but an exchange of opinions on
the sidelines of the event is of course possible]
(0025RuOr_4)
a) there is not going to be a special event on <1> that topic <.> but they can

exchange their opinions on the sidelines of the event
(0025EnTr_4)

The omission of stance expressions in the product of interpreting is especially
interesting as Friginal (2009), for instance, ties interlingual variation in stance to
differing perceptions of courtesy and respect. Other stance and politeness expressions
omitted in the SIREN sample include respectful address terms, modal verbs of voli-
tion, adverbs of certainty and likelihood, stance particles (“omsiTs-raknu”), and whole
clauses (for instance, “as I hope you know”).

However, the bulk of omissions concern factual information that the interpreter
either failed to understand or retain, or decided to leave out in order to maintain
simultaneity. In Example 7, for instance, the interpreter omits the name of the previ-
ous questioner (probably judged irrelevant) and then, after a 2-second pause, a spe-
cific reference to the 70-year history of the UN:

7) Secretary-General following up to Edie’s question about the UN at 70 ca-eh-you're
nearing the end of your term could you tell us a little bit how your legacy will fit
into the 70-year history of the UN

(0012EnOr_2)
a) TOCIOAMH TeHepanbHbIl ceKpeTapb, IPOROMIXKasg BONPOC O TPARYIIEM
OKOHYAaHNM BallleT0 CPOKA Ha IOCTY eHCeKpeTaps, KaK BbI OLjeHJBaeTe CBOIL
CBOII BKJTafl 1 <2> CBOE HacyIefe
[Sir, Secretary-General, following up to the question about the upcoming end
of your term in the position of the Secretary-General, how do you evaluate your
your contribution and <2> your legacy]
(0012RuTr_2)

Finally, the other strategy that can be viewed as indicative of the interpreter
orienting towards their audience is explicitation. Pym (2005) in his model of explic-
itation proposes that its purpose is to manage the risk of non-communication. The
target audience shares fewer background references with the speaker than the SL
audience, and therefore the risk of non-communication is higher. Unlike the previous
two transformations, explicitation is not a coping strategy or evidence of breakdown.
Analysing retrospective interviews with conference interpreters, Gumul (2006) found
that the type of explicitation corresponding to the one in the present paper' (that is,
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meaning specification) was mostly agentive and was employed with the purpose of
reducing the processing effort for the target audience.

Explicitations in the SIREN sample support Gumul’s (2006) findings. The
explicitation could be done via specifying generic information with proper names,
toponyms or dates (Example 8), filling out elliptical constructions (see example for
explicitation in Table 1), unpacking acronyms (Example 9) or adding explanatory
comments on general knowledge matters (Example 10). There was no significant
difference in the number of explicitations in the En>Ru vs. the Ru>En subcorpus.

8) Poccmiickas Depepanus MOALEP>KUBACT IIOAXObI HOBOI PAMOYHOI KOHBEHI[MI
IEeMCTBUIL
[Russian Federation supports the approach of the new action framework]
(0016RuOr)
a) Russian Federation support the approach of the new Hyogo framework with its

goals and priorities
(0016EnTr)

9) MYC Poccunt npuxofuT Ha IIOMOLLb TIOAsAM B 100071 TOUKE 3eMHOTO Iapa
[MES of Russia comes to the aid of the people at any place on the globe]
a) the Ministry for Civil Defence, Emergencies and Disaster Relief comes to the
help of people who are suffering in <.> all parts of the world
(0016RuOr)

10) but extremism and terrorism <.> ISIS and Daesh this kind of a continuing crisis
has created the perfect breeding ground for these extremist and terrorists to put
their ground firmly

(0012EnOr_1)
a) POCT aKCTpeMu3Ma U Teppopusma, noasierue VITJI, VicnaMckoro rocyapcrsa
<1> 9TOT MPOROKAIIIMIICS KPU3UC <2> CTal Takoil yamkoil Ilerpu s
Pas/IMYHBIX 9KCTPEMICTOB ¥ TEPPOPUCTOB -TAKOJ HUTATENTBHOIT Cpefoit
[the rise of extremism and terrorism, the emergence of ISIS, Daesh, this conti-
nuing crisis has become a sort of Petri dish for various extremists and terrorists
— a sort of nutrient solution]
(0012RuTr_1)

This kind of explicitation reflects audience design on the part of the interpreter.
Explicitations are sometimes performed at the expense of simultaneity: see for instance
Examples 9 and 10, where the interpreters sacrificed temporal advantage to add the
explicitating information. This practice forms a counterpoise to the other common
strategy, omission, which is sometimes employed to minimise the lag. On the whole,
however (see Table 2), omission, compression, and segmentation are markedly more
frequent than explicitation, waiting, and trial and error. Hypothetically, this distribu-
tion is a sign that the interpreter orients towards a performative goal rather than a
content-oriented goal. In other words, it is more important to maintain a fluent and
coherent delivery than to ensure the transfer of correct meaning. In the contexts of
speech events in the SIREN corpus, which occur in high-stakes situations and where
all involved will eventually receive carefully prepared written translations and tran-
scripts, it is not surprising that SI may foreground form over substance. Although, of
course, the interpreters deliver a high-quality product that is mostly true to source,
some frequency evidence discussed above suggests that greater attention is paid to
performance than what quality assessment criteria traditionally dictate to students.
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6. Discussion and conclusions

In this paper, I set out to review the literature on translation and interpreting strate-
gies, to create a master list of strategies appearing in different research strands, and
to investigate their presence in a corpus of natural SI. To date, few systematic corpus-
based quantifications have contributed to the strategy debate, and none of them on
the bidirectional Russian-English material.

The conclusions are drawn on the basis of manual annotation of 360 excerpts
randomly extracted from the SIREN corpus. Having reviewed the results, I estab-
lished that all eight strategies from the master list are present. An extra category of
“incorrect interpretations” had to be added for those cases of non-strategic transfor-
mations where flagrant errors, omissions or additions were observed in the TT.

I found a significant association between the type of strategy and their position
in the source speech, as well as their phraseological richness. When the position in
the source speech was coded as a three-level variable which makes a distinction
between the beginning (the first 10%), the end (the last 10%), and the main body of
the source speech, few strategic transformations were found in the beginning. Only
two strategies, omission and saucissonnage (segmentation), had a significant ten-
dency to occur closer to the beginning of the speech. Phraseological richness, mea-
sured as the number of pre-patterned phrases per SL excerpt, was overall quite low
in the sample. An especially low median for phraseological richness was observed
for anticipation and explicitation, two strategies that place further cognitive strain
on the interpreter.

A combination of quantitative and qualitative findings leads me to make an
observation concerning the frequencies of the relative strategies. The most frequent
strategies are those that are aimed at delivering fluent and uninterrupted output,
sometimes at the expense of complete and faithful content transfer. The strategies
that are aimed at ensuring content transfer at the expense of smooth delivery are on
the whole less common. Trial and error, waiting, and explicitation, that is, content-
oriented strategies, account for 36% of the strategy inventory, while compression,
omission, saucissonnage, and stalling account for 61%. I hypothesise that this indi-
cates a preference for the performative function of SI over the informative one.
Importantly, such a preference might be tied to the context of SIREN speeches. Kurz
(1993: 16) showed that when compared to other audiences (medical doctors, engi-
neers, and even interpreters), the delegates of the Council of Europe—a setting
similar to that where SIREN was compiled—rated fluency of delivery, logical cohe-
sion, native accent, and other performative aspects of SI as relatively more important
compared to sense consistency.

However, the sample size is small and the observed frequencies low. Inferential
statistical findings on some of the strategies are bound to be inconclusive. For
example, I detected only three occurrences of anticipation in the sample of 360
excerpts—quite a surprising finding in itself given the weight it is ascribed in cogni-
tive models of SI. All in all, although the corpus study confirmed that all the strate-
gies do indeed appear in natural SI, it has also shown that they are used less often
than the didactic or intuition-based literature leads us to believe. Whether this dif-
ference is representative of SI in general, or is down to other variables (for example,
the current SI corpus of political discourse, both free and “with text,” might differ
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from the “with text” ST at scientific and medical conferences) can only be established
by further corpus-based studies of respective corpora using random sampling and
multiple coders.

NOTES

1.  Hereafter the speeches in the corpus of interpreting are referred to as oral texts or texts, to enable
further use of traditional terminology such as target/source text.

2. Verbatim.

3. “Eswirealso zu fordern, zunéchst groflere Mengen authentischen Materials auf weniger komplexe
Fragestellungen hin zu untersuchen” (Kalina 1998: 173).

4. MEYER, Bernd (2010): Consecutive and Simultaneous Interpreting (CoSi). Version 1.1. Hamburger
Zentrum fiir Sprachkorpora. Consulted on 12 November 2020, <http://hdl.handle.net/11022/0000-
0000-5225-A>.

5. See Dayter (2018) for the detailed description of the transcription and the corpus building process;
see Dayter (2020) for information on individual texts comprising the corpus and on POS annotation.

6.  Both the terms phraseological richness and phraseological complexity exist in linguistic research
(see namely Paquot and Granger 2012; Brezina 2018), with phraseological richness somewhat pre-
ferred in the Russian context.

7. HauuonanvHviii kopnyc pycckoeo sisvika [National corpus of the Russian language] (Last update:
20 December 2020): Institute of Russian language, Russian Academy of Sciences. Consulted on
19 November 2020, <http://ruscorpora.ru/obgrams.html>.

8. R CoRE TEAM (2016): R: A language and environment for statistical computing. Version 3.1. Vienna:
R Foundation for Statistical Computing.

9. See Kohn and Kalina (1996: 123), who state that anticipation is a fundamental feature of strategic
discourse processing, or Van Besien (1999), who cite it as appearing every 85 seconds.

10. RIPLEY, Brian and VENABLES, William (2 February 2016): R Package ‘nnet.’ Version 7.3-12.
Consulted on 25 September 2019, <http://www.stats.ox.ac.uk/pub/MASS4/>.

11.  She includes many other transformations under this label, some of them classified differently here
(self-corrections, repetitions, adding qualifying remarks) and others not considered as substantial
enough transformations for coding (adding conjunctions, replacing nominalizations with verb
phrases).
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