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Deutsche Zusammenfassung der Dissertation

From Community Interpreting
to

Discourse Interpreting

- A Triadic Discourse hterpreting Model (TRIM) -

vorgelegt von Lihua JIANG/Sichuan, China

Die vorliegende, in englischer Sprache verfasste Dissertatiordelhawvom
,Community Interpreting’, d.h. dem zwei- oder mehrsprachigen Dobrhets in

einer Gespréchssituation, in der bilateral betour in und aus einer Muttersprache
gedolmetscht wird. Wéhrend sich das Konferenzdolmetschen in seinen Aus-
pragungen als Simultan- und Konsekutivdolmetschen heute klar in Begriff und
Methode etabliert hat und dadurch zum Ausgangspunkt vieler Forschuegstnadg)
—Bemuihungen geworden ist, ist das ,Community Interpreting’ in iBegnd
Methode bis heute unklar und wird in seinen Bedingungen und Problemen kon-
trovers diskutiert.

Die vorliegende Arbeit will einen Beitrag zur Erforschung diekesiplexen
Gegenstandsbereichs leisten, indem Faktoren herausgearbeitetasiggtet und in
ihrem Zusammenspiel gezeigt werden, die Einfluss auf die heute zumchTeil
unbewussten Entscheidungen der Dolmetscherin in der aktuellen Komnamskat
situation haben. Damit soll der Dolmetscherin eine Orientierurigsgiggeben
werden, sich in einer konkreten Dolmetschung bewusst fir eimgegsche
Dolmetschvariante und Vorgehensweise zu entscheiden.

Nach einer Darstellung des Phdnomens und seiner Problematik ielKlamtd
in Kapitel 2 auf die Vielfalt der Bezeichnungsweisen und Forsclaunsgéze in
diesem Bereich eingegangen, wie sie sich vor dem Hintergrund deigdme
Literaturlage im Wesentlichen in den so genannten ,Migraionkdrn’® USA,

Australien, Kanada, Sudafrika und Schweden aus der praktischen Notwahdigk



heraus entwickelt hat.

Kapitel 3 widmet sich der aktuellen kontrovers diskutierten Rollenpradti&
im Bereich des Community Interpreting, wobei insbesondere auf dgenGatz der
beiden grundsatzlich kontraren Aktionsmdglichkeiten, der ,verbatim’ und der
Kulturmittelnden, ,mediatorischen’ Dolmetschung, eingegangen wird. UDeer-
schied in der Vorgehensweise liegt dabei darin, dass beim ,vertidimetschen
moglichst nahe am Original gedolmetscht wird (z.B. bei Gerichianellungen und
polizeilichen Verhdren) und andererseits beim mediatorischen Dsihest die rela-
tiv aktive Dolmetschung im Vordergrund steht (z.B. beim Krankenhaus- und

Behordendolmetschen).

Auf der Basis dieser Rollenproblematik wird in Kapitel 4 das @omty
Interpreting in den theoretischen Rahmen der Diskursanalyse ligestdl das
Verstandnis des BegriffSiskursdolmetschem der vorliegenden Arbeit dargelegt.
Dafir ist grundsétzlich, dass in der Dolmetsch-Triade von einem kaioes,
zielorientierten Verhalten alldkommunikationspartner ausgegangen werden muss
und die DolmetscherIn als ,dritter’ Kommunikationspartner gleichligicmit den
primaren Kommunikationspartnern fir den Erfolg der Kommunikation durch

Herstellung der Koh&renz im bi- oder multikulturellen Diskurs weitantwortlich ist.

Ausgehend von diesem Grundverstandnis werden in Kapitel 5 die
Handlungsparameter zusammengestellt, die in den beiden Verhalssrs\yeerba-
tim’ vs ,mediatorisch’) unterschiedlich sind. Dabei werden sthi& und dynamische
Parameter unterschieden und die Dolmetschsequenz auf eine Tésrabimami-
schem Wechsel der Botschaften zwischen den Kommunikationspartnern B und
und der Dolmetschung dieser Botschaften durch den Dolmetschegéléggt Es
wird angenommen, dass eine Originalbotschaft M durch die Filiskurszweck’,
,Koharenz’ (unterteilt in ,thematische’ und ,isotopische Kontinuitaf)/eltwissen’
und individuelle ad hoc ,Interessenlage’ zu einer gedolmetschtennarid!’ als
Null-Botschaft (TYP 1), partiell variante Botschaft (TYPuUnd TYP IlIl) in zwei
Auspragungen (Kategorie 1 und 2), variante ,mediatorische’ BotsghélP 1V) und
als invariante Botschaft (TYP V) gefiltert wird. Die Filteverden entsprechend

bezeichnet.

Filter und Varianten werden in einem Entscheidungsbaum dargestdlltiie

vV



Bedingungen flr die verschiedenen Outputvarianten M’ beschrieben. r8alas
Zusammenspiel von statischen und dynamischen Parametern in dereaktuel
Dolmetschsituation Gber die Annahme verschiedener Diskursdolmetschfilt
modellierbar. Diese Modellierung wird alEriadic Discourse_mterpreting _Mbdel
(TRIM) bezeichnet. So kann die Dolmetscherin in der konkreten Situadidro@a
entscheiden, inwiefern eine ,verbatim’ Dolmetschung oder eine atweiche

Dolmetschung vonnoten ist.

In Kapitel 6 wird das Modell auf eine chinesisch-englische Dadaimetng vor
Gericht angewendet, die von der Hong Kong Baptist University zuflyleng
gestellt wurde. Dabei wird deutlich, wie unterschiedlich die Rédrhung von
Einzelaussagen in einer in der. Regel als ,verbatim’ Dolmdtselisn betrachteten
der Gesamthandlung des Gerichtsdiskurses (Kreuzverhor) ausfallen ansich
ergebenden Varianten werfen ein Licht auf Kenntnisstand und Entschesgigig

raum der Dolmetscherin und belegen so die Anwendbarkeit des vorgelegten Modells.

In einem Schlusskapitel wird das Ergebnis zusammengefasst undkitleespe

fur die Forschung, Didaktik und Praxis entworfen.

Im Anhang wird das transkribierte Original und Verdolmetschung der
Gerichtsverhandlung mit wortlicher Ubersetzung der chinesischssagen in das

Englische vorgelegt.
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Chapter 0: Introduction

0 Introduction

0.1 Research Topic

The present dissertation is about Community Interpreting. In comtr&onference
Interpreting® , Community Interpreting involves the interpreter to interpret
‘bidirectionally’, i.e. ‘back and forth’ into and out of his/her natimaguage in what

is often referred to as a ‘face-to face’ communicative sanatVith globalization
and migration processes, Community Interpreting has gained increagogance

in the past decade. In fact, most of the interpreting today isdayesi to be done by

Community Interpreting (Moody 2007: 182).

While Simultaneous and Consecutive Interpreting have establisheddlves
firmly by the late 1990s in terms of concepts and methods documemtethye
Pochhacker’s functionally-oriented dissertation (1994), Gile’s cagnithodel of
balancing interpreting efforts (1995), Feldweg’s communicativelyatetk approach
(1996) or Kalina’s strategic processes dissertation (1998), Conymintetpreting
is today still often used synonymously with non-professional interngrete.qg.
Bihrig/Meyer 2004, Sauerwein 2006) and presents a very heterogeneous asct
far as concepts and methodology are concerned (for an overviddalef.2007).
Much of the copious literature centers around problems of its profiedigiation and
academization (e.g. Mikkelson 1996, Roberts 1997), its development in individual
countries (for an overview cf. Erasmus (ed.) 1999) or its problemzarticular
settings (e.g. Pdchhacker 2000, Apfelbaum 2004, Meyer 2004, Sauerwein 2006,
Grbic/Pollabauer 2006, Hale 2007, Wadensjé/ Englund Dimitrova 2007, Hofer 2008).
As an ‘ad hoc’, ‘non-professional’ activity (e.g. Knapp-Potthoff 1987, rigiieyer
2004, Sauerwein 2006), the different roles of the Community Interpreter as compared
with that of a conference interpreter has been a matter abgergy to this date (e.g.
Hale 2007, Moody 2007). While research and academic studies haresiegty

discussed a wide range of problems associated with the Comrintaifpreter’s role

1 Conference Interpreting was born during World Waand with the advent of Simultaneous Interprgtand
especially after the Nuremburg (1945-1946) and Dokials (1946-1948), Conference Interpreting bezanore
widespread (Herbert 1978).

2 For a differentiation cf. Hertog/Reunbrouck (19%&ff) and Kulick, D. (1982) in Kulick/Helgessond&:

tolkning.Lund: Lunds Universitet.



Chapter 0: Introduction

conflict from an ethical (e.g. Mikkelson 2000), linguistic (e.g. the ipabbns of the
‘Sonderforschungsbereich 538 ‘Multilingualisfy’and didactitpoint of view, little
interest has been shown to systematize the parametensflinahce or determine the
interpreter’s role in actual interpreter-mediated communicatxents. The
theoretical and methodological deficits surrounding the concepCarhimunity
Interpreting are responsible for the conflict of the Communityrpnéter when
presented with the decision for or against faithful (‘verbatim’‘@nduit’) or
relatively ‘free’ interpretation (acting as ‘advocator’ oulttral mediator’) in the
actual interpreting situation. In an effort to alleviate therpreter’'s predicament,
there has been a growing tendency to explore the institutional setimgvhich
Community Interpreting takes place and their influence on the ieterpmediated
communication process (e.g. Tebble 1996, 1998; Hale 1997, 2004; Mikkelson 1998,
2000; Meyer 2000, 2004; Pollabauer 2003, 2004; Sauerwein 2006). The visibility
issue of the interpreter’s role in such settings like court, rabedic police
interpreting has accentuated such traditional opposing views dantér@reter as a
‘verbatim’ reproducer of messages in another language (e.g. @offi®81) on the

one hand or as ‘advocator’, ‘cultural broker’ or ‘conciliator’ (e.g.riiéFavaron
2003: 212) on the other hand. Socio-linguistic questions and discourse cormiderati
have moved into focus on the threshold of the new millennium, when Community

Interpreting began to be seen as involving two independent activities, i.e.
e the translation and
« the coordination of talk,

with the interpreter being considered an engaged actor iada treating two kinds
of talk: relaying a message and mediating the flow of fAladensjo 1998). Terms

like ‘participation framework®, i.e. the interpreter’s activity of coordinating

3 Especially those of Biihrig (2000) and Meyer (2004)

“ For an overview on the programs in the USA, Auistrsweden, Germany and Austria cf. Daneshayel,200
Hale 2007.

® Well-known studies are for example Carr et al.sjetl997, Roberts et al. (eds) 2000, Brunette (2003,
Pochhacker 2004, Hale 2007.

66 Participation framework: Goffman proposed this eloich 1981 and the basic idea is that the orgaioizadf

spoken interaction ultimately results from partaips’ continuous evaluations and reevaluations pefaker-

2



Chapter 0: Introduction

utterances arising from assumptions and expectations of theigsartec in a
conversational communication flow (Metzger 1995) have stressed thradtive
component in Community Interpreting with distinguishing turn exchabgeseen
the interlocutors and the interpreter and linguistic forms of t(saosh as lengthy
lags and overlapping turns, cf. Roy 2000). The Community Interfzretenflict
today, however, is still unresolved which is reflected and documergech éliriam
Shlesinger’s ongoing Tel Aviv project ‘Grey Goes with the ifery’ (cf. Shlesinger
2008), which vividly illustrates the interpreter's predicament ohd¢pesaught in a
‘sandwich position’ of serving two masters at the same time. T® tha&re is no
consensus on which communicative parameters determine the individual int&xprete
role within those two opposite views of literal ‘verbatim’ rendgs (‘conduit role’)
and active ‘cultural mediation’ within a framework of parametket influence and

control the interpretation process in a concrete interpreter-mediated scenari

0.2  Questioning and Research Aim

The present dissertation looks into this situation with the aisugfesting a set of
parameters that influence the interpreter’s decisions andilgiagctheir interplay in
determining the individual interpreter’'s action latitude in a wgivaterpreter-
mediated communicative situation.
With this aim in mind, we will look at a number of parameterstaed interplay
in which Community Interpreting differs from conference interpreting; a
» thegeneral godlof the interpreter-mediated communication (potentially set
by an outside authority);
e the actual objectivethat is to be attained by the communicative event, to
which the interpreter acts as a ‘third party’;
« the possible knowledge differential between the communicative psuttmesr
the interpreter needs to identify and offset in order to cooperattaiming

the actual objective of the communicative event;

hearers’ roles or status of participation at thra-toy-turn-level. This is also an important elemanthe present

study.

” All technical terms introduced in this dissertatare given intalics (when used for the first time).
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* the (assumed) meaning dimensions from the interpreter's pexspectd
their sense continuity in the communicative partners’ message exchanges;

» the possible ad hoc clash of themmunicative partners’ interestghen it
comes towards cooperating in reaching the actual objective of the
communicative event.

We are particularly interested in the interpreter’s potetatesponsibility for
establishing ‘sense continuitycgherencg between the different communicative
partners’ utterances and resulting message exchanges weobk s clearly differ
from coherence establishing processes in Conference Integprevhere the
establishment of ‘sendas largely left to the end user, i.e. the audience or recipients.
The present study is theoretically-oriented and describes diveg anterpreter’s
perspective as a ‘third party’ (Knapp/Knapp-Potthoff 1987) in the cornuation. It
suggests that a source message (M) is turned into an intdrpregsage (M’) by the
interpreter’'s decisions at various stages of the interprgtmgess which are
reflected in a number dhterpreting Filters(IF), the function of which is described
in this dissertation. It aims at providing the interpreter witloaentation as how to
act (‘faithfully’ or in a ‘mediating’ way or anywhere betwe¢hese two extreme
positions) in a concrete interpreter-mediated event. Thisowrs in its applicability
to interpreter-mediated legal proceedings against the background ofothre
interpreting situation in Hong Kong today.

0.3 Structure

The problem and phenomenon of Community Interpreting is presented jrte€Cha
Chapter 2 reviews the Community Interpreting parameterseirptavious research.
After briefly discussing the interpreter’'s role controversyitapresents itself in the
literature with a focus on the contrasting roles of ‘verbatism‘mediating’ roles in
Chapter 3an attempt is made to clarify today’s controversial conceptoofr@unity
Interpreting in Chapter 4 by proposing the notionDa$course Interpretingas an

alternative term for Community Interpreting and positioning ihimithe paradigm of

8 For a detailed discussion of microstructure andromructures within the coherence establishingcgss cf.
Albl-Mikasa 2007.
4



Chapter 0: Introduction

Discourse AnalysisDiscourse Interpreting(DI) is then described as a process of
interacting static and dynamic parameters (Chapter 5).

Static parameters include relatively stable knowledge and isituaiated
parameters, such as a description of the communicative scenawhidh the
interpreting event takes place, including the objective of the eonwmation, the type
of scenario, time, place, institutional norms, @@mmunicative PartnersAssumed
(shared) knowledge profilesand their (shared) Focus of Attention
(Aufmerksamkeitsbereiclijom which the topic of the communication evolves, and
most importantly th&€€Communicative Partnergspeaker A, speaker B, interpreter I)
interest in a successful communication. The theoretical foundations of these
parameters are offered to be Mudersbagihisme-Rheme Fan Fixation Model (FFM)
(1981) andCoherencg2004) Model on which the parameter of topic continuity is
based. The parameter of isotopic continuity is developed from SchulziuorisT
four-dimensional ‘Four ears — Four Tongues’ communication model (1981). Both
parameters are considered indicators foCoherence (Gerzymisch-
Arbogast/Kunold/Rothful3-Bastian 2006a).

Dynamic parameters portray the interplay of these dimensionsttirn to turn
in an interpreter-mediated communicative exchange for whitétradic cycleis
assumed and adapted to account for actual discourse phenomena suchi@s quest
answer sequences, clarification requests, self-corrections,apvefl turns or
hesitation phenomenaommunicative Partner8 and B exchange a message (input
M) which becomes an interpreted message (output M’). In order to adoolthe
potential variation between M and M’ within the tetradic cycle, it is assuhagdvt -
in the process of becoming M’- is passing through a seriggespreting Filters(IF),
which influence the interpreter’s output M’ @ommunicative PartneB to become
more or less variant between the extremes ‘verbatim’ amdliated’. It is thought
that the controlling parameters as interdependent filters (sa@nthe interpreter’s
perspective), especially with respect to establishing cohetgntpic andisotopic
continuity and by balancing ‘ad hoc’ potentially varyimgerests will shed light on
the interpreter’'s decisions on his/her action latitude. The funttiotaplay of a
number offilters, which adopt different values in interpreter-mediated scenarios, is
considered to filter M to become M'.

The concept oDiscourse Interpretingvith its interrelating static components and
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dynamic dimensions allows to positi@iscourse Interpretinggn an equal conceptual
footing with Conference Interpreting (as a co-hyponym to Simultanemd
Consecutive Interpretation) with its differentiating featuresdpénat the interpreter is
considered a third partner in a communicative ‘triad’ (asai$ walled a.0. by Mason
1999) and the interpreter’s role not being characterized by neutratitdistance as in
Conference Interpreting, but by being actively co-responsible éstitcess of the
communicative event. Achieving an actual discourse objective in ampiater-
mediated communication thus includes the interpreter's mandat@de pbtential
coherence gaps and mediate clashes of interest betweennttagypcommunicative
partners.

This perspective deviates from the traditional view of the ingéep ‘bridging’
the language and/or cultural gaps between two CommunicativeePawho do not
speak the same language or share the same cultural values drté¢he that the
interpreter as a ‘third party’ actively contributes to achiav@mmonly agreed-upon
communicative objective. This presupposes interpreting decisions aboatetence
and (assumed) meanings of an original message M, establ@binegencan the case
of a perceived knowledge differential between tB®mmunicative Partners
controlling the partnersFocus of Attentionn a given situation and - if necessary -
mediating a potential clash of actlialerestwhich may arise from a lack of overlap in
the Communicative Partnersperspectives in reaching a commonly agreed-upon
communicative objective. In this function, the interpreter's rolene longer
characterized by an ‘either/or’ decision of ‘verbatim’ vs ‘ma&did@ conflict but
reflects a decision-making continuum which may change from tuturtoas the
communication develops.

Chapter 6 of this study shows how the establisBéstourse Interpreting
parameters and filters apply to an authentic Hong Kong court dtiahario, an
excerpt of which is analyzed to show the validity of the proposed approach.

The results are summarized and put into perspective in Chapter 7.

A glossary of terms and abbreviations (Appendix I) and a lisidés and figures
are added to provide transparency of terms and acronyms frequeetlyin this
dissertation. The relevant excerpts of the transcribed corpusiatgat@e added in

Appendix Il and Appendix IlI.
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1 Phenomenon and Problem

The following example is from Harris/Sherwood’s famous discussidrust as an
important factor in family-related Community Interpretingskows an interpreted
exchange in a Canadian immigration office in the late 1970s wiehtypical
problems associated with Community Interpreting as often accettuafgopular
descriptions of the phenomenon. Although the background information shéve i
limited to enable the reader to fully comprehend the scenariccawestill easily
detect a number of typical characteristics and open questionkeirfigld of
Community Interpreting.

The example involves an Italian immigrant who wants to getegal Ipapers in
Canada, relying on his bilingual daughter to interpret the convamsatith an

English-speaking immigration officer:

Father to interpreter: Digli che e un imbeci{@Ill him he’s an idiot!)
Interpreter to the Immigration officer: My fatheowt accept your offer.
Father (angrily, in Italian to daughter): Why ditlpou tell him what | told you?
(Harris/Sherwood 1978: 217)

It exemplifies two interrelated questions which will be theufmf this

dissertation:

* Is the interpreter legitimized to interpret non-verbatim,is.dt legitimate for

the interpreting daughter not to reproduce her father’s insulting utterance?

* Are there criteria that determine whether to render aat®nbmessage or

non-verbatim message in an actual interpreter-mediated communication?

In order to answer these general questions, it is necessaryploreexhe

following more specific questions related to the above example:

* What is the general goal of the communication? Is the preseha@n

interpreter prescribed by law or just momentarily necessary?

* What is the actual objective of the concrete communication so@nkgrithe
father’s objective and interest of getting his legal papersifege and is this
actual objective and interest shared by the Immigration Offiderother
words, do their interests match in this respect? And in which sttexehe

interpreter supposed to act?
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* Is the father’s insulting remark coherently related to a ptevutterance or
topic or is there a (hidden) element in the communication that would motivate

his anger?

» Against what knowledge background does the interpreter act, e.g. how much
English does the father really know? How much Italian does thagrant
Officer know? And how much English and Italian, cultural, domain and other
world knowledge including cultural norms does the interpreter know in order
to successfully handle the interpretation of officially applyioiglégal papers

in this interchange of messages?

* Are the underlying (hidden) meanings, e.g. of the Italian imemnigfather’s
message: Digli che e un imbecile! (Tell him he’s an idjotelevant for

achieving the communication’s overall goal and actual purpose?

« Who decides whether it is in the interest of achieving the comiativec
objective of the discourse if the daughter interpreter would rdreteather’s

message ‘verbatim’?

» Are there factual or other reasons that motivate the intergeetowntone
her father’s insult and can they be generalized as determiagtgrs in

Community Interpreting?

Even though we can assume that the daughter by her mediation efidechan
imminent clash of actual interests which may have led to a possible breakdown of the
communication, we so far have no ‘intersubjectively verifiabtgera' ° for
answering the above questions — not just on an ‘ad hoc’ but on a systenwat

general level. The present dissertation endevors to shed stmenithese questions.

In the search of such parameters, we will establish Communéypheting as
Discourse Interpretingin the following section by positioning it within the
framework of Discourse Analysis and its essential parametefestablishing)
coherencan communication. Based on the influential ideas of Sacks, Schegloff

Jefferson on turn-taking in conversations with the requirements “inlile

° For an explication of intersubjectively verifiabtgiteria in translation cf. Gerzymisch-Arbogast/éusbach
(1998: 34).
8
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understanding of other’s turns of talk are displayed to co-participtdmy are
available as well to professional analysts, who are therebydaa proof criterion
(and a search procedure) for the analysis of what a turn’s taticigpied with. Since

it is the parties’ understanding of prior turns of talk that i€éevant to their
construction of next turns, it is their understandings that are ntaddor analysis”
(1974: 728), Discourse Analysis provides a valid framework for the eomtipk in
interpreted turns of talk within which the coherence of messédges (ndicated by
theme-rhemeand isotopy considerations) can be investigated: “Turns can be
resuming an ‘old’ or introducing a ‘new’ topic, contributing to or questioning an idea,
changing the topic or tone or commenting to keep the conversation floyuondy:
728).

John Gumperz (1982) takes this idea further in his ‘interactional sari@tics’
and holds that participants in a conversation engage in an ongoing spifces
listening to assess the intentions of their interlocutor when fatingla response to
accomplish their own interests and intentions, claiming that whag¢rson means
must be determined not only by what is said linguistically but laysknowledge of
the expectations, social roles and world view of the listener,ishdly viewing
discourse as an active communicative process of listening and repeBigcourse
Analysis offers suitable parameters for investigating thepreger’s role, especially
because of involving cooperative “speakers/writers who have topics, presuppositions,
and who assign information structure and make reference. It isrbleaaders who

interpret and who draw inferences” (Brown/Yule 1983/2000: ix).

Discourse Analysis is therefore the theoretical frameworkefqloring and
positioning the interpreter as a cooperative third party in thise#en. This
includes all its implications, i.e. assigning information (strugtumad making
(isotopic) references and inferences as required to achidvar@dscommunicative
goal. Within the framework of Discourse Analysis, ‘texts’ are comsidered ‘as
static objects, but as dynamic means of expressiegded meaning’ (Brown/Yule
1983: 24, emphasis by Lihua Jiang). This yields another important garame
interpreter-mediated discourse, i.e. intended or assumed meamdgseaning
continuities ¢oherenceandisotopy. The topic and isotopic dimensions of implicit
meanings are here thought to produce sense contioiteencgin a sequence of
utterances. Since hidden meanings are usually left to be discovgratieb

9
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Communicative Partners themselves in toderenceestablishing process, in the
communications where the Communicative Partners can not direstiyngnicate
with each other but need an interpreter in the process, the integseteooperative
partner is co-responsible for establishing sense continuity by ingludisumptions
and inferences of his/her own. In the interest of the communicatbjestive, it can
therefore be regarded to fall within the interpreter’s respditgito use the means

that he/she thinks are appropriate for assuring continuity of seviseréncg

Within the framework of Discourse Analysis, we identify (sfaparameters as
(a) theCommunication Situatigr(b) the (cooperativefommunicative Partnerand
their potential clash dinterests (c) their (overlappingKnowledgeprofiles and any
existing knowledge differential (as it is assumed by thepneger) (d) parameters as
they relate to the interpreter’s efforts and (e) the trigdisared)Interestin a
successful outcome of the communication (according to the agreed puifptee

communication).

It is then logical to show the interaction of these staticrpaters in a dynamic
communicative sequence involving the linguistic interpretation ofhi )nterpreted
message exchange @bmmunicative Partners and B and (2) thassumed filtering
of an original input message M in the interpreter’s output reproductidfi and (3)
identifying the factors which may lead to variations of M’ &isis M. The
description of the interaction of these static and dynamicnpetsas will yield
circumstances and criteria that will support the interpretedatermining his/her
action latitude in an actual interpreter-mediated communicatienaso. Before
discussing these specific parameters, we will first presetéscription of efforts
documented in the literature to find a conceptual framework for Comynunit
Interpreting with particular reference to the role controversy Community

Interpreting.

10
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2 In Search for a Definition of Community Interpreting

2.1  Synonymic Variation and Unclear Concept

Due to its unclear position within the research field of intempgefcf. Pochhacker
1999, 2000), Community Interpreting has developed a great variety of denominations
with different conceptual components and foci (for a discussion cé {3HPB5,
Pdchhacker 2004, Kalina 2002, Salevsky 1996, Hertog/Reunbrouck 1999, Hale 2007:
27-30 provides the most recent overview). The most popularly-used term for
bidirectional, ‘retour’ interpreting today is Community Interpretthg which
primarily refers to institutional communicative situations asded with
immigrants’ problems and often includes Court Interpreting (eigkéfson 1998).
We refrain from using the traditional expression ‘face-to-fac@nmunication
because Community Interpreting today also includes remote intagpistenarios
like telephone interpreting (cf. Lee 2007) where there is no face-taatact (for a
discussion on dialog interpreting under VC-specific conditions curB2907). The
lack of consensus on its conceptual features has led to a varidgnominations
which reflect the research deficits into the general phenomenoitsgoablems (cf.
Hertog/Reunbrouck 1999: 268f). Some initial agreements have bedredeag its
difference from Conference Interpreting (e.g. Mikkelson 1996, Robh8&g, Gentile
1997, Alexieva 1997/2002, Pdchhacker 2004, Hertog/Reunbrouck 1999, and most
recently Hale 2007: 31-33) however, even this distinction has becomedbtyriies
seemingly overlapping features with Consecutive Interprét{Kglina 2006: 255).
Community Interpreting’s synonymous expressions seem to focus orety vd
conceptual aspects but lack the verbalization of a common concepteathebr
integrates the various aspects into a general concept with disifesitures? There

have been several attempts at taxonomies of interpreting, e.gs’Haxonomic

19 pgchhacker/Kadric (1999: 125) offer an overviewtbé emergence of Community Interpreting cf. also
Mikkelson (1996).

1 Consecutive Interpreting: a mode of interprefimgvhich the interpreter listens to a speech segriwera few
minutes or so, takes notes, and then deliversvti@e segment in the target language; then thekepeasumes
for a few minutes; the interpreter delivers thetreegment, and the process continues until theoétite speech.
Consecutive Interpreting, as a rule, is uni-dicaci.

12 Hertog/Reunbrouck (1999: 268f) include bidirectiity and generally identify the linguistic problewhich

they attempt to solve by a number of charateristicglifferent theoretical and practical levels.

11
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survey of professional interpreting (1990), Salevsky’s survey of ‘theable
components of Interpreting situations’ (1993) and Alexieva’s ‘multitpatar’
approach (1997). Contrary to these conceptually heterogeneous tagonomi
approaches, we will list and discuss the most-widely used Brdgisominations for
Community Interpreting from a semasiological point of view (ckrZymisch-
Arbogast/Jiang 2006) as they present themselves in the related literature:

‘Dialogue interpreting® verbalizes the aspect of dialog and refers to a dialogic
setting without specifying whether this is courtroom, hospital, pubdtvice,
business or diplomatic situations. It is used by e.g. Mason (2001).

‘Liaison interpreting’ verbalizes the link or contact between th@i#erent
groups of speakers) who do not speak the same language. In the lit¢énatteem is
used synonymously for ‘delegate interpreting’ (Kade 1967: 9) opfesterpreting’
(Harris 1983: 5, Matyssek 1989: 7). The term does not explicitly veeba
particular setting or communication scendri@lthough it is implied in Kade’s and
Matyssek’s use of the term) which makes it possible to indudsriation of settings,
I.e. business and educational situations in that term (Gentile 1996: 1, Erasmus 2000).

‘Court interpreting’, ‘public service interpreting’, ‘medical’ dhealth care
interpreting’ as well as ‘business interpreting’ reflect tlsguation-related
(institutional) aspect in which interpreter-mediated communicat&ast place with
the aspects of ‘back-and-forth’ (bidirectional) interpreting iegblin ‘interpreting’

(cf. Chapter 2 above sections).

The distinction of Community Interpreting makes it possible $o atfer to the
Simultaneous and Consecutive Interpreting modes within a particulairdeatang
and still differentiate them from the Conference Interpretimgfde. For example,
Conference Interpreting may also be researched within the setting and

framework as is shown in the Nuremburg Tribunal which is considered as the starting

13 With respect to the emergence and developmenhisfdoncept, it was previously treated as a synonym
liaison interpreting (van Hoof 1962: 64). The praseiew of “dialogue interpreting” in the literaturis taken

explicitly as a synonym of liaison interpreting abitlirectional interpreting, and its boundary witbhnference

interpreting lies in its “dynamics of interpersornialeraction” rather than with content processiiB6chhacker
2004: 186). However, liaison interpreting is useather different settings, for example, as a synonf business
interpreting (Roberts 1997).

“Gentile (1996:1) held that this denomination indhgdvarious occasions such as business, legal, caledi
educational settings.

12



Chapter 2: In Search for a Definition of Community Interpreting

point of Simultaneous Interpreting. Also, medical interpreting caextended to
cover Simultaneous Interpretation in the medical domain.

‘Ad hoc interpreting’, from a semasiological point of view, focuses on the
spontaneous, i.e. ‘ad hoaspect, implying a face-to-face situation (distinguishing it
from note-taking in Consecutive Interpreting) without mentioning the aspec
setting. In the literature, this type of interpreting is promilyerpresented today by
the works of Buhrig/Meyer within the Special Research Pragédflultiingualism
(Sonderforschungsbereich ‘Mehrsprachigkeit’) at Hamburg Univessity is often
related to ‘non-professional’ or ‘untrained’ interpreting serviegglered by whoever
is immediately available to interpret, such as medical hosgia#fi, family members
(including children) or even other patients (cf. Buhrig/Meyer 2004).

‘Telephone interpreting’, ‘TV interpreting’ and ‘media interpmgt verbalize the
aspect of the medium of communication with electro-acoustic and audibvis
transmission systems employed (P6chhacker 2004: 21, for an ovenwielation of
remote interpreting cf. Braun 2008).

‘Sign language interpretingmplies a change of semiotic systéh@nd relates to
interpreting from or into a sign language (for a recent overview cf. M20dy).

All of the above-described denominations, explicitly or implicithglude two
essential components of Community Interpreting:

(1) Bidirectionality

This means that the interpretation is rendered ‘between languisgasa native
language to a foreign language back and forth, with a high defjreempetence
required from the interpreter in terms of at least two languagel cultures.
Bidirectionality also means that the messages of the commiueigadrtners are
filtered by the interpreter who is then co-responsible for magernge of a message
in one language, culture and context and reproducing that sense in the targ
language, culture and (domain) context. Bidirectionality therefomplies the
identification and reproduction of (hidden) meaning dimensions in theages of
the communicative partners by the interpreter and thus alsasrthk establishment

15 Sign Language Interpreting is defined by Pdchha¢k804: 18) as interpreting from or into a signdaage
(such as American sign language, British sign lagey French sign language), i.e., a signed langudmeh
serves as the native language for the deaf asug gvith its own cultural identity and the use dii@t signed codes,
often based on spoken and written languages.

13
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of coherence by the interpreter in the flow of original and inteegrenessages in a
bi-lingual, bi-cultural discourse of varying (domain-specific)uattsettings and
contexts.

(2) Communicative discourse

The bidirectional discourse situation (in contrast to the mono-diredti
conference interpreting situation) implies that the communicapaetners —
including the interpreter — cooperate in terms of having agreedsbarad objective
for the communication, which in turn implies that the communicativsatson with
its partners, topics and conventions are transparent to all partnersesSful
discourse therefore presupposes the acceptance of Grice's coep@maiciple
(1975) by the participants of the discourse, including the interpmstarthird party.
The interpreter is therefore co-responsible for establishing autesiie the interest
of attaining the communicative objective in all types of integratediated
discourse. This applies to everyday as well as specialized (institytiswourse.

There is an agreement in the literature that the communéspieter is required
to be competent in the relevant domain knowledge which is often equated wit
terminological knowledge but has recently been extended to cover wimidedge
systems (Will 2009) and also includes domain-specific norms, dgpahdiscourse
(Foley 2006) or psychoanalytic procedural knowledge (Opraus 2003, Nuc 2006). But
the traditional controversy with respect to the degree of actitudea that an
interpreter has in an individual scenario is still unresolved wittertwo extremes of
‘verbatim’, remaining ‘neutral’ ‘invisible”, a “non-person” (Goffmah981) or
actively managing the communication in the way of acting aesltaral mediator,
rendering services of ‘advocacy’ or ‘cultural brokering’ or “coiatibn”
(Merlini/Favaron 2003: 212) as was discussed in the previous Chapter. tioraddi
while there is agreement that linguistic, cultural and domainfgp&nowledge and
the interpreter's communicative competence referred to as ‘pebgls” (Bowen
2000: 234) or as “discourse management skills” (Péchhacker 2004:. 187) are
considered indispensable skills within the discourse analysis irarkeit is still
unclear which specific knowledge to which degree of specializadioaquired for
which setting and how discourse management skills relate toeoreiatte with other
necessary skills. While it is certainly true that the ‘Coti€onduct’ established in a
number of immigrant countries such as the USA, Australia aretl&wsupports the

14
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interpreter by specifying the rules of conduct on a collectivesbas an actual
situation the individual interpreter is often at a loss as to hdiwveaor involved
he/she should become (Mikkelson 2000).

Within the Community Interpreting literature there has beeeraltto highlight
its ‘involvement’ and ‘interaction’ components (e.g. Wadensjo 1998) in astnto
the more traditional ‘neutrality’ requirement in Conferencerprting (e.g. Gentile
et al. 1996, Opraus 2003, Napier 2004, Pdllabauer 2004, Foley 2006). Within the
framework of Discourse Analysis (e.g. Roy 2000 and others) lysteeous rosters
of categories have been used to describe the phenomenon (e.g.199@mtP 71f, for
an overview cf. Obermayer 2006: 42ff) without, however, systematizimgxaof

parameters and their interplay.

22 On the Way to Establishing Community Interpreting
Parameters

The literature on factors that influence the Community Intergyeprocess is
extensive. The most detailed descriptions relate Community latergrto the
communicative situation in which it takes place, the (cultural) knigdeand
interpersonal differentials of the communicative partners whicintbepreter has to
balance, and a classification of target message variatiotis.has been documented
on the interpreter’s problems of identifying and handling shifSoalus of Attention
balancing assumed meanings and establishing continuity of (adsuneanings.
And virtually no literature exists on how different parametemsriatate in achieving
varying target messages. This is the problem which the presety deals with.
Before suggesting a mix of relevant parameters and titenplay in the Community
Interpretingprocess, we will briefly describe the factors that have mtified by
relevant authors to influence the Community Interpreting process, thee.
communicative situation, the communicative partners’ knowledge recgmtsnand
the potential meaning differentials in arriving at varyingétmessages. This study
will here concentrate on the most related authors and descriptidhs tha
communicative situation being the most extensively-described ptgann the

existing literature.
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2.2.1 The Communicative Situation

Among the situation factors documented in the literature which hauglaence on
the interpreter’s role and performance are:

» the spatial arrangement and physical environment, which may detetine
degree of formality and the mode of interpretation (e.g. Gentile F¥6pn
1997, Alexieva 1997/2002, Angelelli 2000, Roy 2000);

e the institutional setting and procedural norms, which may conflittt thie
interpreter’s request for accuracy and neutrality (e.g. inl legféings) (e.g.
Fowler 1997, Mikkelson 2000, Hale 2004, Pdllabauer 2004, Sauerwein 2006);

* on-site vs remote interpreting scenarios, which may result in pnalile
close-distant relationships for the communicative partners andtérgreter
(e.g. Wadensjo 1998).

Gentile (1996: 18) considers the “spatial arrangement ... importanthe
effective and efficient performance of the Community Interpgefiimction” in that a
triangular arrangement of seating in an ideal pattern wouldhddeatl three parties
can keep eye-contact with each other and the interpreter takingt@rpegich

avoids either client to infer or suspect that the interpreter is taking sides:

“The physical environments can vary greatly ang thlay an important role in effective
interpreting. The interpreter must be able to adagricentrate and work at a satisfactory
level. If the environment is such as to affectatitory performance, the interpreter will
have to make a request for a change of locatidima”.

(Gentile 1996: 19)

When describing the variety of environments in business settingsgaingm
the factory floor to an aircraft, from a plant to a restauraanti& (bid.:117) points
out that the interpreter accompanying a visiting party may teeade Chuchotadfe

which will encourage other members of the party to seek frormtbgoreter of the

16 Chuchotage or whispered interpreting is a formvioispered Simultaneous Interpreting for which rteripreting
equipment is required: the interpreter, who is fi@sed right next to the listener, simply whisp&she listener
what the speaker is saying. Chuchotage is used,vameaccount of there being only one or two uséis specific
language involved, Consecutive Interpreting is iaggical and the use of Simultaneous Interpretingpgent is
uneconomical.
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information they have missed at a later time and which requiesammunity
interpreter to perform various tasks depending on a change of time and places.

Fenton (1997: 31-33) describes the specific legal scenarios in which the
interpreters are being sworn in to interpret ‘to the best of #iglity’ ‘as accurately
as possible’. Even though the interpreters are not supposed to makerélsemce
felt, the fulfilment of their job requires them to step forwatdimes, interrupt the
flow of the proceedings or seek and offer clarifications. Fenton mentions tlyatraw
in the courtroom claim authority and control of the situation by theestioning
function. When relayed through an interpreter, “lawyers oftendaahe one hand
that the impact of their chosen linguistic tactics mightdsséned by what the law
sees as the interpreter’s role, and on the other hand that sdime# aeuthority as the
ones who asks the questions diminishes and shifts to the inter(fileitkr"32).

Alexieva (1997/2002: 228) discusses the communicative situation as potential
“spatial and temporal constraints” and contends that in Communitypietiag
events the setting of an interpreter-mediated event is inmpartaerms of whether
the “space in which the event takes place is reserved for tin@nyrand secondary
participants alone (as in Community Interpreting in health cestéutions) or shared
by other people (as in media events and press conferenibés)’429).

Angelelli (2000) introduces aspects of Hyme’s theory of communicatiah
analysis of communicative eveHt® reflect on the difference between Conference
Interpreting and Community Interpreting and holds that “the physioaimstances
of the speech event (such as time and space) are not equally ¢wideatthree
interlocutors... If we place health interpreters in a continuum oflitarty with the
setting, and if the healthcare provider is at the famibidreene and patient at the
unfamiliar one, the hospital interpreter is closer to the heaéihgaovider's end”
(Angelelli 2004b: 35).

1 Hymes (1974: 5) expands the scope of linguisticsthnography of communication that study “commative
form and function in integral relation to each athéle suggests a taxonomy of speaking, whose abtunit of
analysis is the “speech community”, which is “aiabaather than a linguistic entity” (1974: 47)yfides analyzes
a communicative event by the following categori@&ssage form, message content, setting, scenaigats,
purposes-outcomes, purposes-goals, key, chanpetss fof speech, norms of interaction, norms ofrpretation,

genres.
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In Roy’s wording, the communicative situation is considered tthv&édontext”
or “the meeting scene” (2000: 53) which is significant to undedgstde sign
language interpreter's turn-taking actions. Her recorded interpmediated
conversation took place “on a fall morning thirty minutes before adsibée class at
the university” and the deaf student “had come to a prearrangedngndeirty
minutes before class was to begin” which implies that the temghort and the
meeting has to be conducted as quickly as possible within thiriytes, yet as
thoroughly as possible for the student to fully understand the requieokiite
class.

The high linguistic, cultural and interpreting skills that arecessary
requirements in a legal interpreter are often underestimatedraetetvalued by the
law. The effect that an interpreter can have on proceedirngg @utcome of a court
case is often ignored or at least not fully understood. Fowler (19971HiBK$ that
it is important to distinguish the courtroom setting from natuiversational
settings in that; the participants in court proceedings aréelinaind pre-determined,
turn order is fixed and the type of turn is also fixed. The constrahtcourt
proceedings may thus cause speaker phenomena such as hesitégioress and
interruptions.

Mikkelson (2000: 22) points out that in a bilingual courtroom, the interpieter
the different phases of litigation is “a function of the legatey prevailing in the
country in question and of specific laws and regulations govermitegpreted
proceedings”. Thus, as a court interpreter, it is essential to kmow cases are

processed and whether criminal or civil law applies.

Generally, in a civil suit, the basic question &t how much, if at all, has defendant

injured plaintiff, and (2) what remedy or remediggny, are appropriate to compensate
plaintiff for his loss. In a criminal case, on tb#her hand, the questions are (1) to what
extent, if at all, has defendant injured societyd §2) what sentence, if any, is necessary
to punish defendant for his transgressions.

Loewy (1987: 1) cited by Mikkelson (2000: 34)

Mikkelson (2000: 34-44) distinguishes different phases in criminal procédure
the USA) and civil procedure which the interpreter needs to indida with and
adapt to.

Hale (2004: 31-33) points out that in Australia as a common law coundrst,
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of its state courts operate under an adversarial system ih winicopposing parties
‘fight’ for their own case and present a version of facts thihbe challenged by the
other party. As a consequence, courtroom questions are normally naséely to
elicit new information, but to elicit information that can hehgate a convincing
case in an examination-in-chief and/or that can discredit the ettieis case in
cross-examination (a fact which, for example, becomes relenamiri analysis in
Chapter 6). The rules of evidence stipulate who can speak, at mieaarid in what
manner. Thus, there exists an unequal relationship between the qugsbomsel)
with the institutional authority to ask questions and control the flomfofmation
and the answerer (witness) only permitted to answer relevantbstricted ways, a
fact which may influence the interpreter’s rendering of ‘accuratdiaxges.

Pollabauer (2004: 146-147) stresses institutional norms in asylunviemisr
which may influence the interpreters’ actions. The represergativéne institution
have the authority to declare their assessment of ‘relefacts as the ‘truth’. The
asylum-seekers’ accounts must be based on their own individual expegrdc
related orally, as submission of the facts in writing is natnssible. Their accounts
are transformed into a written record by the officers andnare addressed to people
not present during the interview. Despite the back-translation ofett@d; the
asylum-seekers do not know exactly who will read it nor how therrest will be
judged. Asylum-seekers do not have the chance to directly assessrdral the
interpretation unless the officers or interpreters comment denstats or clarify
misunderstandings. In this unequal and asymmetrical interactionti®itua
Pollabauer (2004: 147-148) thinks that the interpreters assume a oaetialwhich
“they may thwart the officer's psychological strategies ameériogation tactics”.
This is also a factor in our analysis in Chapter 6.

Wadensj6 (1998) maintains that “global aspects of interaction” apgeaiihin
a particular type of setting (e.g. a police interrogation, itedsvisit) tend to bring

with them a corresponding demand on the interpreter:
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“The dynamics of interaction will largely depend time socio-cultural conventions
associated with the type of situation (in instibagl terms) in which the interpreting
occurs, and on participants’ respective understandf what it means to speak via an
interpreter. Thesglobal aspects of interaction comprise a multitude ofwinstances.
The presence and the use of artefacts, such axpt®tind syringes, when focused upon
interaction and used in certain ways, help estaipigsthe transformation of the situation
into, for instance, a police interrogation or a tdogatient encounter.
Wadensjo (1998: 154)

In examining interpreter-mediated psychotherapy sessions, Waderg99)
takes up the proxemics perspective in which patients, prompted by therapists, recount
traumatic events from their recent past. In this highly seasgnvironment, the
interpreter is subject to a great deal of stress, but Wadendgdut that something
as apparently simple as seating arrangements may have cabldenpact on the
experience of the participants and on the outcome of the excharegfically, the
inclusion of the interpreter within a shared ‘communicative radiwes’ opportunities
for eye-contact, shared sight-lines) with the other participgopeaas to have a

positive effect on the quality of the experience for all interlocutors.
2.2.2 The Communicative Partners

In the following sections, a brief discussion is given of how the caomcative
partners including the interpreter are described by representatithors on
Community Interpreting relative to their knowledge which givesi@vte of a very
heterogeneous picture of the types of knowledge that are considdegent for
Community Interpreting and the kind of knowledge, encompassing factlsiyely
stable linguistic, cultural and institutional knowledge as wekrasvledge about the
assumed shifts in the ad hoc understanding of meanings. The fglasoount is
again in chronological order of authors — irrespective of the settengrefer to — to
complement our systematizations in Chapter 4 and 5.

2.2.2.1 (Shared) Knowledge Requirements and Perspectives

In  Community Interpreting scenarios, the communicative partnerhapge
utterances from their own understanding and perception of the otierkd
knowledge in terms of their declarative and procedural knowledgehwingcwill

later refer to asknowledge profiles'and their requested overlap in communication.
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As a speaker formulates his/her utterance based on his/her ownptaseam
perspectives and preoccupations it is important for the interpcetee aware that
what he/she understands as the speakers’ messages relieeéb extgnt on what
the interpreter assumes to be the meaning. As a result, he/ab& ito identify
potential deficits existing between the assumed and actaahings against the
(shared) knowledge profiles and perspectives of the communicatitreezaand to
balance any existing knowledge differential (cf. Chapter 5).

When talking about cultural factors in “liaison” interpreting, GenlL996: 19-
21) describes them on at least three levels:

* cultural inheritance,

» life experience and

* relative status.

What he means by “cultural inheritance” is that people who rethugrservices
of an interpreter belong by definition to different cultures ag theow up in
different environments with different views of the world, which umtinfluences

their beliefs, values and behaviors:

Cultural knowledge is required for efficient andesdy understanding of the messages
being conveyed, and to anticipate any possiblecesuof misunderstanding in the total
exchange. The interpreter must be conversant Wweretements which characterize and
govern behavior in both the cultures, and well @waf the risk of falling into facile
generalizations about individuals. These differsnoeed to be properly addressed at the
level of the interview so that any misunderstandergbarrassment or even offence can
be avoided.

Gentile (1996: 20)

Gentile concludes that “cultural aspects play a decisive molee performance
of the interpreting function. The cultural dimension is intertwined aftén
inseparable from questions of interpreting technique; this is edlyesvident in the

interpreter’s preparation for an assignment” (Gentile 1996: 21).
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In Tebble’s (1996) research into tenor in medical interpreting, rgineduces
Halliday’'s description of “grammatical moddto investigate the language issues in
interpreted medical consultations. She uses several examples téhshaluring the
examination the doctor is clearly in charge and verbally exmeb&eby using e.g.
imperative verbs. However, as the modulation is not always tradslay the
interpreter, the subtle nuances of politeness and consideration impli¢de i
linguistic expression is often not revealed to the patient.

Alexieva (1997/2002: 224-225) discusses this issue within the “command of
language”, which “concerns the degree of the speaker's command ebuhee
language and the addressee’s command of the target languadpe dachitiarity of
both participants with the two cultures”. There are also casdsthikasource
language is not the mother tongue of the speaker; as a résukpeaker’s first
language and culture may affect his/her performance. For exam@tenative
speakers may use literal translations of metaphoric expreskimawn in their
culture which do not make any sense or mean something quite wliffieréne target
language. She also mentions that a speaker's command ofgbeléerguage lends
him/her the advantage of hearing each utterance twice aasvelore time to plan
his/her next move in the conversation. The issue of the participastgutional
knowledge is discussed as a component of ‘the status of participatiisi tthe
power relationship’, which derives “mostly from the social staiftishe primary
participants institutionwise (their institutional affiliation and igios within the
hierarchy) and expertise (their prestige as authorities osshes discussed)ib(d.:
225). If primary speakers enjoy equal status, equilibrium and sofids likely to
pertain. If not, varying degrees of tension may result from anath of interests.
The discussion is of particular relevance to the present sttidigsest filter’ (cf.
Chapter 5.4.6).

By direct observation of court proceedings, Fowler (1997) discovergitiea
range of language registers used by lawyers, magisteaid court clerks besides the
courtroom’s rule-governed procedural language and its authority-peanea

relationships. Using O’Barr’s categorization of main types of spdégal language:

'8 Grammatical mood as described by Halliday (196R)I'represents the organization of participantspeech

situations, providing options in the form of speakdes”.
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formal, Standard English, Colloquial English and subcultural varigbd3arr 1982
cited by Fowler 1997: 192), Fowler points out along with Atkinson anav§1879)
that “interpreters must be able to alternate easily and fluantbngst these different
styles of English”.

“These different types may range from the selecémd swearing-in of jurors, the
prosecution opening speech, the defense case@utlosing speeches, examination and
cross-examination of witnesses, defendants andaarsguences. Each talk-type will be
characterized by a particular lexis, style, andvgretical structure”
(Atkinson and Drew 1979: 35 quoted by Fowler 19894)
Wadensj6 (1998: 199) maintains that to interact in a conversation noestep
out of one’s own frame of mind into that of others. Interlocutors’ufail or
unwillingness to take the other's perspective — and to acknowldageossible
existence of divergent opinions or attitudes — challenges recipracttymutuality
and ultimately results in miscommunication. She also points outrégdrdless of
people’s preparedness and ability to take others’ viewpoints whilenoomating,
an unconscious bias is constitutive for social interactidntl.( 201). As a speaker,
one can not reflect all the contextual conditions, preconditions, conneatians,
which shape a particular utterance. Thus, interlocutors have tomedach other’s
sincerity in communicating what they offer ‘bona fide’. She quotesell's
description of the dialogic nature of miscommunication events to shewesult
caused by different assumptions or perspectives of differentoicuéors’ knowledge
profiles. As described by Linell (1995: 207 quoted by Wadensjo 1998: 202),
speakers tend to relate interlocutors’ displayed understanding itoothie self-
perceived intent and, in cases of misfit, perhaps blame the other for
misunderstandings but do not see their own part in them. While analyzing
miscommunication events, Wadensjo (1998: 203) states that the possiblde’t
sources’ in interpreter-mediated encounters may occur as aaesadtors tied, on
the one hand, to participants’ expectations and knowledge concerning the
institutional encounter in which the talk occurs (patient-doctor consufgtolice
interrogation, etc.), and on the other hand, factors tied to the pssasmand beliefs
as regards interpreted conversation.
Wadensjo (1998) claims that the discrepancy in cultural knowledge dretive

primary communicative partners plays an important role in the peafwce of the
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interpreter. Often interlocutors have a feeling of uncertainty aimatt has been
achieved due to cultural factors such as lack of knowledge, mistaddng and
conflict of expectations on either side. In addition, an interpreteiscmetimes see

that “the primary interlocutors have different norms or attitudesl suspect that
shared and mutual knowledge about these differences could cause distunbance
interaction. Not letting information about this surface is then § tea avoid
provocation, and, in consequence, to simplify the interpreter's own contesl
ongoing talk” (1998: 133). Wadensj6 (1998: 233) states that Community Irilegpre
appears in encounters between people with various language backgrounds, the
achievement of shared and mutual understanding is bound to be obstruatessat fi
by interlocutors’ varying proficiency in the currently used languayf the
interlocutors share a large amount of knowledge, their differing svieivthe
surrounding world, including the current exchange, can pass quite unnotickaflLa
sharedness as regards language, culture and implicit norms dciimgr— for
instance, various understandings of the significance of overlap — could here

constitute ‘trouble sources’.

Roy (2000: 45) holds that one of the primary speakers in Community
Interpreting usually enjoys a greater status or authority tyevof real or perceived
status of the authority invested in a role or by the participdr@lenging to the
majority culture. The other participant is typically a membea bhguistic, ethnic or
cultural minority. For these reasons, the goals of communicatignbmanultiply
seen differently by each patrticipant. In her analysis, Roy denabves that many of
the interlocutors’ motivations for speaking or taking a turn ceateund their
expectations or obligations. In this regard, their social roleseldfieir purposes for
communication and constitute how they will interact and how theimmegsa are
represented in talk. We will here clearly postulate that theeal goal of the
communication and the specific actual discourse purpose be maddeaies the
event and agreed upon by all the participants of the communicatidunding the
interpreter (cf. Chapter 5).

With respect to the importance of cultural knowledge, Roy (2000: 993 himdd
primary speakers can not know possible transition moments in latiggrages, nor
can they know how turns end, for example. They participate only in omar
language. It is thus claimed that two turn-taking system®perating independently
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of each other while yet another system, a discourse exchangmsistontrolled by
an interpreter. Interpreters therefore are participatingeating coherent utterances
and turns. They act on understandings and expectations of the walyssecias
emerge in interaction, as well as on the social and cultural knowledge ofdkie 6iv
speaking” (= norms) within particular situations.

While addressing the issue of court interpreter’'s interruptionshe court
proceedings, Hale (2001) points out that in the courtroom, the powerfidligeants
(counsel, magistrate or judge) take on the institutional role otiqunes and thus are
able to exert their linguistic control of the flow of inforiwa. The witnesses as
powerless participants are not allowed to ask questions, introduce dopefsise to
answer questions. In her data, she finds out that there is a powggle between
counsel and witness to maintain, regain or obtain power via their use of discourse.

In the other important domain of Community Interpreting, i.e. in heate
institutions, Rosenberg (2001: 12-13) quotes Holmes’ (1996) study of monolingual
medical communication to describe the very nature of doctor-patimaction. In
Holmes’ studies, she talks about “contextual categories” whichridesthe pre-
existing conditions that the physicians and the patients brought tatéractions.
Among those, the category of “demographics of the patient” incudge, gender,
education and family income is of great importance. The findingh& the
educational level, occupation and family income are more liketpitribute to the
effectiveness of the speaker in his or her capacity astienpaThe relationship
between the physician and the patient is considered by Holniss itaportant in
rendering a conversation more balanced and the competency of theigrhgsso
influences patient satisfaction.

Angelelli shows in hewisualized model of the interpreter’s role (2004b: 9) that
each party to the interpreted communicative events brings to the escthait own
social factors (face, ethnicity, age, gender, socio-economic staiding to the
complexity of the interaction. She describes (Angelelli 2004b: 35-B&) in
interpreted communicative events in hospital settings, the hogpiipreter
becomes the speaker and the listener embedded in a dialogheitatient and
healthcare provider as alternating listeners and speakeextigspy. Angelelli finds
that hospital interpreters become speakers even more often thidncdreaproviders

while brokering communication between the two monolingual partiescieipe
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when engaged in the explanation of technical terms or cultural adaptathus,
Community Interpreting is a highly sophisticated process thatvasdhe juggling
of social factors plus the information processing between langalagecultures,
performed under pressure. In this regard, the knowledge shared betiweeen
communicative partners plays an important role for the interpsetaction
adjustment and effective communication control as well. AngéROI04b: 16-18)
also shows that physicians are expected to provide this informatemianner that
is useful to the patient and easy to understand. When doctors do not spsake¢he
language as their patients, this responsibility is then shaittdthe interpreter.
Angelelli (2004b: 19-20) holds that cultural differences can have impalaital
consequences in the patient-physician relationship because a’pdteaith beliefs
and practices arise from a combination of normative cultural valitspersonal
experience and individual perceptions. Language-linked cultural normappéyto
broad categories of patients, including those identified by theircitthrgender, age
cohort, sexual orientation, or religious beliefs and it is of tgme@ortance that a
physician recognizes and responds appropriately to a patient’s tivernsaltural
values. Failure to do so may result in a variety of adversealinonsequences. For
example, patients of different ethnic backgrounds vary in their rerefes about
how to perceive news, especially bad news. Some cultures behateeven
articulating bad news may be associated with adverse consequ@iitesspatients
prefer to receive all available information about their diseasktreatment options.
Such cross-cultural differences in patients’ preferences needdpdmy addressed
and made transparent before an interpreting assignment.

In asylum hearings, Pollabauer (2006: 152) states that interpretecsnfronted
with speakers whose knowledge of the social and cultural conventions bbshe
country may be non-existent or very different. There are algagsg disparities in
the educational levels, institutional patterns and socio-culturalgbaohkds of the
interactants. The highly asymmetrical power relations makegees and asylum
seekers feel very insecure. As the disparity between the rygripaaticipants is a
distinguishing feature of asylum hearings, interpreters musttarghs seek to
establish and maintain a balance between the primary speakerstirBesnthis
discrepancy also leads to role conflicts and moral dilemmaddaitian to the
problem of loyalty and cooperation between the primary interact®dt$abauer
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(2007: 40) also points out that asylum hearings are highly asyrmatefiteractive
situations: the asylum-seekers’ basic linguistic resources, radgin their home
countries, do not necessarily prove to be useful in the host countsgitutional
settings. The participants’ socio-cultural and institutional backgrdumaledge
also differs considerably. This asymmetrical distribution ofjuistic resources
repeats itself in the structuring of the discourse and the amamgeof turn-taking.
Asylum-seekers are required to provide logical, (chronologicalbf)erent, and
‘true’ statements. The officers, in their function as instidi representatives,
control turn-taking and have the exclusive right to initiate questamts decide

whether the asylum-seekers’ answers are adequate for the purpose ofititge hea

2.2.2.2 The Interpreter's (Shared) Knowledge Profile

In the following, we will look at how the question of the interprst knowledge vis-
a-vis the shared knowledge of the primary speakers is treatdak i€ommunity
Interpreting literature.

Berk-Seligson (1990: 2) addresses the problem of active vs passiecaonoss
languages and cultures and claims that “professional interpm@tersvhelmingly
view vocabulary as their number one linguistic problem”. She iliestran her
bilingual courtroom recordings that due to the great differencangulage usage
between English and Spanish “verb constructions uttered in synligcpeasive
form, without mention of agents, are frequently rendered in active, ometimes
naming agents, in their interpretation” (1990: 97). These grammaticansershifts
can therefore be seen as “discourse strategies to place iactbes foreground or
background of the activity being described and to highlight #spansibility of
others who are presentibid). By describing “blame attribution” and “blame
avoidance” in court interpreting, Berk-Seligson demonstrates ti@tattive verb
forms — specifically, the dative of interest and the reflexivesipa — are used by
speakers/hearers to avoid contributing responsibility to agents¥erse events”
(1990: 99). In terms of grammatical intricacy and differencéspalakers including
the interpreter in the courtroom have several alternative cotistis available to
them and each choice of a particular construction influencestdgreting event:

“interpreters are unconsciously aware of the implications involmethé use of
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active and passive grammatical forms, and manipulate these forrasvariety of
psychological reasons” (Berk-Seligson 1990: 118).

Gentile (1996: 34) also considers the question of language an important indicator
to a Community Interpreter’s role and states that the wayhich the interpreter
delivers the message is as important as the messageR@dfof delivery, manner
of delivery and capacity to inspire confidence are usually ridest as the
interpreter’'s language and communicative competence. Beingrediffefrom
conference interpreters, liaison interpreters “operate not froomdoer of languages
into their ‘mother tongue’ (or into the language in which theyiveckthe bulk of
their education) but both into and out of their mother tongue (A) langaradj¢heir
second (B) language (the classification also extends to Qdgeg)”’ (Gentile 1996:
38). However, as primary speakers are not aware of the wmésceof the
classification of the nature of language and expect the kamakof performance in
both directions, difficulties may occur in the transfer of a message fronaogedge
to another. He (1996: 62-63) also notes that an interview taking plaea in
institutional setting may cause tension between the institutethals of that setting
and the ethics of interpreting. In different institutional settiigs relationship with
clients may demand quite different approaches. In legal gettime adversarial
system requires interpreters to avoid contact with any witité@sever, hospital
interpreters always spend time with clients, familiatiEmselves with the case, and
sometimes — as part of a hospital organization — also atteedcoagerences or
physically guide the patient around a hospital. In the health carautiosis, the
patient’s care is the first priority for all health workeriu$, in each institutional
setting the interpreter will need to be aware of the relewatitutional background
knowledge to prepare him/her adequately for the interpreting job.

Hale (1997) shows in her study that interpreters are so peiecc with
rendering all the information, that they disregard linguistic suesledor worse, feel
annoyed at the treatment afforded the witness and intedezasure the answer is
understood correctly (cf. the more explicit and direct handling odjalestions by the
interpreter in the analysis in Chapter 6). The following exammpla fher study can

help to illustrate this point clearly: (Sol =Solicitor, Wit=Witness, Interpreter)
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Sol.- Had you turned, had you turned and lookddrat had you?

Int.- ¢ usted se habia dado vuelta y lo haia visto?

Had you turned around and seen him?

Wit.- No.

Int.- No.

Sol.- Then how do you know he was running?

Int.- ¢Cémo sabia usted que estaba corrierndo?

How did you know he was running?

Wit.- Because my husband told me he was therdwméd around to see
Int.- Porque mi esposo me dijo géleahi estaba entonces yo veli ver.
Because my husband told me he’s there and thenddwaround and saw him.
Sol.- So your husband told you, is that right?

Int.- Sorry, “My husband told me he was there dmehtl turned around and saw him”
was the answer

Sol.- So, because your husband told you that herwasng, then you assumed that he
in fact was running, is that right?

Hale (1997: 204)

In this excerpt, the interpreter did not realize that the solicitor was usypical
cross examination question, a declarative plus tag, to maintain canttdb try to
lead the witness into giving an unfavorable answer. She ignored tlogtosali
second question and then (reportedly in a tone of voice that depicted ar@)pgarc
reinforced the answer by repeating what the witness hadrsdaehd of interpreting
the court’s question. The interpreter’'s unawareness of the hiddensiang of the
guestioning strategies of the court had led the interpreter ttonaa way that
obstructed the solicitor's questioning technique. In her later résaato the
discourse of court interpreting, Hale (2004: 213-214) investigatesrtpadge issues
in terms of a ranking of the most difficult problem about intetipg accurately:
‘legal terms’, ‘formal language’, ‘witness’s colloquium language ‘witness’s
incoherent language’ and finds out that the witness’s incoherentadgeags the main
source of difficulty for the interpreter. As a result, intetpre in the courtroom tend
to clarify, disambiguate and polish the witnesses’ original answers, shHadesc

Regarding the interpreter's knowledge competence, Wadensj6 pointhabut
“how interpreters cope with their job is dependent on their commatiek aforking
languages, their knowledge about subject matters, their cogodimpetence, their
form of the day, their experience and training: but it also depamdiseir co-actors’
interactive styles, expectations and goals” (Wadensjo 1998: 150). $9& (154)
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notes that the dynamics of interpreter-mediated encounterdependent on the
interpreters and the other interlocutors, on their respective backgkowomdedge,
linguistic competence, overall aims, and their wish to communaad on the socio-
cultural conventions associated with the type of situation (in itistiai terms) in
which the interpreting occurs, as well as on the participants’ cegpe
understanding of what it means to speak via an interpreter. Waderibgr (1998:
133) contends that an interpreter can sometimes see that theypirteslocutors
have different norms or attitudes, and thinks that shared and mutual knealeaigt
these differences could cause disturbances in interaction. Natglesuch
information come to the surface is then a way to avoid provocation, and, i
consequence, to simplify the interpreter's own control over the ongalkg Ih
‘protecting’ interaction from potential ‘disturbance’, an interpredlso ‘protects’ the
counterparts from learning about what the others expects orftakgsnted. It may
make a difference whether the primary interlocutors’ respectiesvs of the
interpreter’s role coincide or differ: for instance, if one ohhbaterlocutor(s) see the
interpreter as linked to their counterpart, or see him/her asavaially or if people
involved in the interaction regard the interpreter as someone assloaiifih neither
side.

Roy (2000: 99) claims that interpreters need a good knowledge &leowhble
interpreting process in order to create turn exchanges thtbhaghknowledge of the
linguistic system, conventions for language use, the socialtisiyaand the
discourse structure system. Experienced interpreters, then, apeteainbilinguals
(or multilinguals) who possess knowledge of two (or more) larggiamnd also
knowledge of social situations, “ways of speaking”, and strategfiemanaging
communication. Contrary to common beliefs, interpreters are Bciiveolved in
interpreting conventions for language use and in creating tuimaeges through
their knowledge of discourse systems and social practiceshanehly these systems

interrelate to create meaning. (cf. Roy 2000: 123).

Meyer (2001: 89-91) proceeds from the functional pragmatics theory of Ehlich
and Rehbein (1994) to investigate the interpreter's use of medicak tin the
bilingual hospital. According to Ehlich (1991/1996), the propositional content of
utterances is composed of speech actions, which are considerednallez than
Searle’s speech acts. He calls them ‘appellative procedtnasslated by the author
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from the German original afiennende ProzedurerfMeyer 2004: 73), which are
speech actions carried out by means of lexical aspects of noulns,oreadjectives
(GrieBhaber and Rehbein 1992). Meyer describes that in bilingual hesite
nurses who serve as interpreters at their workplaces kaweledge about the
medical issues being discussed. However, since they haveeactheir professional
and linguistic skills in German and not in their mother tongue, thay be able to
talk about medical issues in German, but not necessarily in otfggrdges. Meyer’s
analysis of authentic data has shown that the interpreter’sioendf medical terms
is not just a problem of knowing the correct terminology but is ratifklelenced by
the particular speech act and situation. The pre-existing acystenss and the
organization of the source discourse all play an important role. Kpédies why
untrained Community Interpreters may use common language instpeafessional
terms or may introduce professional knowledge to explain simple words.

When talking about knowledge within the legal system, Hale’s (2004¢pur
results on interpreters’ knowledge of the legal system and nshams that many
court interpreters were not aware of legal procedures or tles as interpreters
which included the interpreter’s belief that the purpose of crogsiagion was to
“clarify points that were raised in examination-in-chief”, tadye the case for the
defendant beyond any reasonable doubt” and/or to “reinforce the veohdibe
witness”{bid.: 213). These obvious misunderstandings were considered by Hale to
lead to frustration in the interpreter when the counsel resolasmguage strategies to
discredit the witness’s testimony (cf. also the ‘hidden’ stnatef the court to
discredit the testimony of the accused in Chapter 6). In sigds danguage is used
strategically to elicit specific information and maintain cohaf the dialog or make
certain implications.

Pollabauer (2004: 171) shows that in asylum hearings interpretefacad with
a variety of dialects and registers which may hamper commigmcé#t her corpus,
the interpreters did not always understand the asylum-seekerstranamd had to
ask for clarification. By the same token, some asylum-see#tersiot always
understand the register and expressions used by the interpretersiniénpreting
the asylum-seekers’ statements, the interpreters generglgin or reword certain
terms in a simpler manner. However, “simple” explanations do ln@ya produce
better understanding. In her recordings of asylum hearingseafeéderal Asylum
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hearing Office in Graz, neither the asylum-seekers nor teepneters speak English
as a mother tongue, which raises the potential for misunderstan8ihgeférs to

officer 1, D2 refers to interpreter 2, and AW refers to asylum seeker).

689: Bl Weshalb nicht?
Why not?
D2 [Why not? You said there was no possibilityét
690: AW They say they have curfew
D2 [ there at that time. Why not?
691: B1[ Coffee
AW[ there. They say they have curfew. Yes.
D2[ Pardon? Coffee?
692: B1[ to drink?. What do you mean by coffee
AW[  H&?
Pdllabauer (2004: 173)

In the above excerpt, the asylum-seeker was asked to explaimeviigd to
Austria rather than seeking protection in some other part aridigvhere there were
no religious conflicts. In line 681 (which is not included in the exanablove), he
explains that this was not possible, as a curfew had been imposethtdripeeter
apparently did not understand and asks the asylum-seeker to affiquelsison with
“yes” in line 691. The officer seems to realize that some sort of misundergjdradi
occurred. He then switches to English and asks for clarificdt@offee to drink?”),
which evidently appears to confuse the asylum-seeker as he answers (“Ha?").

As the above examples have clearly shown, if there is a knowledipg de
between the primary speakers and the interpreter — baguidtic, cultural or
domain-and/or situation-specific — the interpreter will have to nexke efforts to
balance the potential unevenness in the communication process. Usually
Community Interpreting, one of the languages used in the commonicatjoys
more power and authority and the other is the language of a migoyiip. In most
cases, the interpreter is likely to belong to the same etmigp as the primary
speaker from the minority group. There is then pressure on thereteggpto display
some allegiance to their in-group, which is a much-discussed itoghe literature
(e.g. Lotriet 2000: 261-271). At the same time, however, they mayag not feel
they should help to achieve the institutional aims and instead followiges of

morale and justice. Thus, they may be pulled both ways, even within ohangpe.
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In this regard, the primary communicative partners make nesssumptions about
the interpreter with one side appealing for more identificatiath wie interpreter

and the other viewing the interpreter as assisting the institution.

2.2.2.3 The Communicative Partners’ (Shared) Topics and Focus

As in ‘normal’ communication, Community Interpreting involves peoples@sal
beings with individual concerns, interests, empathies and mentallie®ring with
them certain goals when they engage in a communication on aufaartapic. It is
therefore necessary to account for this factor as poteraiddigting the outcome and
direction of communication. Authors on Community Interpreting have dattthe
interlocutors’ shared goals and theacus of Attentiofirom different perspectives.

Gentile(1996: 35) refers to this factor as the “motivation to communicateéor
achievement of goals which are shared, at least to sond,dxyehe interlocutors”.
He goes on to explain that “this implies a number of featurds asiche linearity
common to all communication between two people — namely the tendertoyni
taking’, the necessity for a feedback loop, the inevitable ‘noise’ dmet gdommon
possibilities and pitfalls”. However, being different from norncalmmunication,
interpreter-mediated communication flows will not necessarigrate in the same
manner during the interpreting of the interaction. Gentile (1996: 118)fisgethis
parameter in business settings as “subject matter” when dstsisse often specific
and detailed and cover topics ranging from commercial arragrgsmproduction
and warehousing techniques, contracts and deadlines, specificptiessriof
products or detailed arrangements for delivery and payments. Whepretees are
not properly briefed on the subject and aims of the communicationatkegft to
more or less anticipate the direction of the discussions. As w@lt, renore
concentration is demanded on the interpreter’s part for the on-goingwaoation
and more miscommunication pitfalls arise.

Alexieva (1997/2002: 226-227) uses the term “the topic of an interpreter-
mediated event” to describe the subject and attention sharedtbg pHrticipants in
the event. When she talks about “topics”, she draws a major distinmtween the
textual world of scientific knowledge and that of human interactih the textual
world revolving relatively objectively around universal issues and Hhman

interaction being more culture-specific. Her discussion of tomts*human
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interaction consists of issues which directly address the wayeé@aogividuals or
organizations) interact with each other”. In Community Interpretingse issues are
characterized by “a higher degree of subjectivity and gréatelvement on the part
of participants in the textual world where they figure expiiattt implicitly as text
entities. Alexieva’'s (1997/2002: 229) description of the “goal of an preesr-
mediated event” also falls into this category. In communication gyverdividuals,
groups of people and representatives of institutions get todethgpecific purposes
and with a view to achieve specific goals. Alexieva grouped thé gban
interpreter-mediated event into three subcategories: ‘knowledpamye’, ‘arriving
at group decision’ and ‘conflicting goals’. With regard to ‘knowledgehange’, as
some events are organized to allow exchange of information, to imf@arhation,
or to demonstrate the validity of something, participants can jpected to share the
same or at least similar goals. In terms of ‘arriving ratug decisions’, events are
organized to work out a common strategy or arrive at solutions dbtgmns shared
by all participants. The implementation of proposed solutions mayndepa
institutions or authorities external to the participants. “A gthageal facilitates
discussion, reduces in-group conflict and makes it easier to atrigedecision”.
When talking about ‘conflicting goals’, she points out that some eaeatsrganized
to discuss issues that are of vital importance to all partigpanot resolving these
issues may involve curtailing the rights or harming the inter@ssome participants.
Alexieva stresses that cultural differences such as thecelmbinegotiation strategy’
tend to become more prominent, especially if the division of pamitspato
‘interest groups’ coincides with their division into ‘cultural groups’.
Wadensjd(1998: 105) regards interpreter’s utterances and their functions as both
translating and coordinatirtge primary parties’ utterances. As interpreters take part
in situations where they have a unique opportunity to understand evergtithg
they have a unique position from which to exercise a certain cohtroiteraction,

interpreters’ utterances can function:

. as generating a shared discourse and, at some des@mmon focus of interaction,

. as sustaining a certain definition of the type méa@unter, for instance, as being a
medical consultation or a police interrogation,

. as sustaining the definition of the encounter asdhan interpreter-mediated one

Wadensj§(1998: 105)
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Her terms of ‘shared discourse’, ‘common focus of interactiam¢ a certain
definition of the encounter and ‘the definition of the encounter as being a
interpreter-mediated one’ imply that in Community Interpretitigtha interlocutors
devote their concentration and focus to a specific communicativeiitaetd adjust
their focus in accordance with the progression of the communicatiemt. €This
‘common focus of interaction’ is close to our teFocus of Attentiorwhich is the
assumed shared area from which topic continuity develops (cf Chéapter
Wadensjo’'s categorization of different ‘interpreter utterancg®ws that these
utterances can additionally be geared towards generating ‘cofacusiand mutual
attention between the primary interlocutors’ (Wadensjo 1998: 148). Thay c
alternatively be designed to “accomplish first and foremost one har qtarty’s
performance of a specific activity, for instance to complyt@ragree” ipid).
Embarrassment, sadness, sincerity and seriousness are fgelingaderstand not
only from the words people use but perhaps even more, from how they ose the
from what is expressed with the voice, the face and by bodydgegw primary
party’s need for the interpreter’s assistance in understarfusg kinds of cues may
vary. The interpreter is dependent on the interlocutors’ interestach ether’'s
emotions. Wadensj0 adds that addressing the interpreter’'s impact snb$tance
and the progression of conversation can be accomplished by ‘impladination’
and ‘explicit coordination’, i.e. the interpreter’s ability to baaritext orientation’
and ‘interactional orientation’. In her opinion, the potential for anrpméer lies
largely in “the development of simultaneous attentiveness” (1998: 15@).cani
also be expressed as training one’s ability to focus simultaneonsty pragmatic
and a linguistic level and on the balance between these two aspéath, is
constantly present in interpreter-mediated interaction. Accordigadensjoibid.:
233), shared and mutual understanding by necessity “concerns cepactsasf
interaction, for instance, a topic, a participant’s emotional statpasticipant’s role

as a team member or goals and needs of individuals and groups”.

Roy’s (2000: 53) analysis of turn-taking in an interpreted event edecefrom
the idea that social interaction is both composed of and composedibtetihetants,
their roles, their expectations, and their obligations within a lsediaation and
offers the opportunity to describe the three participants, their \abast interpreters,
their goals within the event and their reflections on being involvedguggested by
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Goffman (1959: 9) in talking about social situations and participanigtisihs move
forward to accomplish a goal or a purpose, an understanding whictyismueh in
line with the present study (cf. Chapter 5) because the parisipant to arrive at a
“working consensus” about the nature of the situation: “Togethepahntcipants
contribute to a single overall definition of the situation which invohatsso much a
real agreement as to what exists but rather a real agmedamewvhose claims
concerning what issues will be temporarily honorekid(: 9-10). With this in mind,
interpreters - coupled with their task of filling in the languagd culture gap — are
also concerned with carrying out their obligations and respongbilii accomplish
the communication goals. This thought is implemented as a bagdlsefoperations
of a number of discourse filters (cf. Chapter 5).

If there is a deficit in the shared attention and focus betweerdoators in
Community Interpreting, interpreters may take initiativesbtidge the gap. Hale
(2001: 3) cited an example from courtroom interpreting to show a prispeaker’s
unintentional mistake (Q= Questioner, i.e. Counsel; I=Intepreter).

Q- did you see the doctor’s wife, Mrs. Garciathia surgery?
| - Mrs. Garcia?

Q- Yes

| - That’s the name of the doctor

Q- Sorry, that's Mrs. Barrientos, Mrs. Barreientos

| - Oh, I'm sorry.

Q- Sorry, you're right.
Hale (2004: 204)

The type of error described by Hale is unnecessary and easigable. Here
the interpreter realizes that the counsel has made a migiihkéhe name due to his
lack of concentration on the on-going conversation. Instead of integpréie
mistake and letting the witness question it, the interpretedetdto correct it which
is quicker and avoids confusion.

What Angelelli(2004b: 34) describes as ‘scene’ (for an application of Fillmore’s
‘scene’ concept in translation studies cf. Snell-Hornby 1986/1994) ispaeial
demand on an interpreter to fill in the discrepancy between thamprspeakers who
do not share the same knowledge about psychological settings. Raringerpreted
communicative event, the interpreter’s constant interaction dlivezhyawith both
speaker and hearer allows for negotiation and clarification. Tthepneter is a key
player in this discovery: if the primary speakers do not shareaime ‘scene’, it is
up to the interpreter to identify and clarify this and negotiateitih both primary
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speakers to make the communication move on. Her terms of ‘purposerestand
‘purposes/goals’ also fall into this category (Angelelli 20036:37). A hospital
interpreter is considered to be unqualified if he/she does not undergtandhe
particular outcome of the communicative event should be, e.g. isintewmiew to
make a decision about the surgery or is it an interview to prépatbe surgery?
This three-party negotiation adds more complexity to the expmctpresent in
communication. Generally speaking, outcomes of the relationship betpatent
and healthcare provider vary across languages and cultures. This timstatizere
may be other implied purposes and/or perspectives than those ofginalaspeech
event. Differences in language and culture may affect the outobmaue interpreted
communicative event. Beliefs and expectations may not necessarilghared.
Normally, hospital interpreters focus on each of the participartestions, on their
goals within the outcome and intend to portray them across langaadesultures,
e.g. why is the patient not willing to have a direct discussionlid@ decision? Why
does the healthcare provider need to have such a decision?

In sum, in a particular interpreted event, interpreters need tmnmze and
balance other interlocutors’ goals and purposes and manage the evewyrtlaat
the goal of the communication is reached. We will claim that goal needs to be
established prior to the interpreting event and made explicit doeforassignment

and agreed upon by all communicative partners, including the interpreter.

2.2.3 The Interpreted Message: Different Perspectives (istrated

relative to ‘Politeness’)

Meaning constitution is a key factor in Community Interpreting beeawhat is
being interpreted is not what primary speaker A said to B bat Wte interpreter
understood of what A said and decides to transfers to B. And gsmee is not B’s
response to what A said but what B understood of what the interpreterstood
and conveyed to B. If one adds to the factual meaning any hidden mdagsiegsy
to realize how meaning constitution is a complex problem in Community Inteigpreti
This complexity is realized in the Community Interpretingrature as ‘changes in
perspectives of person’ with a ‘taxonomy of change in perspetteiryy suggested
by Bot (2005: 245) as it is indicated by the interpreter’'s userettdor reported

speech
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The following discussion shows with reference to the criteriqguobfeness how

relevant it is for the interpreter to be aware of different perspectives.

Knapp-Potthoff and Knapp (1987: 198) provide evidence of ‘natural’ (untrained)
interpreters not relaying others’ politeness and introducing redeesstion to save
their own face. Their study on an exchange between Germamacadd Korean
visitors to Germany also attests to the untrained (Koreanpreter’'s tendency both
to attenuate the threat of loosing face by certain utteramoksoaprotect her own
face by clearly dissociating herself from these utteranEes. example, when
relaying a direct enquiry ‘How old are you”, she adopts framdegices such as
‘what interests him is...” and ‘what he wants to know is...’, thus makxgicit her
non-responsibility for the potentially face-threatening request. aftadysts regard
these devices as evidence of politeness strategies which fgtsuggest that (the
interpreter) is very much concerned with saving her own face” (198).: And yet
they construe the interpreter’'s role as “located somewheeeammtinuum between
that of a mere medium of transmission and that of a true thitg’ pard do not
automatically address the issue of the interpreter’'s profegsm (Knapp-Potthoff
and Knapp 1986: 53). The critical issue here appears to be the tendency of
interpreters without professional credentials to assume int@nattiasks for which
they lack training and expertise.

Berk-Seligson (1990: 150-154) considers politeness to be an importaiil@ari
in the witness/interpreter/lawyer verbal relationship. She wbsdhat lawyers use
the polite address in asking witnesses questions when they athemethe witness
(i.e. it is their witness, not that of the opposing attorney) ornwthey want to
demonstrate to the jury that they are treating the witnedy fand courteously.
Polite address can also be used facetiously by an aggressier laho is carrying
out a hostile examination of a witness (for authentic exanglethe analysis in
Chapter 6). The use of the polite address in such a context wiibb®usly
understood by jurors as sarcasm. Berk-Seligson notes that whemsthem@smatch
in the polite addressing term, interpreters are faced withietyaf choices such as
interpreting the witness’s addressing term accurately andeltye possibly
embarrassing the attorney, interpreting the addressing temreontly, so that the
gender of the addressing term matches the sex of therlagvgpping the addressing
term altogether in the interpretation of the answer or raigiagproblem with the
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judge and lawyer. In most cases, she says, interpretertheakecond and the third
options. In her data she shows that the court interpreter's adbetiere cultural

norm of politeness causes her to address the witness with the Syditesh term

‘sefiora’ (ma’am) even though the lawyer has not used a politesasiiay term in

phrasing his question. This may be because the interpreterifeeisdd to establish
a relationship of respect and cordiality with the witness. Coletgreters, as a rule,
particularly those employed full-time in a courtroom, are highhsiiwe to the fact

that they are employees for the court and that they are edptrtact just as

obsequiously before the judge as is any lawyer, defendant or clerk.

Gentile (1996: 24) states that the liaison interpreter norm@atiérprets shorter
segments than a conference interpreter. This places an added iteyoos the
interpreter: when one client finishes speaking, he/she mayrhawe to say later.
Very often, one interlocutor pauses in order to allow for the intenpte interpret;
however, this pause may be taken by another interlocutor as atsigaapond. As
the only one who may be aware of the intentions of both speakersitéhereter
may intervene to a certain extent to help the dynamics ofdhencnication and
make it flow in the most economical and efficient fashion.

Alexieva (1997/2002: 225) describes meaning as a ‘faceWghkenomenon
and shows how this influences the interlocutors’ solidarity in intéepmediated
communication. She indicates that if a speaker uses titles anariffosn to
acknowledge the status of the hearer while downgrading one’s owmgrthei ‘first

name’ move, this may be understood differently across cultures.

Procedural rules have implications as to what kind of questions caskbd by
lawyers which can be leading or non-leading according to thes stduch the
proceedings have reached. Fowler (1997: 194) claims that it igpddfcular
significance for the interpreter” that “questions may be phraglédr by using the
syntactic format of a question, or by using a statement’cti8ations, challenges,

justifications, denials, and rebuttals may all be packagedesigus and answers”.

18 ‘Eacework’ is what we do in order to “ have oupegcognized and taken account of, to have onelss/heard,
and to some extent accepted by others or at least tthers accept one’s right to have them” (Muétmal 1991:
68). ‘Face-saving strategies’ may vary substantiafiross cultures, because they depend to a latgateon the
rigidity of the social stratification system, thead for deference towards participants who holdpesor position,
age and gender differences, and a variety of déwotors.
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It is therefore important that “the interpreter also recognibese implied meanings,
because otherwise the intent of the speaker might be altered by the iatenptet
Hale’s study (1997) in the Australian courtroom shows that pragrfaiture®
results mainly from pragmalinguistic transferwhich can cause communication
breakdowns. The problem exists not in the interpreter’s understamdirthe
speaker’s intention, but in her delivering that intention into the ttdegguage

(Sol=Solicitor; Int=Interpreter).

Sol.- Did you, sorry Your Worship. Did you say tsM that you were gonna go
into her home and strangle her?
Int. - ¢ Usted le dijo a a lad gera X que iba ir a la casa de ella y estangularrla?

Did you say to Mrs. X that you were going to gcher house and strangle
her?

Wit.- No, yo soy una persona muy educada para decir eso.
-No, I'm a very educated person to say that.

Int. - No, I'm an educated person, | couldn't shtt

(Hale 1997: 206)

In the above excerpt, the witness literally said ‘No, I'm a \estycated person
to say that’ and its implicature was relayed by the in&tgpras “I couldn’t say that”.
The concept of “education” has two applications in Spanish — the educatewed
at school and the one received at home, the upbringing. The secondsskigbdyi
culture-bound and is reflected in the way people behave socially. Wéhatitness
implies is not that the witness is well educated, but that telismannered, which
means he was brought up in a proper way so that it would not be mature to
threaten someone in such a way.

Wadensjo (1998: 153) addresses this problem in that she claims that

interlocutors orient themselves in talk “on the basis of the convensedal

%Y The notion of ‘pragmatic failure’ was developed Biiomas (1983), who defined it as “the inability to
understand what is meant by what is said” and argat pragmatic failure was a major cause of coogdral
communication breakdown (1983: 93). She furtherettiped the concept of pragmatic failure by dividingto
two main groups: pragmalinguistic and sociopragerfaiiure.

21 Pragmalinguistic transfer is “the inappropriansfer of speech act strategies from one languagedther, or
transferring from the mother tongue to the targeigliage, utterances which are semantically/syntdigti
equivalent, but which, because of different ‘intetative bias’ tend to convey a different pragmétice in the
target language” (Thomas 1983: 101).
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propositional meanings of the spoken words and expressions used”. In addition, she
maintains that talk is understood as part of a certain situafidie tontextual or
situated meanings of words are drawn from the type of encounten tine
constellation of people present, from time and place, other actigit@smpanying

the talk, from voice characteristics and so foribid.: 153).

Wadensj6 (1998aintains that what an interpreter says is typical for handling
the coordinating task. ‘Interpreter utterances’ are normallygdedi to make the
addressed party prepared to receive more talk from the otheicio talk from him
or her or, in other words, to select the next speaker. In her wordsutiséance and
progression of talk will be partly determined by whatever theprééer contributes,
or restrains from contributing” (Wadensj6é 1998: 109). This means thateirpreter-
mediated communication, the interpreter’s mediating efforts ssicdoantoning or
deleting utterances may represent the interpreter’'s managehulfferent meaning
levels in order to achieve coherence in the whole communication pr&iess.
continues by proposing different meaning dimensions in interpreteiated
communication in that “interlocutors rely on a multitude of sourcesfofmation
when making sense of words and utterancest.( 153). Her term of ‘face-work’
includes Schulz-von-Thuns ‘self-indicative’ message (cf. Chapter 4 petmweyed
with utterances. In interpreter-mediated communication, Wadensi@d.: (177)
suggests that primary interlocutors may display a wish to see This places an
expectation on the interpreter to convey this wish while speakirigsonehalf. On
the other hand, the interpreter has his/her own face to savepmdeasional. In
addition, interpreters’ social identities (in addition to the rdianterpreter) — if
brought to the fore — may call for yet another type of ‘face-wdrkerefore, the
interpreter’s adequate handling of various self-indicative meamiitgs view to the

appropriate ‘face-work’ is pivotal for effective communication.

Within the three-way exchange between the interpreter andagyrispeakers,
shifts of ‘footing’ (Wadensjo 1998) is assumed to appear. For exarpk,
participant may address the interpreter directly, referrindpeoother participant in
the third person or address the other participant directly andtakgeinterpreter to
reflect the direct address. The interpreter will then shdtihg within an exchange.
Wadensjo demonstrates how shifts of footing — the orientation of speaker
hearers towards each other and towards the verbal output — are comadhalogn
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interpreting. Since Goffman’s notion of ‘participation framework’ slo®t explore
the complexities that exist within the role of listener, Wadeds)éelops the notion
of ‘reception format’ corresponding to that of ‘production formats’. &lemtifies
various speaker and hearer roles that each participant in thengeccan adopt and
shows how these fundamentally affect what is communicated and hasv it
communicated. Primary speakers may choose to address each o#utly, dir
including eye contact, almost as if no other party were presentetsely, they may
address all their remarks to the interpreter, thus cleagiyabhg a wish for the
interpreter to act as a kind of intermediary. Unless they have receiwedgra such
matters, primary parties can be expected to display uncertadtfrequent shifts in
their footing. The interpreter, as a result, plays an importaataslcoordinator of
others’ talk by virtue of the footing he/she adopts. In addition tali$tancing effect
of the third-person footing (“The doctor says he thinks you should...”) vehngus t
directness of first-person (“I think you should...”), there is th&ecefof the
interpreter intervening on his/her own behalf (e.g. “I'm sorry, @¢oyu repeat
that?”), attributing turns at talk or seeking to influence the gotf other parties
(e.g. to a witness in court: “please address your remarke tattibrney, not to me”,
cf. Berk-Seligson 1990: 152). In discourse, when participants shift idifeaent
‘footing’, their alignment to others changes and all participamtsluding the
interpreter, shift their inferences about utterances. Therefang,interpreter, when
listening to a primary participant, hears/sees a change inwte a primary
participant is talking, the interpreter may also shift to com@ alignment with that
participant. In this respect, Wadensjo (1998: 109) distinguishes d&etexplicit
coordination and implicit coordination, noting that all interpreter aitiees have the
effect of attributing the next turn at talk. Thus the interpr@iemany situations
exercises control as ‘gatekeeper’ of the whole exchange.

By relating the community interpreter Ingrid’'s story, Wag@mgoes into a more

detailed explanation about “various levels of understanding”:
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Ingrid works as an interpreter with Russian-spegkefugees in Denmark. Once she had
an assignment at a camp for refugees where a seocikler met a family of four, a
husband and wife with two small children. They waesvcomers in the country and at
the camp. Introducing himself and his family, thasiband mentioned their origin as
being Armenian. One of the first things he pointed was that Armenians are Christians,
and Ingrid quotes his statement: vveli christiaostsche v 301 godu do nashej ery
(“Christianity was already introduced [by the Arneers] in the year 301 BC.”) The last
part, “before Christ” (in Russian: do nashej el before our era”), Ingrid says she
deliberately left out. (It is impossible to tellpwever, whether she willfully decided to
interpret as she did, or if she interpreted autarally, as it were, but, on second
thoughts, wanted to explain the omission.) Aftee #ncounter, she told the social
worker that she had left out this part of the maatmark and explained why.

Wadensjo (1998: 203-204)

After a talk with the interpreter, Wadensjo (1998: 204) distinguisheset
dimensions of understanding, i.e. ‘decontextualized utterance’, ‘thakepe
presented himself as an individual and as a team member angretéethe needs
and expectations of other persons present; by her understandiragiherf’
understanding. In the Ingrid story, she understood the man’s utterance &o be
Community Interpreting contradiction and she was afraid that atmglit as such
would make it difficult for her to keep a straight face, knowingékér and also the
social worker, a woman of her own age — to be easily provoked to laugetere,
there was the risk of making the man feel ridiculed, not only in fwbtwo foreign
women, but also in front of his wife and children. A ‘close’ renditibw, ®lt, would
have involved a danger of damaging the authority of someone whoryirag to
present himself as the knowledgeable head of the family, whillke &ame time, his
talk put him in precisely the opposite light. Ingrid’s interpretimghis situation thus
seems to have concentrated on the second and third dimensions of understanding
She understood the refugee’s utterance, including the added ‘befast’, Gbrbe
meant, first and foremost, as an expression of his and his faméiosging in the
new country. Emphasizing the Armenians’ Christian faith, the ménedgehimself
as part of a certain religious and cultural sphere, i.e., asgbeot Muslim.
Anticipating possible xenophobic feelings towards people of otherawligolor,
ways of dressing and talking etc., the man presents himself anrhily by
focusing on an obvious similarity between Armenia and the host country, Thus
Wadensjo (1998) concludes that:
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“...interpreters on duty must be aware of and counttlen currency of frames of
reference for understanding which are only paftigred between the persons interacting.
The institutional frame is valid at some level,ledst for the professional party. Lay
people involved may simultaneously orientate thdwese according to different
understandings of the situation and its participafinally, the interpreter-mediated
mode of communication provides an additional fraofieeference, imposing its own
rationalities as regards possible interpretatiofiswords, utterances, persons and
situations.”

Wadensjo (1998: 205)

Tebble (1999: 186) holds that “conveying what is said means not only just
conveying the content of the message but also the way the massagpressed”.
This means that the medical interpreter needs to relayntbgersonal features of
each speaker's turn in the talk. The main interpersonal issueeroomg the
exposition of interpreted medical consultation is how to deliver thdings
(diagnosis, prognosis, prescription of medication and plan of treatmentyay that
will reassure the patient and also bring about patient compliancdis@urse
analysis of the text of an interpreted medical consultationreasal not only its
linguistic structure, its cohesion and coherence, and the structtire miformation
as it is relayed, it can also reveal the nature of thep@ateonal relationships of the
participants. Tebble (1999: 197-198), after her analysis of patteadxposition of
two interpreted medical consultations, underlines the importance oeyiagvthe
style of the medical practitioner if the ethical requirementasfveying what is said
is to be met. Understanding the discourse structure of medical @titgidf
knowing the types of medical conditions and their forms of treatmemd,
understanding the nature of the role relationships in these contexeffécting
patient compliance are all part of what the medical interpreteds to know. She
maintains that by identifying some of the discourse semantic, lexico-gtcahand
phonological features of the tenor of consultant physicians’ coneunbat
interpreters will attend not only to convey the content of the agess particularly
during the exposition stage of the consultation — but also the interpeaspeats of
what is said.

Roy (2000) shows that turn-taking in interpreting actively involves the
interpreter in organizing, managing, constraining and directing the dwalk.
Interpreters make decisions about managing and orchestratmsgrélative to “the
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surface linguistic meanings and the social meanings inheré¢hné situation and its
expectations” ipid.: 36). In addition, all the interlocutors take turns based on both
linguistic and social signals within “their own sense ohtsgand obligations” when
talking. In interpreted conversations, some turns cannot be accounteoldiyrin
terms of structural qualities. Some turns come about becausapaents take turns
for reasons congruent with their roles. In a complex three-anexchange,
interpreters should therefore take into consideration the perspeofivdifferent
primary speakers when allocating turns and managing the comriomidoy (bid.:
67) also states that as turns’ meaning resides in other thanstiogtorm,
interpreters have to make decisions from a range of possible €hoideding
appropriate lexical and grammatical features, layered so®@ahings, possibilities
for transition, and possibilities to elicit a response from yethar range of possible
responses. Interpreting appropriately therefore depends on factbrasuelative
status of the speakers and desired outcomes of the situation. Foplexdna
supervisor asks an employee “Would you mind typing this for me?intbepreter
would have to know whether this is a real question or a “polite” réqaeype a
paper. He/She would also have to take into account how immediateghéest is. In
this situation, interpreters have to select an utterance thatomanay not be a
guestion but must include the implied perspective of the request, thecinéiss and
a type that will elicit an appropriate response. In interpretedteyprimary speakers
exchange speaking turns with the interpreter alternatively andrkgoing turn
phenomena such as pauses, lags, overlapping talk and simultaneous tutims and
resolution of discourse confusion are primarily the responsibilitthefinterpreter
who is the only bilingual and bicultural agent in the actual communication process.
Meyer (2001: 87ff) relates a quoted example to show that diffesenc=ultural

knowledge structures may lead interpreters to modify the use of certain terms
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In this case an English-speaking doctor communscatth a Cantonese-speaking patient
via a bilingual nurse.
Doctor: She can loose weight a little bit also hseal think she can be a little

overweight.
Interpreter EEUMRA R, TERMHZ

Yee san gew nay gam sik. Um moy um moy sik gum daw.
(The doctor asks you to reduce your food intake.th@at so much.)
Meyer (2001: 87)

In this excerpt, the interpreter's avoidance of the term ‘teand ‘overweight’
in the doctor’s utterance may come from the fact that cadlomgebody ‘overweight’
in the Chinese culture is considered to be face-threatening. Irsitbéion, the
primary speakers hold conflicting assumptions regarding this nexuas the
interpreter tries to mediate this imminent conflict by fteg the perspectives of
both sides.

Angelelli (2004b: 9) states that interpreters enter an interaetith all of their
deeply held views on power, status, solidarity, gender, age, race, itgthnic
nationality, socio-economic status as well as the cultural nant societal
blueprints that encompass the encounter. They use all of these toucbasid
interpret reality. The interpreters’ views of such social diactinteract with the
interlocutors’ views of those same social factors. Thergfoterpreters, as members
of society, do more than merely co-construct and interact in thenoaroative event.
They are powerful parties who are capable of altering the outobthe interaction,
for example, by challenging opportunities or facilitating aceesaformation. They
are visible co-participants who possess agency. Angeibill.:( 41) shows that
linguistic anthropology assigns meaning to dialogic constructionsnteractive
processes rather than to the individual speaker. This paradignsdtrificial for the
study of the interpersonal role of the interpreter. It allowsusee the interpreter as
a third party who participates in the dialog. Socially situatetigizannts interact to
establish facts and collect or request information by exegcigieir agency in the
construction of knowledge. Their agency is also materialized whenattteypon
what they have come to know, suspect, or prove. This view allowsexamoine the
complexity of the interaction of the interlocutors and the intéepseconscious co-

construction of meaning as they speak.
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Pdéllabauer (2007: 47) introduces the concept of ‘fatefrom Brown and
Levinson (1978: 61) to investigate the interpreter’s face-savrategtes in asylum
hearings as certain face-threatening acts may endangeotlie€s positive or
negative image or ‘face’. Effective communication will eitheeks¢éo avoid such
face-threatening acts or employ certain face-savingegiest to minimize the threat.
In asylum hearings, all the participants attempt to maintain ¢t as well as the
other interactants’ personal positive and negative face. If tfieexd major
conversational aim is only to establish ‘objective’ facts, they mat always take
initiatives to save the asylum-seekers’ face. However, asitbemation in asylum
hearings is highly intimate and personal, collecting such infeomawill often
involve initiating a threat to the asylum-seekers’ face. @egaestions addressed to
the asylum-seekers by the officers, or certain acts ltheg to perform, which they
probably regard as an obligatory component of their institutional andatisemole
(Goffman 1961: 93) may automatically pose a threat to the asyekess positive
or negative image. In some situations, questions or interrogataaagés which are
necessary for the officers to investigate the facts, neasebarded as inadequate or
even taboo in the asylum-seeker’s culture and will thus threateasyhan-seeker’s
positive image. On the other hand, a particular behavior by thenasgekers,
which may be culturally-bound, may be a potential threat to theeof positive
image. In addition, interpreters may also attempt to proteact dlaei ‘professional’

face as neutral and impartial language experts and coordinators of discourse.

The above contributions to meaning constitution have shown that due to the
different perceptions of meaning and the dynamic and interpersatate of
interpreter-mediated communication, sense-making is complex andreaft g
importance for the mutual understanding between interlocutors. In Comymuni
Interpreting scenarios, the interpreter as the only one who & tabkestablish

meaning and its continuity from both the primary speakers’ perspectives tgileeg a

2 Brown and Levinson suggest in their “politenessotly” that every individual attempts to maintaircertain
“public self-image that every member wants to cl&mhimself”, also called ‘face’ (Brown/ Levinsdr®78: 61).
The notion of ‘face’ consists of ‘negative face’ ialh includes an individual's wish ‘to be unimped&done’s
actions’, i.e. to have freedom of action and freedoom imposition, and a ‘positive face’ which indes the

desire to ‘be approved of'.
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part of the responsibility for establishing sense in the discqueeess to avoid
faulty conclusions and misunderstandings.

On the whole, so far as meaning constitution in the Community teterg
literature is concerned, we can say that it has been noted andsédcin the
literaure that different interlocutors establish meaning ftbeir own perspectives
and at different levels of expression including non-verbal signs andlandyage
and that it is therefore considered to be of great importamdédanterpreter to be
aware of the different perspectives of meaning and meaning doneria order to
take appropriate actions whenever communication problems occur. Mwmnayis
description exists, however, for the isolation of parameters itiflaence sense
constitution and continuity and the depiction of their interplay whictvhat the

present study sets out to do.
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3 The Community Interpreter’'s Role Controversy

By the end of the 1990s, research into interpreting was classified into fonatgef.
Gile 1994: 149ff). after the initial steps in the 1950’s, commonly ifledtwith Jean
Herbert’'s Interpreter’'s Handbook (Herbert 1952) and Eva Paneth’s thesis
Investigation into Conference Interpretii§957), interpreting research in the 1960s
and early 1970s was dominated by the research paradigm of eegwsichology
(e.g. Gerver 1976) to investigate the interpreter's ‘simultandmtiening and
speaking’ (Pinter 1969). This period was highlighted by the pioneerseanmeh of
the Paris Interpreting School (Seleskovitch 1976) and others (fici976,
Moser-Mercer 1976). The cognitive paradigm was most promineattty teflected
in the ‘Efforts Model’ by Daniel Gile (1995). Sociolinguistic cligirse analysis and
interactive (dialogic) communication is generally thought to hraaede its way into
the interpreting field at the 1986 Trieste Symposium documented wothme by
Gran and Dodds (1989) which introduced this new research paradigm ardhabi
thereafter attracted more and more attention. Gumperz foesulabm an
interactional sociolinguistics (1982) point of view:

“participants in a conversation engage in an ongqirocess of listening to assess the

intentions of their interlocutor in order to formateé a response to accomplish theim

intentions (emphasis in the original quotation,udahliang). What a perseameansmust

be determined not only by linguistic output (whatsaid) but also by knowledge of the

expectations, social roles and world view of tiséeler”
(Gumperz, quoted in Moody 2007:195).

This understanding of meaning is of particular importance for this study.

During the 1980s and 1990s, Gumperz’s (1982) and Tannen’s (1984) works
had decisive influence on Community Interpreting research across benwh
languages and settings with the first dissertation by Drigd®85) and the
pioneering works of Brian Harris (1990), Susan Berk-Seligson (1990}hi@yRoy
(1993) and Cecilia Wadensjo (1993) as well as the volumes documenéng th
‘Critical Link’ Conferences (from Carr et. al. (1997) to Wadérftspglund
Dimitrova (2007)) which shifted the focus in interpreting reseamaim f Conference
Interpreting to triadic encounters, ‘turns of talk’ and discourseéageraction and

management.

49



Chapter 3: The Community Interpreter’s Controversy

Within Community Interpreting research, the discourse orientatroived
into a focus on the interaction of both parties in the dialog, makingaakof the
communication an important variable in the process of interpreteateddi
communication and placing the role of the interpreter in the center of attention:

"Since the interpreter is the only participant e ttriad who understands the language
and culture of both primary participants, she ie tine best placed to mediate the

exchange so that their goals be realized”.
(Moody 2007:190).

Several models on the interpreter's role have evolved from thestation
ranging from a neutral ‘conduit’ role, mostly favored in the courtroimna ‘cultural
mediator’ or ‘intercultural agent’ which is usually related rtogration contexts.
Known as the interpreter’s ‘visibility’ issue, the debate on therpmeter’'s role in
Community Interpreting has developed into a prominent research ®ic
documented by the works of Roy 1989, 2000, Berk-Seligson 1990, Wadensjo 1995,
1998, Mikkelson 2000; Opraus 2003, Angelelli 2004a and b, Grbic and Pollabauer
2006 and others. Community Interpreting research is closely detatesocio-
linguistic research on discourse. Today, the active role of Commintgtypreters as
(also) managing and coordinating talk in addition to the ‘tramgjatask is widely
recognized and has led to its professionalization and academizaiiith this
additional activity, however, the question arises as to what kindtigfti@s in what
kind of roles are assumed by the Community Interpreter. Followindeison
(1976/2002) for instance, the interpreter is assumed to ‘play’ ditfexdes, e.g.
being oriented (1) towards a factual topic, (2) towards distarttaigy implying an
indifference of the outcome of the communication or (3) towards Iseipgortive of
the client (cf. Sauerwein 2006: 7).

The fragmented role image of the interpreter and the compariimatiten of
his/her tasks into being dependent on varying settings is pargaibpnsible for the
heterogenous research picture and the ensuing assumption of Community
Interpreting still being a non-professional activity today msSauerwein (2006)

following Knapp-Potthoff/Knapp (1997).

This chapter will give a short overview of the most importantualtis with

respect to the interpreter’'s visibility in Community Interpretiredevant to the
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present mix of static and dynamigiscourse Interpretingparameters and their

interplay in an actual interpreter-mediated communicative situatio@lepter 5).

3.1  ‘Verbatim’ Rendering or ‘Conduit Role’

Rooted in demands for quality in conference interpreting, the madéelyw
acknowledged demand on an interpretation is today still thabiild be faithful to
the original in “message and style” (Gile 1992: 189; 1995: 26). A gneaber of
interpreting studies on quality sees accuracy among the mpettant criteria for
high-quality interpretation (for an overview of quality consideradiin interpreting

cf. P6chhacker 2002: 153%) This demand needs to be qualified with respect to
interpreting interactive talk. Before discussing this aspentore detail (cf. Chapter

5 below), however, we will outline some representative considerabiorfaithful

renderings or ‘verbatim’ interpreting.

Reddy (1979) is the first to label the interpreter by the ‘conduit metapgbor
describe commonly-held assumptions about communication, implyinghthatay
we talk about language (‘getting one’s message across’; ‘sendingdhg message,
etc.) reveals what is tacitly assumed about the nature afmoaiation. The term
‘conduit’ was later used by Laster/Taylor (1994: 114) to desdhbedemand for

word-for-word translation from interpreters in legal settings:

“The interpreter, as conduit, must be a direct dehof communication between the
party and the questioner. Interpreters are requogatovide a literal interpretation from
one language into another...For the court to faibgess the evidence given by a
NESB? person, the interpreter must provide a complet arcurate rendition into
English. Literalism is essential to ensure accuracy

Laster/Taylor (1994: 114)

The ‘conduit metaphor’ implies a whole framework of basic assumpébost
language, e.g. that language functions like a conduit, tramgfdfroughts from one
person to another and that words accomplish a transfer of ideas laynounthe

thoughts or feelings in the words and conveying them to others; peaopkxtact

3 For a discussion how quality assessment intee®haith coherence see Kusztor (2000).

24 NESB is an acronym for &h-English-$eaking Bickground
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the same idea, thought or feeling by simply receiving the wdraswing the
interpreter’s role as ‘conduit’ offers an approach which is defsodely by the core
function of ‘message transmission’, performed by a third party, evpossence is
ideally viewed as ‘invisible’ as possible. The ‘conduit model’ $sence views the
interpreter as a language ‘modem’, a non-thinking linguistan&ferring machine’
for speakers who do not share the same language to communica¢aetitbther. It
assumes linear communication in which there is no interaction éeetviee
interpreter and the primary speakers. Communication between theypsapeakers
is achieved only via the accurate, faithful and neutral ‘replsythie interpreter. In
this sense, meaning is assumed to be fixed monologically by theespather than
being created by circumstances and rather than varying by paheripants. Thus,
the conduit role prevents the interpreter from evaluating the integprprocess
and/or the content of communication.

Goffman (1981) suggests that — when exploring the Community Intergreter’
role — one should naturally associate it with the normative exmewtadf the role.
His ‘nominative role’ model is defined by the commonly sharedsiéddut a certain
activity, i.e. what people in general think they are or should be ddeg \&cting in
a certain role. In interpreter-mediated events, these expectations focudehvdigy
of messages between speakers, their accuracy and adherer@aning without any
personal bias involved. The ‘normative role’ of the interpreterthiss what
interpreters think they do when they perform well, or at leasbapptely behave as
interpreters. Norms become shared through official codes of conaies, and
regulations and through educational programs. Interpreters trereéed to be
aware of the codes of conduct and norms, too.

The ‘conduit role’ is largely attributed to court interpreteveretoday, Berk-
Seligson (1990) was the first to challenge the adequacy ofrdkes with her
empirical study into the actual performance of court intergetgainst theode of
conductin the United States, requiring court interpreters to translately and
accurately according to the standards of professional conduct:
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. The interpreter shall provide an accurate integti@h of what is said, without
embellishments, omissions or editing (i.e. epitiséisuld also be interpreted)...

. The interpretation should be as close to verbatid hteral in content and
meaning as possible...

. The interpreter shall NOT correct an erroneous déstatement that may occur in
a question posed to the non-English speaking pemeen though the error is
obviously unintentional or simply a slip of the te: likewise, the interpreter
shall not correct an obvious error in the testimafya non-English speaking
person.

(Berk-Seligson 1990: 232)

From another perspective, Morris (1993) describes legal theoharagiage

switching'?®

and shows that there is a predominant ‘legal fiction’ in that L2
(Language 2) equals L1 (Language 1), and that the instrument ofjtlaan uses
no discretion or freedom of will whatsoever in achieving the gealby the law”
(Morris 1993: 136). Morris (1995: 25) later documents the tension wieshlts
from the legal profession’s insistence that interpretation (of a spgaifal process)
should be the exclusive domain of lawyers and judges and that ti@mstatthe
activity allotted to the court interpreter — should consist of ‘verbaendition of
utterances and nothing more than that. Specifically, interpre@ysnot mediate by
relaying their own understanding of speaker meanings and intentimsnast be

left to the court.

Wadensjo (1993/2002: 357) uses Goffman’s term of ‘normative role’ toildescr
an idealized interpreter’s role as a ‘copy machine’ duplicatithgt is said by the
primary parties’ in another language. ‘Telephone’ is alsguieatly used to describe
an interpreter's role in ‘dialogue interpreting’: the intetpreis compared to a
channel, an instrument conveying information and he/she merely tethitfatts
the words, messages and utterances of the monolingual partiesaRtormative
point of view, the dialog interpreter is required to make everyinaligitterance a
copy recoded in another language. The ‘normative role’ lateifsed as ‘verbatim’
translation and associated with neutrality, detachment and impaisacommonly
associated with the professional code of ethics for communitypreters (e.g. Berk-
Seligson 1990; Morris 1993, 1995; Fenton 1997; Mikkelson 1998, 2000).

25 ‘Language switching’ was used by Morris (1993: Jl@6mean the activity carried out by interpretiersourt.
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Fenton’s study (1997) of the adversarial courtroom in New Zeakarehls that
in court proceedings, “the interpreter was here declared a conduijt gipeere
machine, transmitting the message ...in one language and in theastheade, like
an electrical instrument over Community Interpreting a long distafrcéhis sense,
“the interpreter as a person was ... excluded, not meant to taketedigent,
thinking interest in the proceeding@gbid.: 30). Thus, interpreters are ‘mere ciphers’
and their role is narrowed to that of ‘a mechanical or electrical deixd:: 30).

Later on, Mikkelson(2000) identifies these features in the ‘Code of Ethics’ for
court interpreters. She describes the fidelity requestetidbyAtistralian Institute of

Interpreters and Translators (AUSIT) as:

5. Accuracy

a) Truth and Completeness

i) In order to ensure the same access to all $hsdid by all parties involved in a meeting,
interpreters shall relay accurately and complegelgrything that is said.

i) Interpreters shall convey the whole messagauiting derogatory or vulgar remarks,
as well as non-verbal cues.

i) If patent untruths are uttered or written,a@npreters and translators shall convey these
accurately as presented.

iv) Interpreters and translators shall not alteakenadditions to, or omit anything from
their assigned work.

Mikkelson (2000: 49)

This code comes from Australia, a common-law country where vwerbatords
are made of court proceedings and where witness statemersisnamarized by the
judge. Thus, it is very important for the judge to hear a compitgpretation in the
source language to gain an accurate perception of the whole ¢irgeeerlhat is to
say, any editing takes place only on the judge’s part rather than the coprieteies
part.

In addition, as the parties in litigation are in conflict withteather, they both
want to make sure that the interpreter does not distort languageray that favors
the other side. According to Article 4 of timde of Conduct for Court Interpreters
of the International Federation of Translators (FIT), “The couerpreters shall at
all times be neutral and impartial and shall not allow hisffesonal attitudes or
opinions to impinge upon the performance of his/her duties”. If the ieterphas

close ties with one of the parties (e.g. kinship or a businessoredhip), or has a
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personal or financial interest in the outcome of the case, thareanflict of interest
and the interpreter is considered to be disqualified.

Research into Community Interpreting today has largely abandonedkatinisv
interpretation of the interpreter’s role (cf. Moody 2007) to focus @tritng the
factors and conditions that are responsible for an interpreterativarif the source
message.

The present study is in line with this new perspective on tbivations and
explanations for an interpreter’s more active role in the commiioricaiad. Before
we develop this thought further, however, we will look at the otherme of
understanding the interpreter’s role, i.e. the role of the intempas ‘cultural broker’

or advocator.

3.2 ‘Cultural Broker’, ‘Advocator’ or ‘Conciliator Role

An opposing perception of the community interpreter as ‘cultural brokere from
sign language interpreting (e.g. Cokely 1992) and Roy (2000) wndshtutional
interpreters employed by the government or working for communitieb as
hospitals as community workers. It was explicitly rooted in theiofiaguistic
discourse paradigm reflected in the 1995 ‘First International Cordereon
Interpreting in Legal, Health and Social Service Setting3oronto/Canada and led
to a series of ‘Critical Link’ conferences in Vancouver (1998), Meaiti(2001),
Stockholm (2004) and Sydney (2007).

This role proposes that the interpreter join the primary speakiersreating,
maintaining and achieving successful communication. Interpreterssirseéhse are
thus regarded as active participants by their contribution of expdaicertain
cultural aspects which may impinge on the conversation at handggesting some
advocacy or conciliation to the clients.

Approaching interpreters as ‘cultural brokers’, ‘advocators’ onédiators’ take
more factors into account (e.g. hidden meanings and strategies lasasve
interpersonal relationships) in addition to merely linguistic tedim®. This
perspective focuses on embedding the interpreter’s role in cultlass, celigious
and other social factors and has prominently been represented liglltivéng
authors.

Roberts (1997: 12) holds that the ‘client’ in Community Interpretinigprgs
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invariably to a minority group whose culture — even more so than langusgeot
understood by the majority group who organizes and offers the seffisess why

interpreter-mediated events have been officially labeled ‘culturapneteng’:

We define interpreting as including the commun@atf conceptual and cultural factors
that are relevant to the given interaction as pfthe lingual transmission... This model
of interpreting service was developed out of an ramass that communication is
seriously impeded by insensitivity to the role aftare in the content and manner of
communication, especially in formal interactions.

(Giovannini 1992 cited by Roberts 1997: 12)

Advocacy implies defending, pleading for or actively supporting tiestc In
other words, the community interpreter is seen as a guide and cowurse&lell as a
power broker working in favor of his/her ‘underprivileged’ client whaviaes the
client about rights and options in the situation”..., “ensures that thatdhas all
relevant information and controls the interaction” and “challemgeislly/culturally
prejudiced statements or conclusions” on the part of the service pr{@ideannini
1992 cited by Roberts 1997: 13).

Hsieh (2004: 89) shows that Cross Cultural Health Care Progr@hlQey®
training defined the advocate role as “any action an interpigkes on behalf of the
patient outside the bounds of the interpreted interview”. In other waisgycate’ is
an action taken by an interpreter to remedy problematic isiigabn behalf of an
underpriviledged communicative partner. In her empirical reseatch hilingual
health communication, Hsieh (2004: 172-178) distinguishes two ways of medical
interpreter’'s advocacy: ‘overt’ advocacy and ‘covert’ advocacy. Inrtbaevocacy
situations, interpreters essentially act on the patient’s bblia&eking information,
providing answers and requesting services for a patient without cogswith the
patient. In ‘covert’ interpreting, however, interpreters use ‘coOvadvocacy

communicative strategies to be invisible and yet advocate forp#ients by

“The CCHCP is a Seattle-based organization dedidatéthproving health care access for ethnic
minorities. It collaborates with minority commuueisi, trains health care providers and interpregard,

develops publications for educating health careigeys about the minority populations they serve.
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encouraging patients to act as self-advocates or allowinghfsatie appear as their
own advocates (for examples cf. the application in chapter 6).

Most recently Ibrahim (2007: 207-208) observes from his Malaysian court
interpreting data that interpreters act more as advocatgstbyg involved in three
clear stages of communication with other involved individuals:

* “pre-session (before the court is in session),

* in open court (during the hearing), and

* post-session (after the hearing)”.

Frequently, in addition to the normal feelings of nervousness and camftise
unrepresented defendant in Malaysian courtrooms faces the ckatiEagiempting
to put his/her own case and cross-examine prosecution withessespttisticated
and complex activities of the trained legal professionat.( 208). It is in this
situation that the interpreter is sometimes called upon to ‘hatp’only to interpret,
but to provide procedural advice to defendants, which merges into theofrol
‘advocacy’. In Ibrahim’s opinion, a Malaysian court interpreter igrfare than ‘just’
an interpreter in the traditional sense. “(S)he is, among othegsthan bilingual
intermediary, clerk of the court, and advocate to unrepresentededccudibid.:
209).

3.3  Other Roles and Settings

Between the two extremes of ‘verbatim’ (as being the moae€itional) and
‘mediating’ (as being the more modern and progressive) roles of dinemunity
Interpreter, other roles have been assigned to the interpreter.

Anderson (1976/2002: 220) differentiates three interpreter attitudefavibes:
1) the interpreter who concentrates on the factual topic 2) therneter who puts
himself/herself at a distance from the communication and is éndiff with respect
to its outcome and 3) the interpreter who supports his/her client.

Within health care settings and especially within psychothenagypreting,
Drennan/Swartz (1999: 181ff) differentiate four different institutiordés of the
interpreter (in South Africa): the interpreter as (1) ‘largguapecialist’ within a
multidisciplinary team with the inherent problems of fragmentatbrcare and
confidentiality, (2) as ‘culture specialist’ requiring a comhbratof highly skilled

linguistic capabilities plus cultural and clinical knowledge (3)pagient advocate’
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with the difficulty that intervening on behalf of an individual patiergty come into
conflict with the authority and clinical competence of a rangetloér professionals
(4) as ‘institutional interpreter’ with the inherent problem thaerpreting was
required in administrative (e.g. disciplinary hearings, salarytimegaetc.) as well as
clinical contexts which require extensive expertise and experiand may lead to
conflicts.

On the basis of an empirical study on the psychotherapeutic triaai$¢2003:
120ff) differentiates six types of transfer (1) a mainly Uistjc transfer which
corresponds more or less to the conduit role outlined above (2) a pagerdfer
in the sense of a situation transfer which lets the interpastefor clarifications in
the sense of an implicit co-therapist (3) an information tramsmitaving it to the
interpreter whether he/she relays information or not (4) an éxpbetherapist in
which case the interpreter would him/herself have to be a the(&pist cultural
mediator with the interpreter acting as a bridge betweernreiiffeultures (e.g. in the
areas of nonverbal language, social norms and socio-political systet@raction
patterns) (6) a support for the patient which — Opraus concduds1Q7) — is
beyond the limits of a psychotherapeutic communication.

As Leanza (2005:170) described in her overview of roles of the Community
Interpreter along with Jalbert (1998) proposed a typology of vamples of the

interpreter as:

. translator with a minimal presence of the interpret

. cultural informant who helps e.g. health care pitevs;

. Culture Broker or Cultural Mediator (as we discubse3.2);

. Advocate in a value conflict situation when theemptreter may choose to defend

the patient against the institution and

. bilingual professional when the interpreter becomesg. the healthcare
professional.
(Jalbert in Leanza 2005:170f)
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On that basis, Leanza herself proposes her own typology:

System agent Integration agent
Bilingual Professional Welcoming
Monolingual Professional Support-follow up

Community Interpreter

Community agent Linguistic agent
Translator (Active)
Cultural Informant
Culture Broker
Advocate

Figure 1: Community interpreter’s roles according to theilatien to cultural difference (Leanza
2005: 186)

Angelelli (2006: 182ff) discusses how four roles that interpreters can play
correspond to or contradict the California Standards for Healthodegpreters
(2002): the interpreter as (1) message converter, (2) meskaerc(3) cultural

clarifier and (4) patient advocator. She concludes that

“most interpreters make personal decisions abautdles that they will assume during
an interpreting session, based on the number andeiped importance of the

interlocutors and of the topic...In fact, they may fiptall these role choices in a single
session...”

(Angelelli 2006: 182f).

She further concludes that due to the tensions arising from theetbics and
expectations of the health care professionals, the Standardd adels with real
world and work requirements and need to be revised periodically taradoo new
findings in research.

By definition, while this is certainly a valid postulate, we wagfrom the
principle that a collective standard can only partially accourthfofreal world’, i.e.
in terms of what constitutes ‘collective’ in the real world. Indual situations and
problems of misunderstandings that the interpreter faces in th®&dituations are
beyond a description on a collective level, i.e. are not accessibledtective level.
Therefore, while updating a standard regulation may be desiaig#ecan not feel a
collective mandatory to satisfy the need of the individual intenpnetan authentic
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individual situation.
The problem with distinguishing clear-cut roles for the Communitgrpreter is
pointed out by Moody2007):

“Models or metaphors for the interpreter's rolendae helpful but they tend to be

theoretical ideals which prescribe a certain rote fhe interpreter. Experienced

Community Interpreters may, in fact switch modeistiie middle of an assignment,

depending on the circumstances and the expectatiotiee consumers. In determining

what the interpreter should do, it is preferablsttaly and describe what the really good
interpreters actually do and begin to base our eptiens of the roles and tasks of the
interpreters on such descriptions.”

Moody (2007: 193)

Many authors, however, have associated the varying roles of anQuty
Interpreter with the institutional framework in which the intetipige takes place,
claiming that the interpreter's role is largely co-determitwgdthe institutional
setting, a view within which discourse considerations have gaineeasiog
prominence in the past decade (e.g. Berk-Seligson 1990; Wadensjo 1992, 1998;
Tebble 1996, 1998; Mikkelson 1998, 2000; Meyer 2000, 2004; Pdllabauer 2003,
2004; Sauerwein 2006).

The most traditional — and most constrained — situation is cgrtiat of the
court. As early as the end of the 1990s, Mikkelson requests thdegdleprofession
should finally realize that interpreters do not function as autonteditslating
machines from one language to another, and that the ideal of verbaipretdtion
does not hold up when confronted with real-life interpreted interactenseen
human beings. Court interpreters should be given the tools to petticsraritical
task properly, and then they should be allowed to use their professidgaignt as
to the best way of carrying out the task” (Mikkelson 1998: 43).

A little later Berk-Seligson (1990) provides empirical evidefiar this claim,
demonstrating that even a court interpreter was not ‘just’ irgengr;, but became
actively involved in the discourse process as an individual particiyaaskng for
clarification of a term or idea, repeating what she did not, lesk permission to
speak when proceedings became confusing, or even controlled thef flestimony
by “urging or prompting a witness to speak or by getting wite@ssdefendants to
be silent” (Berk-Seligson 1990: 86). In her court proceedings’ asalgbe shows

that relaying complex English passive constructions, which acehyseattorneys in
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a very deliberate way to avoid attributing blame in their crgamenations, is highly
problematic in Spanish because the standard passive in Spanishagedisgrwhile
a variety of alternative formulations are available and none oélteenatives is a
literal translation of the English passive. Thus, in some cdsespterpreter shifted
the voice in accordance with different communicative situations and purposes.

The situation today is not much different (cf. Lipkin 2008: 86f). The conventions

of military courts in Israel were explained by Hajjar (2005) as follows:

“In any court room, understanding is a charged teenen without the problem of

language barriers and the mediating role of traosdathere is always the question of
whether the various parties are communicating aothpcehending accurately in

exchanges often fraud by explicitly contradictonglacompeting interests”

(Hajjar 2005: 146-147)

The conditions of the court room can be said to be very similar toep@ig.
Sauerwein 2006) or asylum hearings (e.g. Pollabauer 2004).

Sauerwein (2006) develops four categories, i.e. interrogation phréasabtyr
degree, interpreter’s roles, interpretation acfitiesanalyze the interpreting process
in police interrogation scenarios. She discovers that beyond thefrdenguage
transformer’, interpreters perform additional roles such as ‘esatien manager’,
‘cultural faciliator’, ‘police’s helper’, ‘(pseudo-) lawyer’, iformation filter’ and
‘expert®, After analyzing the empirical data according to the fourgeates, she
points out that there is a correlation between the interpretdesperformance and
the setting in as much as the interpreter does not hold one rolekbatdifferent
roles according to the demand of the settings. The policeagttion scenario, as a
highly-ritualized institutional setting, seems to involve the inttgrto assist in
helping the police fulfill the interrogation ritual (e.g. contaohversation, charge,
briefing, interrogation of a person, etc.) in addition to his/her gmnrole as

language and cultural facilitator.

%" Translated by the author from the German origiWal/B-Phasen, Ritualisierungsgrad, Rollen des Didcteers,
Translationshandlungen)
8 Translated by the author from the German origifdpirachwandler, Gespréachsmanager, Kulturmittler,

Hilfspolizist, (Pseudo-) Anwalt, InformationsfilteBachversténdiger.
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At the other end of the spectrum from court interpreting we firadtiheare and
related settings which offer more leeway for an interpreter’s ictieraand empathy.
Pioneered by Wadens{d998) and grounded on Goffman’s analytical framework of
the nature of the social organization as well as Bakhtin's (1981, 198Wygidi
theory of language and interaction, the interpreter is seen @sgaged actor in the
communicative triad. Wadensjo’'s (1998) empirical study is based anga tata
base from interpreted situations in Swedisch health care canidgolice stations
with the interpreter solving not only problems of ‘translation’ but problems of mutual
understanding in situated interaction. Wadensjo finds that what thpreter really
does is (1) ‘relaying’, i.e. translating the message whestidid ‘to’ the interpreter
and/or (2) ‘coordinating’ the interaction as flow of talk with thetipgants to
achieve their goal in the interaction. The interpreter may eedete utterances if
they violate social roles or expectations. Wadensj6 classifies initiated by the
interpreter as either ‘text-oriented’ (e.g. requests farfdation, comments on prior
utterances) or ‘interaction-oriented’ (e.g. requests to go amehthkk or stop talking,
management of turn-taking).

1113

Wadenjo treats the ‘pas de troix’ of “translating’ and ‘coordingitihe primary

parties’ utterances” (Wadensj6 1998: 105) as the basic and fundareeaidl of

interpreting. While differentiating ‘relaying by displayin@nd ‘replaying as
representing’, Wadensjé explores how interpreters relate as amarmit others’
speech to convey the impression of the self as a person usiwgritie of others or
to “represent the expressiveness of preceding talk’ (Wadensj6 2998: Thus, an
interpreter’s role, as both a social role and a role that pesfamactivity, is realized
through interaction with others. Interpreters both listen and spednvahifting

‘stances’ of their own participation, shifting from ‘relayingg ‘coordinating’ the
interaction.

This is a very important thought underlying the present study. Howeser we
do not see the interpreter’s role as an ‘either-or’ catefjeeybatim’ or ‘mediator’)
but rather positioned on a potentially changing continuum between ‘corashait’
‘mediating’ roles (cf. Chapter 4).

Wadensjo’'s work has had considerable influence on Community Integpretin
researchers like Brian Harris, Roda Roberts and Holly Mikkelsowedl as on the
‘Critical Link’ movement for the development of such research. Wewing the
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basic interpreting situation as a ‘pas de trois’ is refteate Mason’s ‘triadic
exchange’ (2001) and her influence is resounded noticeably in today's works
health care interpreting (e.g. Péchhacker (2000), Péchhacker/Shlggidg)e¢2007),
Tebble (1999) or Buhrig/Meyer (2004), the latter being the first tostigate doctor-
patient dialogs in terms of achieving the communicative purposdgasfmed consent.
Bakeret al. (entry of Community Interpreting) (1998) and recently Rudvin (2007)

point out that family members who accompany patients play roléggthbeyond
providing language assistance. They offer comfort, and when it conm@erpreting,
they automatically count on having the patient’s trust which is@dispensable asset
in the interpreter’'s task of setting up and explaining their abl¢éhe outset of a
medical encounter. They ‘manage’ the flow of communication betwaéen
participants, encouraging patient and doctor to address each otbetlydand
eventually assist with closure activities such as follow-up unstins and patient
referral to auxiliary services. In this way, interpretergehassumed a role which

goes far beyond a language specialist or facilitator.

Wadensjo's differentiations may well be seen as applicablatéwpreting in
educational settings in sign language interpreting as Metzger (288%R0y(2000)
show us so vividly and to Community Interpreting in general (e.gicRo6llabauer
(eds) 2006 or Hale 2007). In Metzger's (1999) view, it is unrealistat an
interpreter remains completely neutral and she claims tteaaaotes in general — be
they interpreter-mediated or not - must be mentally processattive at meaning.
She interestingly notes that any understanding of meaning isemntéd by the
listener's world knowledge and awareness of the speakerspgutive — both
parameters are considered important within the present study kairitld meaning
of an interpreted utterance will pass through several additiottalsfion its way to
the target message. We will use the term ‘fiters’ here to portray the
interdependence of static and dynamic parameters in ChaptBefre we begin
with our own descriptions, we will, however, briefly turn to Roy (208041 some
more recent literature.

By examining turn exchanges in interpreter-mediated conversation(2ZR09Q)
also establishes the interpreter as a full-scale participahé communication event,
with potential to influence both the direction and the outcome of ritegpireting
event. As the only bilingual and bicultural person in a talk, the intermpE@n
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logically maintain, adjust and if necessary repair problems amntunication
because “speakers cannot know possible transition moments in otheadas, nor
can they know what pauses are or how turns end” (Roy 2000: 99préites are
doing “more than searching a lexical bank, or syntactic rulesreate coherent
utterances and turns. They act on understandings and expectatibasaafyt social
scenes emerge in interaction, as well as on social and cutimalledge of the
“ways of speaking” within particular situationsibid.). In this regard, interpreters
are actively involved in managing the communication process andr repai
communication problems. Roy concludes from a short interpreted méetiwgen a
hearing professor (Deborah Tannen) and a deaf student (Claytbntvat each
participant is in fact exchanging turns with the interpreteadoordance with the
norms of their own language:

“Both speakers nod their heads, smile and silelatlgh ...at moments that co-occur
with utterances they understand in their own laggsa....phenomena around turns,
such as pauses, lags, overlapping talk, and sinadizs turns, are going to occur
naturally and as they are created by all threeigigants. The on-going recognition of
such discourse features are part of an interpeet@mpetence and the resolution of
discourse confusion, if necessary, belongs priméwithe interpreter...”

(Roy 1989 quoted in Moody 2007: 197)

It is this active role of the interpreter in the interestachieving a shared
communicative goal beyond temporary misunderstandings and possible confusion
that is at the heart of the present dissertation.

Pdllabauer (2003, 2004) introduces the term ‘solidarity’ to refer tdatttethat
in asylum hearings, interpreters do not only seek to assistfftber® in reaching
their communicative goals by assuming a coordinating function, butatsayfeel
obliged to assume the role of ‘auxiliary police officers’ (Donk 19B48 cited by
Pdllabauer 2004: 157). Poéllabauer mentions that the interpreters arewéte more
insistent than officers on receiving answers to certain questmas become
indignant with certain statements or simply render answershwhay pose a threat
to the asylum seeker’s or officer's ‘(positive) faé&lithout initiating face-saving

strategies. This aspect of a seemingly unmotivated emphadisei interpreter-

29 positive face’ is used here in the sense of Browavinson (1978: 61).
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mediated question also appears in our application in Chapter 6. ladoedings of
asylum hearings at the Federal Asylum hearing Office irz,(Gafae states that when
interpreting in asylum hearings no consensus exists as to thenbkesponsibilities
of interpreters. Neither the officers nor the asylum-seealegard the interpreters as
‘invisible’ neutral mediators. On the contrary, the interpretdsghavior and
interventions make them highly visible: they shorten and paraphrasamsnts,
provide explanations, try to save their own and also the other interlg'cistoe and
intervene if they consider it necessary (Pollabauer 2007: 41).

Angelelli (2003b: 16; 2004b: 10) proposes a model to show that the interpreter i
visible with all the social and cultural factors that allow Imen/to co-construct a
definition of reality with the other co-participants to the intémm. She believes that
the interpreter is visible ‘with all his/her deeply held vieas power, status,
solidarity, gender, age, race, ethnicity, nationality, socamemic status, plus the
cultural norms and blueprints of those social factors that are uyséerthim to
construct and interpret reality’. Angelelli continues to pointthat in Community
Interpreting scenarios, “the interpreter brings not just the kedhye of languages
and the ability to language-switch or assign turns. The interpreter bringdfthe s

Based on the systemic linguistics paradigm, Tebble (2004) tdleegenor
perspective of discourse studies to study the participants, tlesitification, their
social roles and status, their temporary or permanent relatibmseach other, the
degree of formality and the level of technicality they use irdibeourse. In medical
Community Interpreting situations, Tebble (2004: 48) mentions that tespiater
“is not a mere conduit, she is a real person in that triad aticbw whom the
consultation can hardly occur”. The interpreter’s role is to “fatpvey the message,
they must pay attention to the nuances of the interpersonal feé&bures in the

messages between doctor and patient”.
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4 The Notion of Discourse Interpreting: Theoretical
Considerations

4.1  Discourse and Discourse Analysis as a Theoreticehfmework

The common sense notion of ‘discourse’ is derived from the Latin ‘digsufwalk
around) and ‘discurrere’ (to walk back and forth) and has developed into the meaning
of ‘conversation’ and ‘exchange of ideas’ in thd’ Téntury (cf. Warnke 2002: 128).
It usually refers to a form of language use or more spedjfibal'language use in
social interaction” (van Dijk 1997a: 1). The label ‘discourse’ atochas an
overwhelmingly broad range of application — from the philosophy of conuative
processes in a society at large (where ‘discourse’ refarsnerely to the language
use, but also to the ideas or philosophies propagated by them) tmgnacal
analyses of ‘talk’ in conversational interaction not only in spoken lsotia signed
languages (cf. Roy 2000). As ‘coherent uttered text (‘zusameftgirger,
geaullerter Text', translation by Lihua Jiang) (Warnke 2002: 129)otieept may
integrate different meaning aspects in different languagesa simple everyday
conversation in English or an academic presentation or lecturenoh~(ef. Keller
2004: 13).

Central to the concept of ‘discourse’ in the scholastic fielthés problem of
meaning constitution, understood by Habermas (1971: 104) as ‘establishing a
consensus about what is communicated between the communicative pavinehs’
can be achieved only through including the pragmatic dimension ahinge The
idea of a consensus is later on taken up in linguistics by '&riceoperative
principle’ in conversation (1975), which in turn is reflected later Wide and
Rehbein’s ‘functional-pragmatic discourse analysis’ for oral comaoatioin with
interpreter-mediated discourse seen as a ‘cooperation betweeanpetiy unequal
speakers and hearers’ (Ehlich according to Rehbein 2001: 928, t@an&atLihua
Jiang).

The term ‘discourse analysis’ is usually attributed to HatB52) who set out
to produce a formal method “for the analysis of connected speeehting which
does not depend on the analyst's knowledge of the particular meaniraciof e
morpheme” (Harris 1952: 357).

We can distinguish at least two opposing approaches: (1) ‘discourlsisina
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understood as a ‘system’ of knowledge and values, an orientation ltagety by
philosophy and the social sciences in the 1970s where it is closkddIto the
concepts of Habermas (1971) and Foucault (1981) with a focus on thactbstr
structures of (written) texts and (2) ‘discourse analysis’ utaedsas the dynamic
study of (spoken, oral) talk-in-interaction (Brown/Yule 1983).

The latter approach is today widely u8ddr analyzing ‘language in use’, e.g.
naturally produced utterances and turns at talk in dialogs, conversawhs
communicative events in their sense-constituting sequence ‘beyonskrmience
level’ i.e. in their coherence. It is in this sense that ‘discoamsdysis’ is used in this
study with particular emphasis on the tenet that discourse asa®uld not limit
themselves to texts “as static object, but as dynamic meamguodssingntended
meaning” (Brown/Yule 1983/2000: 24, bold print by Lihua Jiang).

In translation studies, Hatim (1997/1998) and Hatim/Mason (1990/2001) relate
the notion of discourse to translation processes, their concept afudsst, however,
has remained unclear and therefore does not lend itself tacatppli in interpreter-
mediated scenarios. Indebted to Foucault (1981), they establish discoinse (0ot

clearly separated) levels: system and text and explain discourse as:

* “...modes of talking and thinking, which, like genres, can become ritadlize
(Hatim/Mason 1990/2001: 71); and
* “...material out of which interaction is moulded as well as themdesessed”,

at the same time being “seen as the institutional-commuwrecati
framework...” (Hatim 1997/1998: 68).

In this study, ‘discourseis mostly used in its modern technical meaning of
differentiating it from (written) text by including oral alogs which are
“mundliche ... und dialogische ‘Spracherzeugnisse’, die in sich zusah@&ngend,
koharent, sind” Strauf3/Haf3/Harras 1989: 60#)volving cooperation in the interest

of a common communicative goal of ‘speakers/writers who have stopic

Oltis widely applied today in areas such as saujpiistics, pragmatics, psycholinguistics and comitation
studies, especially conversational analysis whichpproach the subject with their own assumptialisiensions

of analysis and methodologies. However, althoudiferiig from each other in several ways, they share
similarities which form a central set of unifyinginciples for the academic study of discourse (8chiffrin
1994)

*Loral...and dialogic products of language which ateerently ...coherent’ (Translation by Lihua Jiang).
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presuppositions, and who assign information structure and make referemnse. |
hearers/readers who interpret and who draw inferences” (Brown198[&/2000: ix).

It integrates Rehbein (2001: 928) and Ehlich’s understanding of ,digcasrs
“Sprachliche Tatigkeit von zwei oder mehr Aktanten, die in eined&hsituation
koprasent [sind]”, wobei “Sequenzen und Verkettungen sprachlicher Handlungen
emergieren’” and “Konnektivitat haufig der Mitkonstruktion des Horers lberlassen
ist”,

It is the constitution of communicative, ‘intended’ meaning irc@siplex forms
reflecting feelings, interests, relationships and inferencessomaptions, which is so
problematic when describing interpreter-mediated discourse comationic
Although the presence of the interpreter’s influence on constitutiegnimg is
acknowledged by practitioners and a great number of interpresegrahers (for a
more detailed account cf. Chapter 2), no consensus has been rga¢liedn which
phenomena can be accommodated under which term and different exprassions
used by interpreting researchers to account for the interpregtitnence on meaning
constitution. Meyer (2004: 71-84) by using Rehbein’s (1977: 265) categufries
discourse analysis to investigate interpreter-mediated dodierppaommunication,
shows that the interpreter’s processing of the source-langlisgaurse is strongly
determined by their understanding of the doctor-patient-relationsigp their
knowledge of the respective methods and the medical issues.

Establishing communicatively coherent meanings includes assumptimhs a
hypotheses about the communicative partners’ profiles, perspeetieksnterests
and the contents and functions of their messages. It is theaefitesd component for
the description of the interpreter’s role in establishing cohereneesequence of
messages which the communicative partners cannot establish oaviheilt is on
the basis of such assumptions that the interpreter makes deoisiasigch parts of a
message are to be rendered verbatim, are deleted, condensed,doodifiediated’
in the interests of achieving an agreed-upon communicative goal.fGileerthese
different meaning assumptions need to be made transparent whi¢teseilbe done

32 4from language activity of two or more actors, wéa@ co-present in a situation” “sequences and extivity
of language evolves” (Translation by Lihua Jiang).

3 “establishing connectivity is often left to the-construction of the hearer” (translation by Lihliang).
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by differentiating the perspectives as well as its possibjgied dimensions of a
message according to their factual, appellative, self-indicadivé relationship
indicating dimensions known as the Communication Square Model (CSM) or Four
Tongues — Four Ears Model (Schulz von Thun 1981) suggests. We witedifége

isotopic continuity according to these different meaning dimensions.

This study will offer a framework for the interpreter withirhish decisions
about his/her action latitude in an actual interpreting scenanmo bea made
transparent. Against the general background of ‘discourse anailystegrates the

following theoretical dimensions:

e The Theme-Rheme Communication Mo(leFM) (Mudersbach 1981 as
applied e.g. by Gerzymisch-Arbogast 1987) to show the constitutian of

message in terms of themes and rhemes;

* A message’s (impliedjneaning dimensiondifferentiated according to the
factual, appellative, self-indicative and relationship communicatieaning
concept of the Communication Square Model (CSM) or ‘Four Tongues —
Four Ears Model’ as proposed by Schulz-von-Thun (1981);

* The concept otoherenceas thematic continuities and rhematic differentials
as laid out by Mudersbach (2004);

* The concept ofsotopy (Gerzymisch-Arbogast 2004) as complementary to
thematic continuities along the factual, appellative, self-indieatand

relationship dimensions of a message.

In the following sections these theories are briefly discusseélation to
their relevance for the present study against the background espreter-

mediated communication models.
4.1.1 Discourse Categories Used in this Study

Discourse and the paradigm of ‘discourse analysis’ provide abkuigad flexible
framework of description within which the specific parametersinbérpreter-
mediated communicative situations such as the cooperation principle, the
communicative objective and the notion of coherence can be suitably patiiote
interrelated because:
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» the objects of ‘discourse analysis’ are naturally produced nttesaand turns
at talk in dialogic exchanges to convey information in general oragom
specific communicative events. This understanding allows for irttegrtéhe
interpreter’s presence.

e ‘discourse’ is based on the cooperation (principle) of @menmunicative
Partnersto achieve a commonly agreed objective of the communication. The
cooperative principle geared towards an agreed upon objective is also
applicable to interpreter-mediated communicative situations.

» ‘discourse analysis’ aims are the description of conversationeégses and
regularities which also allows for the integration of therpteter as a ‘third
party’.

Essential for the present study is Grice’s concept of cooperaif the
Communicative Partners as understood by Rehbein (2001) and the estamiishm
communicative meaning and coherence in the light of the partresigtions in
(dialogic) turn exchanges. Positioning the interpreter as a tmggigartner within
the general framework of discourse analysis and describing mesthien latitude
and options on the basis of these assumptions therefore seems adequate.

Whereas in non-interpreter-mediated communication, the communicative
partners are both responsible for establishing intended meaningsoatrdlling
coherenceand continuity in their interaction, in interpreter-mediated comoatioin
the interpreter largely assumes this responsibility in theesit@f the ‘permanently
unequal speakers and hearers’. It can then be said that aside fringuistic and
cultural mediation tasks, the interpreter also has a communicateshating or
managing task which consists in being responsible for moderatigg th
communicative process by understanding intended meanings and sesems®
continuity coherencgduring turn exchanges in interpreted-mediated discourse. The
interpreter influences and potentially controls toberencesstablishing process of
the interaction. Its detailed description is, therefore, a cetratern of the present
study.

This study proceeds from the idea that the description of dikeourse
interpreter’'s action latitude in interpreter-mediated communication can be
adequately positioned by discourse analysis parameters sudteasription of the

communicative situatignthe communicative partnersand their cooperation in
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achieving an agreed-up comma@urpose in an oral interactive exchange of
information governed by a shared goal and objective, and bintdmpreter’s co-
responsibility for ‘making sense’, i.e. establishsaherencesven in the face of non-
matchinginterests cf. below.

Within this general framework, we will here concentrate ongtiesstion of how
coherent messages in interpreter-mediated communication canabésasd and
described as a regularity to differentiate a variety oérpreting options for the
interpreter. In that we will viewtheme-rhemeprogression andsotopy (e.g.
Gerzymisch-Arbogast 2004, Gerzymisch-Arbogast et al. 2006ahdasatiors for
coherence(Mudersbach 2004). We will go beyond existing studies in that we
position the Theme-Rheme Communication Mod€&FM) and its parameters
(Mudersbach 1981) within this general framework of ‘discourse asakysd adapt
it to interpreter-mediated communication to depict the process @énimg
constitution by the interpreter as a message in terms of ticatha (known, i.e.
already introduced) continuing information (concepts, objects and evants)
Mudersbach’s terms (2004) and rhemes as information differorg the already
introduced information units as rhematic differentials. This diffgation is needed
for establishingopic continuityand thuscoherencan a sequence of messages. For
simplicity reasons we will here, keep the terttmsme(T) andrheme(R). The study
introduces a number of new concepts into theme-rheme identificatlunh are
crucial for the present study:

» the concepts of presupposed (overlappikowledge profiles of the

communicative partneinscluding theinterpreter

» the concept of (overlappingjocus of attentionof the Communicative

Partners and the interpreter in a particular communicative situation and
« the assumption of differererspective for perceiving the communicative
meaning of a message (cf. below) in its theme/rheme structure.

4.2 Interpreter-mediated Communication Models

The present study proceeds from the basic triangular communication mogieén{O
Richard 1923, Buhler 1934) and integrates the interpreter as it hasumggested in

various interpreter-mediated communication models (e.g. Seledkd@@4, Gile

71



Chapter 4: The Notion of Discourse Interpreting: Theoretical Considecais

1992, Feldweg 1996, for an overview of process models in interpreting cf.
Pdchhacker 2004: 95ff). In interpreter-mediated communicaticcgnamunicative
partner's message 1 (M I) formulated in the (linguistic) signs and eptsc of
language system A, is filtered through the interpretasteption and reproduction
processes. It is usually assumed that the interpreter retké/esessage formulated

in the (linguistic) signs and concepts of language system MAchwundergoes a
‘black box’ encoding and decoding process, and reproduces the méessagher
communicative partneas message 2 (M Il) formulated in the (linguistic) signs and
concepts of language system B after the interpreter’'s cultarssfer activity and
decision-making of different meaning dimensions of the message has be
completed. The secommbmmunicative partneras a receiver of message 2, via the
interpreter assumes the position of a sender and sends another message 3 (M IlI)
back to the firscommunicative partnevia theinterpreter It is through these stages
that interpreter-mediated communication is assumed to flows ahown in the
diagram in Chapter 5. In the interpreting research literataveral models exist that
depict the flow of messages from source input to interpreted outpuivéaview of
processing models reflecting different research paradigma8ased by Pdchhacker
2004: 92-108). We will here restrict ourselves to the basic meaniaggle
supplemented by ainterpreter’'s presence. This reflects the models of Seleskovitch
(1984), Gile (1995) and Feldweg (1996).

Seleskovitch (1984: 185) perceived the ‘mechanism’ of interpreting as a
‘triangle process’, at the pinnacle of which was the constructiesermde. The ‘sense’,
‘concept’ or ‘idea’ illustrated in the traditional triangular aoemication models was
supplemented with the interpreter. Her ‘deverbalization’ modebs#ee that the
essential process at work in Translatfois not linguistic ‘transcoding’ but the
interpreter’'s understanding and expression of ‘sense’. ‘Sense’ is stowlérby
Seleskovitch (1978: 336) as ‘nonverbal’, i.e. dissociated from linguistio far
cognitive memory. The idea is that translational processessaentially based on
non language-specific (‘deverbalized’) utterance meaning rathen linguistic

conversation procedures (‘transcoding’).

3 “Translation’ in capitalized letter includes bottritten translation and oral translation (interptetn or
interpreting), according to the Leipzig School dgsmon.
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Hense

Inter- preting

Transcoding

.

Language 1 Language 2

Figure 2: Seleskovitch’s triangle model (1984: 185)

The communication triangle also underlies Gile’s model of verbal
communication in a Translation setting (1995: 27). The basic components of hi
model include aims and intentions (i.e. informing, explaining, persuadinggrbél
communication scenarios, and discourse consisting of informationalntdiie

‘Message’) and its ‘Package’ as illustrated in figure 2.

Aim/Intention SENDER DISCOURSE RECEIVER
Inform Content
Explain Package

Convince

Figure 3: Gile’s Model of verbal communication in a Transbatisetting (1995: 27)

Compared with Seleskovitch’s triangle model, Gile’s verbal commtioica
model adds the component of aims and intentions of an act of communicdtiom, w
— as an assumed category — is an important factor influencing the intéspaetens.
In interpreter-mediated communication scenarios, due to the beshadity and

relation to a certain communicative situation, aims and intentiondiftdrent
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communicative partnerare more complex than conference interpreting scenarios in
that the message of communicative partner A, as a rule intesr@léh the previous
(interpreted) message of B. Thus, a description cbramunicative situatiom its
time and place characterization, type of scenario, sliaced of attentioninterestof
communicative partnerand purpose of communication is of great importance to
analyze the interpreter’s potential actions. In Gile’s model (128h:both ‘Content’
and ‘Packagé’® of verbal signs are selected as a function of the charaictee$tthe
target ‘Receiver’ as perceived by the ‘Sender’, in particiiair tknowledge of the
language, subject, and context and their personal and cultural attitwessl the
Sender and his or her ideas. This has special significance rpreteg-mediated
communication as each communicative partner proceeds from his/her ow
perspective of constructing a message with a certain intenteerntain way within
a certainfocus of attentionn a particularommunicative situationThe interpreter’s
presence in this bilateral communication scenario adds to the cotpgeformal’
communication scenarios even if we do not consider the languageudtndal
diversity aspect.

Feldweg’s (1996: 186) communication model of a simultaneous interpreting
process describes the information flowing back and forth betwesmanicators.
This model includes the componefitsf ‘communicative environment’, ‘sender’,

‘receiver’, ‘interpreter’, ‘message’ and ‘feedback’.

Sn speeches, the ‘Package’ is made up of the wamddinguistic structures of the speech, as wetha voice
and delivery, plus a non-verbal signal. In thissseriPackage’ refers to the linguistic and perifliistic choices
made by the Sender and to the physical medium gifradnich they are instantiated (Gile 1995: 26).
% The components are translated by the author aiddhiginal German versions are: Umwelt (‘commuaiice
environment’), Sender (‘sender’), Empfanger (‘ree€l), Dolmetscher (‘interpreter’), Mitteilung (‘nssage’),
‘feedback’.
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Umwelt

/ \

Sender > » » > > » » > Empfanger

Mitteiung Dolmetscher Mittellung

Emrpf@gcr < < <|‘F|f < & % fS%nd-:r

Feedback

Figure 4: The communication model in conference interprefffejdweg 1996: 186)

Similar to Gile’s communication model, Feldweg also considersraamcative
situation components. In addition to Gile’s linear communication proceksy&€g’s
model accounts for the possibility of feedback between the prinanyncinicators
and the interpreter. The process is described in terms ofral€s sending
information to an ‘interpreter’. After acknowledging the ‘serslanformation, the
‘interpreter’ assumes a ‘sender’s’ role and passes the information on tedéwer’.
As communication takes alternative turns between the primanydése and
‘interpreter’ as well as between the ‘interpreter’ andéreer’, ‘feedback’ comes in
to assist in the comprehension and production processes.

This view is of special interest iscourse Interpretingcenarios in the sense
that communication proceeds with all the interlocutors’ dynamsesssnent and
interpretation of each other’s utterances.

In the above communication models, Seleskovitch puts emphasis on the non-
verbal ‘sense’ of a message while leaving out the description omoamative
situations. Gile adds the aims and intentions component to an integpesent
scenario, thus providing the basis for addressing the complexityavpreting the
bilingual interchange of messages. Feldweg introduces ‘feedlaacld form of
interaction in interpreting scenarios, but does not include hidden meaamugs
meaning continuitydoherencgin his model. establishincpherencen a sequence of
interpreted messages will be at the center of the present study (cf.i&)apte
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4.3 The FFM Adapted for Interpreter-mediated Communican

Within the broad framework of a triangular communication model waithadded
interpreter component and within the framework of discourse anathsigpresent
study will proceed from th&heme-Rheme Fan Fixation ModEFM) *’as proposed
by Mudersbach (1988.The model shows how the communicative message is
established in terms dhemesandrhemesfrom aspeaker’'sand ahearer’s point of
view. It will here be supplemented by the interpreter’'s dimension and pevspet.
below).

The basic notions otheme and rheme used here are those presented in
Gerzymisch-Arbogast (1985, 1987, 1993, 1994) in withameis understood to be
the informational unit in an utterance tlsgeaker/authoanticipates to be ‘known’
to the intendedhearer/readerwhile rhemeis understood to be the informational unit
that speaker/authoranticipates to be ‘new’ to the intenddéxbarer/reader The
interpreter assumes the roles dfemrerand aspeakerat the same time.

In the following, theFFM is briefly outlined as it applies to non-interpreter-
mediated communicative situations: Any message is perceived@sraunicative
event in which a speaker wants to relay some kind of informatienhearer. The
speaker chooses (and in the ideal case the hearer understamalsway®) the
information to consist of something that is known to the heatem@ and
something that is new to the heardrefng. In order for the communication to be
successful (and be successfully described), certain presuppositoassamed to
influence the production and understanding of a message and need to be made
transparent when analyzing messages and their exchanges in fetinesneand
rhemeentities:

e thecommunicative situatioftime, place) in which the communication takes

place;

3" This model is outlined in Gerzymisch-Arbogast/Mistech (1998: 63).

%8 This model is later applied by Gerzymisch-Arbodd$87, 2003 and 2005) to monologic texts and Gaizgh-
Arbogast/Will 2005 with reference to simultaneonteipreting.

% The parameters from thEheme-Rheme Fan Fixiation Model (FFflje introduced in this dissertation in the
English version as translated by the author.

% The case in which does not fall into this categenyot considered here.
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the communicative partnersn terms of their knowledge profiles. The
knowledge profiles are described from thmmunicative partners’
perspectivesi.e. thespeakerviews thehearerfrom herperspectiveand vice
versa. Thisperspectiveincludes assumptions on the (knowledge) profile of
the communicative partnemas part of the communicative meaning of a
message, with the inclusion of tlaerpreter, the perspectiveschange to
reflect theinterpreter’s perspectiven understanding as well as reproducing a
message;

there must be an overlap of thbemmunicative partners’ knowledgeofiles

in terms of the linguistic, domain-specific, cultural and other kiofls
knowledge they share. This overlap is here calledstied knowledge
profile by speakerand hearer (and possible othezommunicative partneys
and includes thecommunicative partnersperspectivesin terms of their
interests and assumptions. Again, with thierpreter’'s adding his/her own
knowledgewhich overlaps with both thbearer and speaker’s knowledge
profiles;

a sharedocus of attentiorof thecommunicative partnerwith respect to the
communicative event in a given situation, which again applies to the
interpreteras well on which they base their communicative exchange;

the topics chosen by apeaker(and expected by heare) must fall within

the shared focus of speaker and heaiércontinuity of sense is to be
established in a sequence of messages and smooth communication without
potential interventions (e.g. corrections, feedback) is the common
communicative aim, with the exception of the clarification and ntiedia
efforts, the interpreter does not speak for his/her own but reproduees t

primary speakers’ messages.

The parameters of a standard (non-interpreter-mediated) comnivangiguation

therefore generally include:

thecommunicative situatio(time, place, type, norms, modality)

the communicative partnergspeaker A, hearer B) and thefshared)
knowledgeprofiles seen from each otheperspective

the communicative partners (shared) focus of attention on the

communicative event
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* the communicatethessag€M) in terms oftheme (T)andrheme (R).

The parametetsare shown in their interrelationship as follows:

F ¢ Shared
ocus © Focus of Shared

Attention Knowledge Hearer (B)

Attention
Speaker (A)

Figure 5: A Theme-Rheme Communication Model (FFM) (adaptechfMudersbach 1981)

TheFFM is used in this study to depict the constitution of a messagens of
themesandrhemesfrom the interpreter's knowledge profile afamtus of attention
and to explain the difficulty of establishing (and controlling) ocmmicative
continuity by thenterpreterduring an interpreter-mediated exchange. It is therefore
necessary to describe the kKelyM parameters in more detail. In the following the
key FFM parameters, i.e. theommunicative situtatigrcommunicative partnerand
their (shared)knowledgeprofiles and (sharedjocus of attentionin a standard

communicative event are discussed.
4.3.1 The FFM Communicative Situation

The communicative situatioms part of theFFM description because it affects the
expectations of theommunicative partnershe information they exchange and their

subsequent responses and behaviors. Generally speaking, its desargtides the

1 Their original German designations are: Kommundgegsituation (the communicative situation), Spexaind
Horer (Speaker and Hearer), Wissenstand des SpsedNessenstand des Horers, Gemeinsamer Wissenstand
Horer und Leser (i.e. the Communicative Partnesisafed) knowledge profiles), Aufmerksamkeitsbergicteiner
bestimmten Kommunikationssituation) (focus of ditam), Gemeinsamer Aufmerksamkeitsbereich (in einer
bestimmten Kommunikationssituation) (e.g. sharedi$oof attention) (translation by the author)

78



Chapter 4: The Notion of Discourse Interpreting: Theoretical Considecais

setting and the place of the communicative event e.g. politicalydaseor domain-
specific. It also includes physical, social, historical, psychokbgand cultural
circumstances as is variously described in the literaturg. (€alina 1992,
Pochhacker 1994, Feldweg 1996). In Pdchhacker’'s (2003: 167) analysis of the
communicative situation in Conference Interpreting, he followsrkkenis (1982: 49)
description to include subjective dimensions of the situation which inkuéme
communication actions “zur Bezeichnung der subjektiven Umweltirgoon und
-orientierung des einzelnen Handelnden (KommunikatirsThe concept can be
understood from two sides: on the one hand, from the outside observersesspe
with the description including the ‘objective’ time and place facéord on the other
hand, from within an actor’'s description of the communicator's perspeas a
complex arrangement and interaction space which is constituteshdbyidual
communicators’ perspectivesof the communicative situation Analysis of the
communicatiorsituationmay also include the occasion of the interchange, the time
of day (e.g. Apfelbaum 2004, Meyer 2004) and norms, conventions (e.g. Hale 2004,
Sauerwein 2006) that apply to the communicative exchange (eyg2600). The
physical circumstances of a communication situation may indiacters such as
environmental factors (heat, lighting and noise) in addition to theigdlydistance
between thecommunicative partnerge.g. the seating arrangements). The other
dimension of theeommunicative situatiors related to theommunicative partners
dynamic perspective of by receiving and producing certain verbadooverbal
messages. In this sense, t@mmunicative situatioms seen as a blueprint of the
participants’ joint effort to communicate in order to reach aneaugon objective
implying a dynamic process through which all typesknbwledgeare ‘ad hoc’
brought into the interpretative process.

4.3.2 The FFM Communicative Partners and their (Shared)

Knowledge Profiles

In standard communicative events, thEM assumes in a very general way that

communication can only come about if tkreowledgeprofiles in terms of language,

42 w0 designate the subjective interpretation andrdation of the environment by the individual coomitator”
(Herrmans (1982: 49) translation by the author.
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culture, domain and everyday knowledge overlap to a certain extent, i.e
communicative partnemnseed to speak the same language, share a certain amount of
cultural values and have a certain amount of backgrenoaledgen common. This
parameter is particularly relevant for interpreter-mediatednounicative events for

it is exactly in the cases where language and cultures do atwthnthat the
interpreter’'sfunction and role comes in to mediate existing mismatchesrestrect

to language, culture and often domain backgrokmolwledge(in medical or legal
settings this is very obvious). Theterpreter thus steps in to provide the lacking
overlap of knowledgeprofiles to make communication possible. It is a largely
neglected factor in interpreter-mediated communication that concatiuva@ meaning

and sense constitution in an interchange not only involves languageu#noral
factors but largely depends on wikaiowledgecan be presupposed in the partners
which is particularly relevant to mos&tiscourse Interpretingsettings, e.g. doctor-
patient or legal communication. It is thus considered vital in theeptestudy to
make the (assumgdnowledgeprofiles of theCommunicative Partnergansparent

so that the discoursaterpreter can accommodate her performance and strategies
accordingly.

Thecommunicative partnerknowledgeprofiles may show many differences
beyond language, culture and knowledge which also need to be accounted for
communication such as race, sex, age, level of physical abilityorpity, self-
confidence, attitudes, values, social experiences as seen fremenlifferspectives
of the communicative partnersvhich may raise significant problems for the
interpreter, e.g. in many asylum seeking meetingsititerpreterfinds it difficult not
to side with one of the parties involved as has recently beeneddny Pdllabauer
2003, 2004 or by Sauerwein 2006. In addition to tbenmunicative partners
differences irknowledgeprofiles in terms of world knowledge, language and cultural
knowledge, domain-specific knowledge may constitute complex sources of

miscommunication.

4.3.3 The FFM Communicative Partners and their (Shared) Bcus

of Attention

The FFM further assumes that in a communicative event all ottémmunicative

partners attention is — to some extent — focused on the communicative exant, f
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which thetopicsare chosen. In other words: tfeezus of attentiorprovides a more
general framework for situating théopics of a conversation. In standard
communicative situationsthe focus of attentionprovides for a framework of
coherencdor a sequence of utterances, e.g. while (fronearefs point of view) a
sequence of ‘| had a late breakfast — | love horses — | haveeslfferm insomnia’
may be considered cohesive by the recurrent deixis of ‘I's ihat necessarily
implying coherence, because it lacks docus of attentionpresupposed and
attributable to a particular communicative event.

While communicative partnerare assumed to share floeus of attentiontheir
thoughts may also be distracted to something else which ispdakerandhearer
also have a separate focus, i.e. their attention may be didtiacteomething else
which is not accessible to the other communicative partner.

In interpreter-mediated communicative evegtanmunicative partnersiay be

distracted or otherwise unfocussed, e.g. by a lack of backgkmavdedgevhen for
instance a patient asks tinkerpreterto explain a medical term or phrase s/he did not
understand. This is important for theterpreter to note because she can easily
intervene to re-establish focus in the interest of a successfiamunication. The
assumed overlap is here called shafecus of attentiorby speakerand hearer
and/orcommunicative partnetfsand will later include thenterpreter(cf. Chapter 5).
It needs to be decided whether incammunicative situatiorsuch ‘unfocussed’
interchanges are to be handled independently bynteepreter who thus takes an
active, ‘non-verbatim’, mediating role in the interest of effecttommunication in
that he/she provides e.g. clarifications in order to ensure contwiufocus for the
speaker/hearer. Or to which extent the clarification of misutateisigs and the
provision of additional knowledge rest with tbemmunicative partneraho handle
such ‘unfocussed’ requests themselves.

Thefocus of attentions a parameter which has not been widely acknowledged

in interpreting studies.It will be another important parametee lbecause of its

*3 The shared focus of attention (Aufmerksamkeitsbereishp parameter in thdan fixation’ model FFM
(Mudersbach 1981 cited by Gerzymisch-Arbogast 198%): which is necessary for establishingherencen a
sequence of utterances. While cohesion may be listtadh through the recurrent use of the deixs ril'agent

position, the sequence of utterances may not berenhunless there is a jofiotus of attention
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effect on the action latitude of the interpreter and thereforé¢ beushade transparent

in the communicative process (cf. Chapter 5).
4.3.4 The FFM and Individual Perspectives

It is one of the most important parameters of Fr® that theknowledgeprofiles

and their overlap and thdéocus of attentionare described relative to the
communicative partners’ perspective of each other and the interpreter’s
‘interpretation’ of the speaker’s and hearer’s perspectivesmessage. This means
that knowledgeand attention is not depicted in absolute but in relative terntssas
seen from thenterpreter’'s view. In structuring a message for examplepaaker
will put the hearer ‘into perspective’ if he/she wants to make rnessage
understandable, i.e. make certain assumptions ofhtaer's knowledge and
interests his/her perception and interpretation of the message. This racalc
parameter for interpreter-mediated communication as it wvéll fithin the
responsibility of theinterpreter to make sure that theerspectivesof the
communicative partnersiatch. Therefore, we need a more explicit meaning model
that can account for ‘hidden’ dimensions of meaning and we willihexgrate from
Schulz-von-Thun’s ‘Four Tongues — Four Ears Model’ (1981) which is briefly
described in the following section.

One of the most crucial parameters for this study is tha idat meaning is
constituted by theinterpreter as he/she assumes the perspectives of the
communicative partnersThese perspectives include the assumption of (shared)
knowledgeprofiles andfocus of attentiormbove. Problems in communication may
arise from a mismatch of what is perspectivized by the greegr and/or the
communicative partnere.g. if the actual backgroukdowledgeof partner (A) does
not match theknowledgefrom the perspectiveof (B). The example quoted in our
problem statement in Chapter 1 shows that while (from an obsepa@rit of view)
the father had no knowledge of English, this was actually not tleeacaswhile the
daughter was focusing on the aim of the communication (for therfab get the
legal papers as an immigrant), the father was distractedtfrisncommon focus of
the conversation and voiced his anger. It can easily be notsdcaimplex problems
such a mismatch iperspectivesnay cause for theterpreterwho then cannot but

‘mediate’ in the sense of moderating or managing the discoyrsealching the
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different perspectivesin the interest of achieving the agreed-upon aim of the
communication.

While this aspect has largely been neglected in the intergretsearch
literature, it is considered to be of paramount importance hehe iestablishment of
the communicative meaning of a message which rests on what (fspea&er’s
perspectivea speaker assumes t@mmunicative partner(€p know and focus on.
Whether a hearer understands the message in the way it is intgnties speaker
therefore rests to a large extent on whether the speaker’s @gmsnmatch the
actualknowledgebackground and expectéacus of attentiorof the hearer and it is
one of the most crucial factors of theterpreter to ‘mediate’ such reciprocal
assumptions by the primary speakers.

Because of the paramount importance of communicative meaning for
interpreter-mediated communication, the notion of perspectives hereonipt
includes the assumptions dfnowledge profiles and focus of attentionas
presuppositions of communicative meaning but also includes differeaning
dimensions of the message itself. Therefore, t@mmunicative meaning
perspectives of a message are further differentiated accdaocdthg communications
square of factual, appellative, self-indicative and relationship dimensiongpsed
by Schulz-von-Thun (1981) which will be further described in section 4e5 af
extending the FFM to its coherence dimension in the following section.

4.4  Establishing Communicative Meaning (‘Sense’) in letpreting

If we proceed from considering the establishment of communicatiamingea key
problem in an interpreter-mediated event, we need to proceed fronoretidted
framework that adequately models the complexity of the meanimgmpesers
involved. While the perspectives with respect tokhewledgeprofiles and théocus

of attentionare presupposed elements of meaning constitution, we also need to
distinguish different levels in the meaning itself. One of the tndifferentiated
models designed for this purpose is the Watzlawik-based communicati@mnes
model (better known as ‘Four Tongues — Four Ears Model') by Schulz kan T
(1981). It applies to altcommunicative situationwhere factual and interpersonal
dimensions continuously interact and reflects bothsheaker'sand thehearer’s

perspectivesn interactive communication. It thus lends itself to itterpreterwho
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is at both ends of the communicated message, i.e. who is a re(y@arg with ‘four
ears’) and a producer (speaks with ‘four tongues’) of messdgeghus suitable for

application to interpreter-mediated communication.
4.4.1 Essentials of the Communication Square Model

The model suggests that any communicative event has four dimenstmgeaan

summarize it as follow¥

Whenever we communicate, four utterance dimensions and their igtenga
activated. Anything we say — whether we realize it or notmulsaneously contains

four types of messages:

e A factual message (i.e. that what is spoken about) ;

« A self-indicative message about the speaker (i.e. what is leeve@dout the
personality of the speaker) ;

« A relationship message (i.e. how the speaker relates to the ,heduar the
speaker thinks of the hearer);

* An appellative message (what the speaker wants the hearer to do for him/her).
The four ‘tongues’ of the speaker/author are matched by ‘four eérs

hearer/recipient. It can be said that when we communicate with egher, all

communicative partnerspeak with four tongues and listen with four ears.

On a factual level of communication, the information is in thedoyund, i.e.
data, facts, results. There are three criteria that goverratiteal level, i.e. the
criterion of truth (i.e. is what is being said true or not), titeron of relevance, (i.e.
is what is being said relevant to the topic under discussion oramat)the criterion
of sufficiency, (i.e. are the facts presented sufficientHerdiscussion of a particular
topic or do other facts need to be considered?). All three iariggply to the
interpreter’ssituation, i.e. it is generally acknowledged thatititerpreter needs to
relay the information truthfully (e.g. Péchhacker 2004: 154, Hale 200%:i5)also
understood that because not every word can always be interpretedtahencof

relevance is of importance (this will later be discussedorendetail in Chapter 5).

“4The following English version follows the descidpt of Gerzymisch-Arbogast (2009).
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And there is a consensus in the literature that the interpnetsr make sure that the
criterion of sufficiency applies if a message is to be interpreted cuhefd/adensjo
1998: 201, Hale 2007: 91).

A speaker/author will present facts in what s/he thinks isr clead
understandable against the background of her perspective of the other
communicator’s backgrounéinowledgeprofile. A recipient reads/listens to such
facts and data, forms an opinion and may ask questions if they need cilanfittas
an unresolved question to date in the interpreting literature to whattant and in
what circumstances theterpreteris granted the latitude of acting independently in

this case.

Every utterance also contains a self-indicative message gb¢h&es which may
be explicit (e.g. indicated by expressions like ‘I think’, ‘Iretdor’, ‘in my opinion’)
or implicit, which — according to von Thun — makes any messagel|bssmmgple of a

speaker’s personality.

While a speaker/author implicitly or explicitly gives some oadion about
him/herself, recipients acknowledge how speakers present themsélvéisev self-
indicative ears and form their own opinion about what the speadésshtm/her
about himself/herself, what kind of person she is, what her ori@mtaticlination or
mood is. The interpreter must be able to put herself into the s{seakeé hearer’s
perspective to assume what either of teenmunicative partner'gperception is of
the other and potentially needs to be able to balance or offseppensevhich will

jeopardize the attainment of the communication’s purpose.

An utterance also reveals something about the relationship betpesress and
hearers. The relationship message is implied in howctimemunicative partners
address each other, in the wording we use, the intonation, the body larigatge
accompanies a message. The relationship indication is a delmatgaaverful
dimension, for which theommunicative partnersften have a very sensitive and
sometimes even overly sensitive (relationship) ear. The relhtpmsessages the
communicative partnersend and receive — and of which doenmunicative partners
may not be aware — decide on how tdmenmunicative partnerteel treated by the
other, what thecommunicative partnerthink of each other. The quality of many

factual messages depends on the quality of the relationship message received.
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The relationship message is therefore a crucial dimension fomtéereter to

understand and moderate if necessary.

The appellative message is also an inherent part of any geessa
communication, thecommunicative partnerswill, as a rule, want to achieve
something for their efforts, exert some influence on a statffaifsa a development.
The communicative partnerdo not only send out a neutral signal but also appeal to
to the others. Overtly or covertly there are wishes, claimscedsuggestions for
effective action etc. implanted in their talk. The appellative isatherefore
particularly open for the question: what should be done, think or feel novg asd
such an important meaning dimension for ititerpreterto be aware of a mediate in

a given scenario.

4.4.2 Four Dimensions in Interpreter-mediated Communicaton or:

Interpreting Discourse with four tongues and ears

* The factual dimension

As we have seen in Chapter 2 and 3, practically all literatuecss agree that
the content should be factually interpreted. We can also sayhthebrnmunicative
partners are always both, speakers and hearers and the roles alterttatéhavi
interpreter mediating the turns of the interchanges. In the courdge ahediating
effort information is condensed via well-known strategies suchdelsting,
paraphrasing, integrating, and summarizing (van Dijk 1980) within tleg@aés of

“truth”, “relevance” and “sufficiency”.

While truth may be easy to establish, the relevance problem difieult
problem for the interpreter and implies decisions with respedigmperations of
deleting, paraphrasing, integrating and summarizing. To date theispodgdhave
been made intuitively, the situation conditions largely remainipgqoe and
unsystematized. The same applies to the sufficiency criteriontdrpreter-mediated
communication which is often characterized by the asymmetitarpersonal
relationship of expert-lay persons, it is an open question today wleettiér under
which circumstances thmterpreter is ‘allowed’ to independently supply lacking

background information to comply with the sufficiency postulate in communication.
* The self-indicative dimension
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Although often forgotten and sometimes downplayed, the message of how
communicative partnersee and position themselves in communication invariably
becomes notable to others. Using certain phrases and expressionsakepeople
who do not share the sarkeowledgefeel ‘not addressed’ and thus rejected or even
intimidated. As a consequence they will not be inclined to accepactual
proposition, no matter how justified and convincing the factual argumefthes
implied self-indicative dimension can therefore be said to insgeaelith the factual
dimension. It also interrelates with the appellative dimension accorapromise a

speaker’s implied appellative claim that others accept his/her ideas.

This is, of course an important consideration foritiierpreterto be aware of
and potentially ‘mediate’ and balance negative self-indicativeeziesrin the interest

of securing the attainment of a common objective.

* The relationship dimension

The same is true for the relationship dimension, which is widelyzesl in the
interpreting literature when addressing such problems as #émprietier's sympathy
or ‘footing’, or discussing the asymmetric relationship in e.g. dqutent and

lawyer-client relationships.

Failures in respecting the relationship dimension may resuhiether we think
this is justified or not — in a rejection of a factual statemé&hts may seem highly
subjective and volatile (changeable) but needs to be taken into cotisidevhen

‘mediating’ exchanges.

e The appellative dimension

As a rule thecommunicative partnersncluding the interpreter, are motivated by
the wish to obtain acceptance for what is said or proposed and nesd tioat they
are making a worthwhile contribution. However, the wish to be aedepiay vary
by personality, gender and/or cultural convention of the speaker aret.Haasome
cases such wishes can be expressed as explicit claimgjrsemthey come across

as implications which always leave room for doubt about motivations and attitudes.

All these dimensions interrelate when making decisions about commuaica
meanings and what is interpreted in which way. It is therefoportant for the

interpreter to take this meaning dimension into account.
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4.5 Coherence and Isotopy in Discourse Interpreting

4.5.1 Coherence as a Concept

Coherenceas an important parameter in discourse analysis as a staodgudiding
whether a message makes sense or not. The concept is gengialliedtto Bellert
(1970) who introduced the operation of ‘inferences’ as a necessappnoent in text
comprehension involving the active participation of the reader. The cdmaepieen
differently defined from different angles depending on whethetdworowledgeis
considered an element in the concept and the resulting methodologibkdnprof
depicting world knowledge Halliday/Hasan (1976) understand what they call
‘cohesion’ as a purely text-internal category describing detééeico-grammatical
relations in a text. World knowledge features prominently in de
Beaugrande/Dressler’s (1980) differentiation of (1) cohesioncasegory relating to

the surface structure of a text and including parameters dige recurrence,
parallelisms, anaphoric and cataphoric reference, deixis and modality(2)
coherenceas a category indicating sense continuity of a text (1981). The
differentiation of cohesion ancbherencewas proposed at about the same time by
van de Velde (1981) and is today the most widely accepted understanding of
Coherence although a further differentiation into a tripartite concept by
Hatekeyama/Petofi/Sotzer was later introduced (1989) wittoagsr differentiation

on the grammatico-semantic level. Later concepts differenieteeen local and
global coherence (Strohner 1990, Schnotz 1994, Storrer 1997).

The idea of an active participation on tlemmunity partners’part in
establishingcoherenceis widely acknowledged in interpreting with Wadensjo's
views (1998: 153) standing as an example here. She states that theu@tym
Interpreter’s task is to do a certain part of others’ sendengrawhich includes the
task of coordinating their communicative activiti€oherencds understood as the
joint efforts of communicative partner®d make sense of utterances. In addition to
the coherenceof propositional meanings of the spoken words and expressions, the
contextual or situated meanings of words, sense is described dign¥y@ as being
based on the ‘participation framework’, continuously negotiated in andlkyi.e.,
on the basis of howommunicative partnergosition themselves in relation to each

other; who is understood to be addressed, by whom and how, and thus, who is
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obliged to respond and how. Her understanding stresses the coopenatiog all

the communicative partnergith the interpreter as a part. This view is also held by
Roy (2000: 99) who puts forward thiaterpretersare doing more than searching a
lexical bank, or syntactic rules, to create coherent utteramcetuens. They act on
understandings and expectations of the way social scenes emeanggeraction, as
well as on social and cultural knowledge of the “ways of speakimtyinparticular
situations. However, both authors do not go into detail to explain what kind of
elements constitute the conceptoherenceand howcoherencas methodologically

established.

We will in this study proceed from de Beaugrande’s basic difteation of
‘cohesion’ and ‘coherence’ (de Beaugrande/Dressler 1981) and weifyspiee term
of sense continuity by definingoherenceas establishing a meaningful relation
between what has been said before to how what has been said isienbmtirthe
sense of an interrelationship thbkmesandrhemesas proposed for the understanding
of texts by Mudersbach (2004). The concept will here be adapted tg tppl
interpreter-mediated exchanges and is described in its aspkdisg to its use in

this study in the following section.

4.5.2 Establishing coherence in interpreted-mediated

communication

In line with Mudersbach (2004: 250), we will proceed from the diffea¢éion of the
terms ‘coherent’, ‘incoherent’ and ‘a-coherent’, depending on whetkeeléments
(of a turn exchange) are explicitly related to each ott@hnerent), are incompatible
with each other (incoherent) or have nothing to do with each other (eeoaotie
This differentiation is later (cf. Chapter 5) needed to co-oeter which messages
aninterpreter— in her or his mediation task — may delete (e.g. a-coheresgages),
which messages need to be adapted and moderated (e.g. incoleseagen) and
which need to be rendered into another language (e.g. coheresage®sin the
sense of their being ‘condensed’, ‘integrated’ and/or ‘summari@edvan Dijk’'s
wording 1980: 41).

> The terms ‘cohesion’ or connectivity’ are not usedliscussed in this study.
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Coherenceis here understood as depicting the continuous interrelationship
between themes and rhemes in a turn exchange of an interpreter-mediated
communication. Establishingoherencepresupposes a situation framework within
which the interaction takes place and which is characterizedcthythe FFM
parameters outlined in 3.2):

» the parameters of situation(type), characterized by a certain place and time

frame

» the communicative partnerand theirknowledgeprofiles which may differ

but overlap to a certain extent, and

» afocus of attentiorof the communication with an explicit purpose which is

recognized by theommunicative partnerand

e the communicative partnersinterest in the communication. While the

interestmay ad hoc differ between tle®@mmunicative partnerg needs to
overlap to a certain extent to guarantee cooperation in the attatiroh a
common purpose as a pre-requisite for cooperation in the attainmemns of
purpose of the communication.

The idea behind this concept is that communicative meaning, i.ee sens
constitution in a sequence of messages in an interpreter-mediatbdnge is
established by (1) linking (thematic) elements and (2) progeesgihematic)
elements which carry the information proper. A message is tmsitted by the
interchange of thematic elements indicating continuity and pseye elements
conveying new information. The thematic elements contain ¢bberence
establishing elements, the remaining progressive part of theagesndicates the
ongoing informative elements, which are different from the thenpatrts and are
thus called differentials.

In order to establishcoherence,an interpreter-mediated communication is
differentiated into (1) an interpreting scenario with atention focus(2) a turn
exchange between tltemmunicative partnerand (3) dVlessageas a component of
the turn exchange. For example the communication may take plaeelegal
scenario, the turn exchange may consist of a question-answer sequehdhe
message may consist of a question or the answer. A turn exchangjsts of a
tetradic sequencéMudersbach 2008, as described in Sunwoo 2008) in that it

comprises
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Turn Exchange n:

* A communicative partned’s utterance

e A communicative partneB’s reaction

» The acknowledgement of B’s reaction by A

The acknowledgement of A’s acknowledgement by B.

Turn Exchange n+1

Turn Exchange n+2 etc., each consisting of the four (tetradicp@oemts of
which the first three are conventional and the last one is optional (cf. Chapter 5)
Thematic are in this context either entities which make eafir to the preceding
next higher level of turn exchanges (e.g. from turn exchange ntintexchange n)
or to the topic of a preceding unit of the same level (e.g. me&stageessage 1).
The thematic elements establish links to the preceding urid tie next higher
(superordinated) level (which constitute isotopies) and are, therefoherence
building entities. The rhematic entities contain the differeqtéats which exist on
the same level (message (1), (2), (3) or (4) in turn exchargyein turn exchange
n+1).

For all types otoherencgdmessage-related, turn-exchange-related and scenario-
related) the following applies: From a unit U 2 a relationshigstablished to either
the preceding unit U 1 of the same or a higher level. This relationship may it expl
or implicit. Implicitly constituted relationships are hypothetigatonstructed by
reference to a supra-ordinated aspect (cf. Mudersbach 2004: 259).

4.5.3 Isotopy

4.5.3.1 Isotopy as a concept

The concept ofsotopywas first introduced into linguistics by Greimas (1966/1986)
and has been modified and expanded in numerous ways by the Grehnak sc
notably by Rastier (1974/80, 1989, 1995, 2002). Greimas’ concept of isotopy is
based on a relational meaning concept made up by the categoriesnes$, s
classemes and sememes. The minimal isotopic unit as ‘igratlong a
syntagmatic chain of classemes’ (Greimas/Courtés 1982: 168gtiseen two
lexemes. This ‘iterativity along a syntagmatic chain ots#anes’ is not limited to

the syntagma or sentence level and is as such a potenaaliplrastic phenomenon
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that can appear continuously in discourse and is therefore relfranteaning

constitution and for consideration by tinéerpreter.

Despite its conceptual and methodological unclarity, the conceigbtaipy as
defined by Greimas and his school has gained rapid acceptanceiatice poetics
and linguistics. Isotopy is today firmly established as a conodpkt linguistics, e.g.
as an indicator of textoherencelt is from this discipline, specifically from text
analysis, that it found its way into the field of translation — mostly as annmsit to
ensure the full comprehension of the source text (e.g. Stolze 1982 and 2003,
Thiel/Thome 1988, Thiel/Thome 1996). Its transfer conditions including its jtent
invariance in translation have, however, hardly been discussed inatisdation

literature (cf. Mudersbach/Gerzymisch-Arbogast 1989).

4.5.3.2 Isotopy and Coherence in Interpreter-mediated Communication

The concept otoherenceas a rule, implies inferences and world knowledge as a
factor in establishingoherencge.g. van de Velde 1981 or de Beaugrande/Dressler
1981) or not (e.g. Halliday and Hasan 1976). World knowledge actualized by
contextual information is also a factor in establishswopiesvia ‘afferent’ semes,

with afference defined as an ‘inference that allows the azati@n of an afferent
seme’ (Rastier 2002: 255).

Isotopy and coherenceare thus closely linked concepts and their homogenous
description has been proposed by way of semantic networks
(Mudersbach/Gerzymisch-Arbogast 1989, in its relation to traoslatcf.
Gerzymisch-Arbogast 2004) on the basis of leksemantic meaning theory
(Mudersbach 1983) Isotopy is also closely related to theme rheme analykis (c
Gerzymisch-Arbogast/Kunold/Rothful3-Bastian 2006) and in Rastieriastdhe
dominantisotopywould equal the texbpic.

46 ‘Leksemantic meaning’ theory (Mudersbach 198®ceeds from de Saussure’s notion that each sighein
language system is defined by its place, its ‘vidlgig-a-vis other signs in the system. It diffémsm this notion by
combining the description of lexical meaning witlontext-specific meaning in a graded framework of
interconnected meaning networks. The relationahéaork for determining the meaning (valeur) of relme

(sign) is the text in which a particular lexeme egs, i.e. the text as a coherent whole (system)..
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Text coherenceis indicated by the varioussotopies of a text and/or by
identifying a dominant top levesotopy If the separatesotopiesdo not blend into a
top-level isotopy this may be due to ‘islands’ in the text, i.e. partial meaning
networks which are not linked to the main or other meaning networks witikl
result in coherence gaps — if we tried to estalistopiessolely on a text-immanent
basis. Instead, however, it is argued that individual interpretatminghe
hearernhterpreter will attempt to close these gaps by trying to connect thgapa
networks by appropriate additional hypotheses (inferences) in tordestore a fully

coherent overall meaning network.

The hypotheses resulting from the ad hoc integration of an individual’s
understanding of a message are here classified in termpreteating the factual,
self-indicative, relationship and/or appellative dimensions of aagesand can be

related to different coherence levels in a communicative exchange, i.e.
» Afactualisotopyas acoherencalimension
* Aself-indicativeisotopyas acoherencelimension
* An appellativeisotopyas acoherencalimension and
« Arelationship indicatingsotopyas acoherencalimension.

These different isotopy levels can now be checked with respect to themutynti
and thus with respect to their relevance in interpreter-medatetmunication.
Along with topic continuity as an informational unit, they provide adidator for
coherenceof ‘hidden’ meaning dimensions. Upon such analyses decisions can be
made by the interpreter whether to render all or part of tisesepies(verbatim,
condensed and/ or mediated)cafierenceestablishing elements of the discourse and
in the interest of the communicative goal or whether they caneggected for

interpretation purposes.
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5 A Triadic Discourse Interpreting Model (TRIM):
Concept and Filters

5.1 The Concept of Discourse Interpreting Defined

Against this theoretical background we will show in the followingptéiahow the
individual interpreter’s action latitude in an interpreter-mediated communicative
situation can be described by the tddmcourse InterpretingDI) which specifically
depicts theinterpreter’s co-responsibility for establishing coherence by discourse
interpreting filtersin the interest of achieving a pre-determined communicative goal
and objective.

We will first suggest a definition which will be followed byrax of descriptive

parameters and their interplay.

Discourse Interpreting

is a type of interpreting, in which non-specializzdspecialized discourse is interpreted
bi- or multi-culturally with the understanding th#te interpreter as a cooperative third
party in the discourse triad assumes co-resporiibibr achieving a pre-determined

goal and objective of the interpreter-mediated camitation and is therefore co-

responsible for establishing discourse coherefice.

Assuming co-responsibility for successful bi- or multilingual comrmatn
implies the identification of assumed meanings and the establishnemitesencen
a sequence of utterances and may include discourse managemetitsaativiase of
conflicting actualinterestsof the communicative partners to the extent that the
interpreter thinks this is necessary for the discourse process to achievpre-
determined communicative objectiv®iscourse Interpretingcan generally be
classified according to the individual scenario in which it tgkese, e.g. ‘legal
discourse interpreting’ or ‘medical discourse interpretinglarsiness discourse

interpreting’ or ‘everyday discourse interpreting’, depending on the type wigsett

The concept here goes beyond the conceptual field of Community Initegpae
presented e.g. by Apfelbaum 2004: 27 in that the definition includesttdgodas of

" This definition is a revised definition based be briginal German version in Gerzymisch-Arbogéetj 2006.
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‘bi-directionality’ but is not restricted to face-to-faceusitions as also Wadensjd’s
definition (1998a: 49) and suggests and adds as new categories idertifcation
and reproduction of hidden meanings and the establishment of hypothebes
interest of discourse continuity, (2) the co-responsibility of theerpreter for
establishing coherence, and (3) the necessity of a prenietel discourse
objective to (4) the mediation of a potential conflict of actuatragts of the

communicative partners by the interpreter.

Types of Discourse Interpreting

N

Everyday Discourse Specialized Discourse
The so called escort interpreting and all the All bilateral interpreting with
general interpreting types in the family, within specialized discourse: court interpreting,
the social context, all the everyday life scenarios medical interpreting, business interpreting,
fall into this category community interpreting (asylum hearings,

police investigation, psychotherapy
interview, etc.) fall into this category

Figure 6: Types of Discourse Interpreting

5.2  Discourse Interpreting Parameters

Proceeding from this definition and the theoretical foundations outlimedapter 4,

it is suggested that static (5.2.1) and dynamic parameters ([Bi2pJay in a triadic
discourse communication when an interpreter produces a target me3sage
interplay is here assumed to take place in the form of a nushb@erpreting filters

(IF) (5.4) through which a source message M passes to becongetamassage M'.
Interpreting filters reflect the translating and coordinating decisions of the
interpreter when formulating a target message in varying degrees of incarito
secure adequacy amdherenceof messages from thgerspectiveof theinterpreter.
This is referred to as thiiadic Discourse Interpreting btel (TRIM).

The filters rest on the traditional triangular communication rsoft#. Ogden/
Richards 1923, Bihler 1934) and add the interpreter's presence as has been
suggested in various forms (e.g. Seleskovitch 1984, Gile 1995, Feldweg 1996, c
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above). Within the present model, tiileers interrelate static components describing
the parameter ‘ingredients’ of a basic interpreter-mediatedmunication (5.2.1)
and dynamic components (5.2.2) showing the flow of an original meks#ag®ugh

a series of filters as decision-making stages to become M'.

It must be stressed here that this model is not to be mistmoidi@s a cognitive
model. The description of the interdependent ‘flow’ of influential facton the
interpreter’s output message as described in the following does not claim to
represent the cognitive dimension of decision-making processes inegoreter’s
brain when choosing the adequate way of interpreting informatioathér serves
the purpose of identifying and describing factors which influence te or less
active role of thenterpreterin the actual interpreting process. Such factors are here
assumed to be reflected in a seriegrdkrpreting filters (as described in section 5.4)
which influence thenterpreter’sindividual (re)production (output) activities within
a given interpreter-mediated discourse scenario. With that veelutte and describe
parameters in their interplay which so far have not been considerdtie
Community Interpreting literature and we hope to offer new explanatata for
discourse interpreter-mediated communication and open up new avenues of research.

In its static part, relevant basic parameters as ‘ingresliémt the analysis of
interpreter-mediated communication, are identified and described. The
communication is triadic in that the message transfer is bettheeecommunicative
partnersA, B and thanterpreterl, all related to a message M. In describing relevant
parameters in an interpreter-mediated communication, it distmegiibetween
relatively stable knowledge parameters on a system’s level (5.2d4dljelatively
flexible situation-specific parameters (5.2.1.2) and shows how theyacéhtéo
influence the interpreted message M'.

Static parameters describe ksowledgeparameters (1) the assumshkared
background knowledgim terms of holistic structures which interrelate content and
functional elements to reflect tressumed world knowledge the communicative
partnersA, B and theinterpreterl. It is assumed to encompass linguistic, cultural,
domain andyeneral world knowledgas the more or leshared stock of knowledge
which is necessary for them to communicate as seen fromintegoreter’s
perspective as well as the shafedus of attentionlt also includes (2) characteristic

situation-specificknowledgeabout the actual discourse situation, i.e. type, time and
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place characterizations, a shafedus of attentiorof the communicative partners
(from which the topic of the communication emanates), poepose of the
communicatiorand thanterestof thecommunicative partnelis the discourse.

Dynamic parameters in this model (5.2.2 and 5.3) show the interplthesd
parameters in getradic speech act sequence (cf. Mudersbach 2008, as applied in
Sunwoo 2008) of turns in interpreter-mediated communication. The origgtradic
Model of Speech Ac{®Mudersbach 2008) shows the interactioncommunicative
partnersin a monolingual situation in its four dimensions:

* A communicative partned’s utterance

e A communicative partned’s reaction

« The acknowledgement of B’s reaction by A

« The acknowledgement of A’s acknowledgement by B.

The sequence is interdependent: each turn influences the following)turhé
reactions and acknowledgements can be positive or negativeativeeghis may be
due to unwillingness by one of the partners to cooperate. cbh@municative
partnersmay not be aware of this ‘prima facie’ but tinéerpreter needs to realize
these underlying meaning dimensions to detect e.g. ‘double bind’ stsateiga
partner. Theetradic sequence is here shown in its interaction with an interpreter a
‘third party’. All possible other turns or turn exchanges (e.g. miggtaledings and
their clarification or corrections by the interpreter) aeplainable within this
(recursive)etradic cycle but will here not be shown in all their details.

Within the tetradic exchange, the dynamic part of Ehigcourse Interpreting
parameters involves understanding and (re)producing an interpretesagmes
Methodologically we proceed from a three-phase process analogdhse three-
phase-translation process (cf. Nida/Taber 1969, Gerzymisch-Arb2@@2f Floros
2003, Hale 2007, Will 2009) in contrast to the two-dimensional cognitive models
used in the interpreting literature (Seleskovitch 1978 and 1984, Gile 1985, Al
Mikasa 2006), but we will here exclusively concentrate on the @@)ption
phase’?®

“8\We use the denomination customary in translat@ense (as do Gerzymisch-Arbogast 2002, Floros 2008
2008), however, other names are also used (cf./Nadber 1969) and the Community Interpreting literatuses

different names, too, e.g. ‘comprehension-convargielivery’ (Hale 2007: 14ff).
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It is assumed that the source message is influenced by theprater's
understanding of the message and by his/her decision on which inforr{adtibie
source message) to transfer and how to transfer it in the etiegpiprocess. The
question of ‘what’ is to be interpreted is here assumed to berdeés by theactual
discourse objectivandcoherencecriteria depending on what the interpreter is able
to — ‘locally’ (cf. Mudersbach 2004: 260) and on the basis of the previously
interpretedactual discourse- qualify ascoherent a-coherent andon-coheren{cf.
Mudersbach 2004: 250). Further criteria assumed in the interprdtarg &re (1) the
general communicative goand anactual discourse purpos€2) thecoherenceof
the source message as understood by the interpreter and mdastopit and/or
isotopic continuity, (3) potentiaknowledgedifferentials which thenterpreterneeds
to balance and (4) thmterestof the partners as perceived by tinéerpreter in
reaching a specifiedctual discourse purposf@or the detailed description of the
filters cf. 5.4).

The interpreted message M’ reflects theerpreter’s perspectivand thus may
differ from the primary partner'gerspectiveof the original messages M in that it has
been ‘filtered’ through:

* A general communication goahdactualdiscourse purpose filtessking the
interpreter to decide whether a message M is perceived gsatibla with
the specified discourse purpose;

* A coherence filtelasking the interpreter to decide whether he/she perceived
the actual message M to be within the specified shireas of attention
and/or within one (implicit or explicitlsotopyof the discourse and can thus
be qualified to becoherent Coherenceis differentiated according to an
informational unit (opic continuity) and/or an (implied) meaning unit
(isotopiccontinuity);

« A knowledge filter asking the interpreter to decide whether — in the
perception of | — the message M is compatible with A’s perspeofigis
knowledge in that it falls within thehared knowledge of A andd8 whether
explanatory or other compensary actions are necessary;,

* An interest filter asking theinterpreter to check whether the perceived
message M is compatible to both partners’ and in the interashafving the

specified purpose of the communication.

98



Chapter 5: A Triadic Discourse Interpreting Model (TRIM): Concept and it

The message M’ rendered by tivderpreter is positioned on a scale from
‘invariant’ (‘verbatim rendering’), ‘partially invariant’ inwo versions: ‘partially
invariant I' (‘substituted (i.e. expanded or reduced) rendering’) gdgrinvariant Il
(interpreter’'s asking for ‘clarification’), ‘variant’ (‘coordinated’ or ‘medied’) or
‘zero’ as a result of passing through the abdlters. This scale reflects the
continuum of thanterpreter’s action latitude which can now be described as being
motivated by a series of interrelated decisions byitberpreter. The following
sections will describe possible latitude options for the detisand actions of the
interpreter based on the results obtained when passing througlDidmourse

Interpreting filters.
5.2.1 Static Discourse Interpreting Parameters

Within the static parameters we will, in the following, differentiate leetw

* knowledge-specific parametevghich are relatively stable ‘ingredients’ and

describe the characteristics of objectcommunicative partnerécf. ‘static
holemes’, Mudersbach 2001: 173) and

e situation parametersvhich represent more transient ‘ad hoc’ individual

circumstances depending on the discourse processes. They ae&réhe
transitory in character and subject to change by and within a disc¢cit
‘kinematic holemes’, Mudersbach 2001: 174).

In the literature, parameters influencing thierpreter’sactions have been dealt
with extensively, primarily as a means for differentiating Camity Interpreting
from Conference Interpreting (for an overview cf. recently Olagen 2006: 40ff)
but less so for providing explanations for theerpreter’'s modified target messages
in an actual situation. The parameters identified and descriktbe iliterature vary
in type and potential influence on thgerpreter’'saction latitude. Literature has not
systematically kept apart systems-relatkdo(vledge¢ parameters and discourse-
related gituatior) parameters as is shown below. The existing classificatimns a
summarized in the following as they relate to this study.

In the following sections, the parameter classifications of ii@eat al. (1996),
Alexieva (1997), Mason (1999 and 2000) and Pdchhacker (2000) are portseayed a
they relate to the present study. They were chosen becausemingsnt authors in

the field — they represent a continuum in the degree of abstradtimms very
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concrete situation-bound (Gentile et al. 1996) to very abstract cae@etchhacker
2000) and thus lend themselves as a reference frame for positibeingdsent
categories.

Gentile et al. (1996: 77) sees the factor ‘situation’ as tlwest nmelevant
differentiating factor and suggests as crucial parameters for Coitynnteirpreting:

» the (physical) distance between the interpreter and cttramunicative

partners

» the presupposed knowledge of teemmunicative partners

» the status of theommunicative partners,

» the bidirectionality of thenterpreter’sactions and

e the number of turn exchanges.

With respect to the parameters used in this study, the physigaimity is
included in the situation-specific parameters, the pre-supposed knowledbe
knowledgeparameters as is the status of tmenmunicative partnergwhich we
consider to be largely motivated by a knowledge differential).bittieectionality is
here considered as a general defining criteriorDigcourse Interpretingas is the
frequency of the turn exchanges being seen as a constitutivgplgriatDiscourse
Interpreting rather than a parameter influenced Kkmpwledgeand situative factors
when determining thmterpreter’'saction latitude.

Alexieva (1997: 153) stresses the ‘mode of delivery’, ‘(indirect) contact’,
‘distance’ betweercommunicative partnergwhich parallels the numbers of turn
exchanges), thecommunicative partnersin their ‘language competence’,
‘involvement in the textual world’, ‘status’ and ‘role’ (which magad to conflict),
the ‘topic of the event’, ‘text-building strategies’ (including tegree of spontaneity
and the observance of Grice’s maxims) as well as ‘place’ and ‘time’.

It is interesting that Alexieva considers the aim of therpméted event as an
important parameter in that shared or conflicting goals of the communicatinernsa
may be a cause of conflict. However, Alexieva considers the goathef
communicative partners only in terms of the communicative partmeds/idual
goals whereas in this study we differentiate gle@eral goal of the communication
motivating the interpreter's presence and #wtual discourse purposas pre-
requisites underlying any interpreter-mediated discourse withiohwthe individual
goals of the partners may vary or be in conflict. The goal interans relates to the

100



Chapter 5: A Triadic Discourse Interpreting Model (TRIM): Concept and it

communication as such (for example requiring a patient’s consean foperation or
a legally valid statement of the plaintiff in court) and igeg from an ‘outside’
authority to govern the communicative interchange. It is the presiggjunotivation
for an interpreter-mediated exchange.

It is sub-specified by thactual discourse purpose&hich is of vital importance
because it influences theterpreter’sdecisions when a message M passes through
the Discourse Interpreting FiltergDis IF) to become M, i.e. in determining the
interpreter’'s action latitude. Theommunicative partnerandividual goals which
may be shared or in conflict with each other are here refleict the parameter of
‘interest’ (cf. ‘interest filter below).

Alexieva’'s seven factors or scales of interpreter-mediatedts are reflected in
the parameters presented here and are weighted and re-stidotuceir purposes
according to their relevance for determining the interpreter’s actitinde:

» ‘distance vs proximity’ is here integrated into describing thecépbnd time)

of the situation;

* ‘non-involvement vs involvement’ is here positioned as scalar values on the

action latitude scale (5.5) and is largely determined bgideourse purpose
» the values of ‘equals/solidarity vs non-equals/power’ is here inezhiato
the description of theommunicative partnerand their interests;

* The ‘cooperative/direct vs non-cooperative indirect’ is here not bseause
a) it constitutes an ‘outside’ post factum standard and b) it seem
conceptually problematic to equate ‘cooperative’ with direct amoh-
cooperative’ with indirect in general.

» The ‘shared vs conflicting goals’ is here included in ititerest parameter

which is considered highly relevant for the interpreter’s actions.

Mason(1999, 2000) differentiates the following distinctive features for Dialogue
Interpreting (in contrast to Conference Interpreting) for whiah rhain criterion is
the face-to-face interaction (Mason 2000: 216) and which includes whatiasisly
referred to in English as ‘Community, Public Service, Liaison, Ad étoBilaterial
Interpreting’ (Mason 1999: 148):

* The dialogic form of interaction

* The spontaneity of discourse

* The short duration of turns
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* The bidirectionality of the interpreter mediation.

These parameters are here considered pre-supposed general centatuires
of any Discourse Interpretingevent and are therefore not included here as triggers
for a specific action by thBiscourse InterpreterParameters like shifts of ‘footing’,
the consequences of not observing the norms of communication (e.g. those of general
politeness), lexical considerations which are also discussedaspriv(2000: 220)
are here considered to be dependant on a combination of situatioknamedge
specific parameters but are not specifically discussed.

Pdchhacker (2000) — in discussing different approaches of distinguishing
Community Interpreting from Conference Interpreting - proposes the
“Handlungszusammenhantf’and ‘Prestige’ as the crucial factors that set off
Community Interpreting from Conference Interpreting’. He arg@89@: 14) that
while Conference Interpreting is internationally-oriented, Comigunierpreting is
intra-socially oriented and predominantly involves linguistic andasacinorities of
a country with Conference Interpreting enjoying a much higherigeesss it is
documented extensively in the literature (e.g. Gentile et al. ¥A9&nell-Hornby et
al. 1999). Since these very abstract differentiations do not direethte to
influencing theinterpreter’'sactual behavior, they are not considered here within our

framework to portray the action latitude of théerpreterin an actual scenario.
5.2.1.1 Knowledge-specific parameters

5.2.1.1.1 Shared Knowledge of A, B and |

Within interpreting studies, different kinds dowledgetypes are known to
influence the interpreter’'s behavior, the most quoted in literatureg ibose of
linguistic, cultural and domaiknowledgereflected in the contrasting discourse
partners in legal and health care interpreting settings\(éadensjo 1998; Angelelli
2000, 2004b; Meyer 2004; Hale 2007). These accounts, however, for the most part
do not systematically depict thetock of knowledgepresupposed in the

communicative partnerand theinterpreterand are therefore not able to portray the

49 ‘context of actions’ (translation by the author)
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commonly shared knowledgestock or the pre-supposekhowledge differential
between theommunicative partnerand the interpreter.

In the literature, the description &howledgefor translation and interpreting
purposes has been widely documented (for a recent overview vgfiecteto
translation and interpreting cf. recently Dam et al. 2005). Beyondsitingle
cognitive differentiations of declarative and procedural knowledgaceapts like
‘frames’, ‘scenarios’ or ‘schemata’ have been used to systitat describe
knowledgecomponents and processes in great detail (e.g. Konerding 1993 for an
exhaustive monolingual hierarchisation of ‘frames’ in German). Honvefesv
attempts have been made to systematically interretet@ledgecomponents in their
content and functional dimensions and correlate them with text, whieh gre-
requisite for translation and interpreting purposes. This is hereesteglgto be
possible with theholistic principle developed by Mudersbach (1991) and applied to
cultural translation by Floros (2003) and to simultaneous interprietirdyill (2009).

By way of the generalholistic thought principle (Mudersbach 1991, 2008),
expressions in communication are related to superordinated machastsuand
assumednowledge systemshich represent the backgroukowledgenecessary to
understand the texts to which they relate. A knowledge system ibpegdrom an
authentic discourse situation and is elaborated by further rese&wca particular
topic to reflect e.g. a cultural component in a text. It is setouilhat it does not only
include other explicit expressions or other units of the discourse, Ibat a
hypothetically related expressions not present in the original (eeg. implicit
knowledgeentities) to form a functionally and hierarchically organikedwledge
system Theknowledge systentan be represented by a thesaurus-like structure or a
semantic network (cf. Gerzymisch-Arbogast/Mudersbach 1998).

The description of a monolingukhowledge systerfin communicative partner
A and communicative partneB), ashared knowledgstock of thecommunicative
partnersA and B) and the presupposed knowledge inngerpreteris exemplified
here as follows. The minimum pre-supposedwledge systenthat an interpreter
must have to handle Biscourse Interpretingassignment can theoretically be
described in three steps: firstly, the relevanbwledge systemassumed in the
communicative partners A and;, Becondly, ashared stock of knowledge the
Communicative Partneysthirdly, the presupposednowledgeof the interpreter
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encompassing th&hared stock of knowledgssumed in theommunicative partners

plus the interpreterknowledge

Step 1: Establishment of the knowledge systems assumediie Communicative
Partners

The knowledge systems assumedCommunicative Partner gan be shown in the
form of a holon (Gerzymisch-Arbogast/Mudersbach 1998) as appliedliif2009).
Instead of an individual text as exemplified in Will (2009), we \uiire proceed
from a communicative situation witiommunicative Partner&, B andInterpreter
and show in an exemplary from how tkreowledge systentd A, B andinterpreter
overlap or rather what thterpreter needs to contribute in terms khowledge
when trying to enable A and B to communicate. This can be graphstedwn as

follows:

Turn Exchange

1SE Knowledge
System 1 SL
0ueeceeeesressienneeeees

T . :
........................ Terminological
...... TR Unit (=Term) fl?_

Turn Exchange

Term 2 3L, .
2 / 3.2uiiieeeiid

Knowledge System of Communicative Partner A (esghbt from previous turn exchanges of a
domain-specific setting)

SE — Source (Text) Exchange

SL — Source Language

K — Knowledge Unit

Figure 7: Knowledge System assumed in Communicative Partn@rofn Communicative

Partner B’s perspective (Will 2009)
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Based on the law systems in Hong Kong (cf.
http://www.judiciary.gov.hk/en/crt_services/pphlt/html/guide.htm) and tqmiag
barristers’ Code of Conduct in the courtroom proceedings in Hong Kdng (c
http://www.hkba.org/the-bar/code-of-conduct/code_of conduct13.htm), kitnaw-
ledge systems assumed sommunicative partner And communicative partner B
can be roughly concretized in the applied corpus as follows (cf. Chapter 6pwdoll
that the interpreter’'s knowledgesystem must include some of A's and B’s
knowledge plus professional interpreting knowledge.

Communicative Partner ABarrister Persecution)

1 English Linguistic Knowledge
1.1 British English

1.1.1 Registers

1.1.1.1 Formal English in the bilingual courtroom
1.1.1.2 Colloquial English

1.1.2 English Syntactic Structure

1.1.2.1 English question types
1.1.2.1.1 English tag questions
1.1.2.1.2 English general questions
1.1.2.1.3 English special questions
1.1.3 English Clause Types

1.1.3.1 English Attributive Clause
1.1.3.2 English Cause and Effect Clause
1.1.3.3 English Conditional Clause

1.1.4 Emphasis in English

1.1.4.1 Phonetic Emphasis

1.1.4.2 Words Repetition

2 Legal Knowledge

2.1 Hong Kong Laws

2.1.1 Criminal Laws

2.1.1.1 Rape

2.2 Structure of Hong Kong Courts

2.2.1 High Court

2.2.2 Local Court

2.3 Trial procedures

2.3.1 Prosecution counsel will outline the casthéojury.

2.3.2 Prosecution counsel will call the withesses

2.3.3 The judge may ask questions of a witnessder to clarify any matters.
2.4 Barrister's Code of Conduct

2.4.1 Avoiding questions which affect the credipibf a witness
2.4.2 Prohibition of misleading of the Court

2.4.3 Refraining from asserting personal opinions

3 English Cultural Knowledge
3.1 Relationship in English Culture
3.1.1 Persecutor and Defendant
3.1.2 Partner

3.1.3 Teacher and Students

3.2 Housing in English Culture
3.2.1 Private apartment

3.2.2 Public housing unit

3.3 Marriage in English Culture
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3.3.1 Religious marriage
3.4 Sport in English Culture
3.4.1 Tennis

4 World Knowledge

4.1 Make hypothesis

4.2 Make logical inquiries
4.3 Deductive reasoning

Communicative Partner EDefendant)

1 Chinese Linguistic Knowledge
1.1 Cantonese Chinese

1.1.1 Reqgisters

1.1.1.1 Formal Cantonese in the bilingual cournoo
1.1.1.2 Colloguial Catonese

1.1.2 Chinese Syntactic Structure

1.1.2.1 Chinese question types
1.1.2.1.1 N/A

1.1.2.1.2 Chinese general questions
1.1.2.1.3 Chinese special questions
1.1.3 Chinese Clause Types

1.1.3.1 N/A

1.1.3.2 Chinese Cause and Effect Clause
1.1.3.3 Chinese Conditional Clause

1.1.4 Emphasis in Catonese

1.1.4.1 Phonetic Emphasis

1.1.4.2 Words Repetition

2 Legal Knowledge (N/A)

3 Chinese Cultural Knowledge
3.1 Relationship in Chinese Culture
3.1.1 Persecutor and Defendant
3.1.2 Partner

3.1.3 Teacher and Students

3.2 Housing in Chinese Culture
3.2.1 Private apartment

3.2.2 Public housing unit

3.3 Marriage in Chinese Culture
3.3.1 Religious marriage

3.3.2 Sham marriage

3.4 Sport in Chinsee Culture

3.4.1 Tennis

4 World Knowledge

4.1 Make hypothesis

4.2 Make logical inquiries
4.3 Deductive reasoning

5 Interpreter’'s knowledge (cf. Figure 8)

5.1 Anticipation Techniques

5.2 Code of Interpreting Ethics

5.3 Communicative Techniques

5.3.1 Managing Discourse

5.3.2 Condensing Discourse according to relevance
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Step 2: Establishing a shared knowledge stock of the Communicative Paers

On the basis of an explicit formulation of thenowledge systemsn
communicative partner& and B, theshared knowledge stoclan now be formulated
as theknowledgecomponents (‘holemes’) that they have in common.

The shared stock oknowledge between thecommunicative pPartner A
(Barrister) andcommunicative partner BDefendant) is very small due to the their
linguistic knowledgedifferential of British English and Cantonese Chinese, their
cultural knowledgedifferential of academic English and non-academic Chinese
cultures and domairknowledge differential of the barrister taking a superior
professional questioner position while the defendant being subjectedwbyo la
answering questions. In view of thehared stock of knowledgéetween
communicative partnergiue to the large discrepancy, theerpreterthus comes in

to bridge the gap and enable successful communication.

Step 3: Establishing the presupposekinowledgeof the interpreter

The presupposekhowledgen the interpreter encompasses shared knowledgef
communicative partnerg&x and B plus some of thknowledgeof the individual
communicative partners and his/her interpreting skills
(http://www.courtinfo.ca.gov/programs/courtinterpreters/becoming-fag.htmplus
discourse management strategies; thogerpreters’ knowledgesystems cover a
greater amount didnowledgehan either of theommunicative partnerénterpreter’s
presupposednowledge systensan thus be graphically depicted in the following
figure (the solid arrow shows the relationship of the same holeam#she broken

lines shows that the non-exsitence of the holemes):
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Interpreter

Knowledge Systems Partner A

Knowledge Systems Partner B

Figure 8: Knowledge Systenassumed itnterpreter

The comparison of differerknowledge systema the above shows that some
knowledge is shared by A and B (holeme 4), sém@wvledges partially shared by
A and B (holeme 3), somienowledgedoes not exist in one of the communicative
partners (holeme 2 @@ommunicative Partner A, so the assumekhowledg systems
in the interpreter need to include thligared knowledge, partially shared knowledge
and individual communicative partnekaowledgewhich may not exist in the other
communicative partnerknowledgesystemsso as to bridge the gap between
communicative partnergn addition, the interpreter also has his/her dwwawledge
consisting of linguistic and culturkhowledgedomainknowledgeinterpreting skills,
discourse management strategies and interpersonal communiédtsothslemes 5
and 6). Therefore, we can see from the above figure that the inteipkebwledge

covers the largest stock in interpreter-mediated communication.
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5.2.1.2 Situation-specific Discourse Parameters

The situation-specific parameters influence an interpretetisal@ction latitude
against the background of theowledgeparameters outlined above. They here
include

* Thediscourse interpreting typencluding circumstances of time, place and
degree of domain specificity of thaterpretermediated event, e.g. a
courtroom or hospital discourse;

» The generalgoal of the communicatioras seen from the ‘outside’,
independent of the actual discourse (partners), to whicGatimunicative
Partners including theinterpreteras a third party, must agree to and commit
themselves, e.g. obtaining a patient’s informed consent as a praestpris
medical examinations or treatments;

* Thepurpose of the actual discourse interpretatishich is derived from the
general communication goand which reflects thenterpreter’s strategies
within an overall purpose e.g. to interpret the marriage cerewioaygouple.
This may also include a number of concrete specifications likpreferred
interpreting mode in terms of a ‘verbatinmterpretation or a (cultural or
knowledge) ‘mediation’ and the extent to whichiat@rpreter’'sinteraction is
desired (cf. below).

« Thediscoursepartners’ individual interestsunderlying their participation in
the interpreter-mediated event which may be shared, compatible or
conflicting and may necessitate mediation strategies byntigreterand

« The specification of a sharddcus of attentionwhich the topics of the
discourse evolve and which governs the event, e.g. to account for possible
interpreter interventions in the case of a-coherent messages.

These parameters will now be described in more detail in the following.

5.2.1.2.1 The Discourse (Interpreting) Type

The type of discourse in the interpreter-mediated event influgheesterpreter’'s

action latitude in that it may be of an everyday type or dorspétific (e.g. medical,
legal, psychological interviews, police or asylum hearings, etqliring more or
less strict norms, conventions or rules of communication and behavioh Wwiec

interpreter needs to be aware of and respect. In general, place and time
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considerations (cf. below) have to be seen in conjunction with yihe of the
interpreter-mediated event.

Everyday interpreter-mediated discourse seems to make up the siver'e of
interpreter-mediated events today and settings can range frempraiing within the
framework of political receptions to interpreting for communititharities or at
sports and cultural events. In their bibliometric analysis GPbitabauer (2006: 25)
find that 44% of the data (533 works on Community Interpreting) is nidtble
to any specific setting. Studies (e.g. Marics 2006) seenudggest that quite a
considerable amount of action latitude is acceptable here in tire db— using
Wadensjd's classification (Wadensjo 1998: 107), ‘substituted renditi@res’
expanding or reducing the original, cf. Wadensj6 1998: 107) — ‘summarized’
‘renditions’, ‘non-renditions’, ‘reduced renditions’ or (implicit or exglc
‘coordination strategies’ (when the interpreter takes on an adieevithout making
this explicit to other communication partners (cf. also ‘backcharetgvior Knapp
1987: 447) self-reparations or revisions, and ‘clarification tufrisis, however, not
systematically retrievable which parameter (constellatismesponsible for which
type of interpreter’s rendition and the question to which degremtdgreter may
deviate from the classical norms of turn exchanges and take ovexi¢haf a ‘true
third party’ within clarification and coordination strategies, remainclear (other
than very general comments that the degree to which this carloweed is
dependent upon thimterpreter's experience, credibility and age (Knapp/Knapp-
Potthoff 1987: 185).

In domain-specific discourse, the medical and courtroom discoursgsdtave
traditionally been the most researched and are well documentete(@asentatively
by the works of Berk-Seligson (1990) for the courtroom and Meyer (2fa04)
hospitalDiscourse Interpretingypes). As was described in the previous section on

knowledggparametersnterpretingdomain-specific discourse may presuppose:

50 Rosenberg (2001: 222-6), by expanding on categ@reposed by Wadenjd 1992, 1998), Davidson (19R8Y,
(2000) and Metzger (1999), proposes the followiatggories of the interpreter’s renditions: (1) elesnditions
(those that contain complete interpretations of dhiginal), (2) expanded renditions (those thataep on the
content of the original) (3) zero renditions thdkat were entirely uninterpreted and (4) non-réodg (those
contributions that are not interpretations of thigginal but are the interpreter's own comments (hadanter,

clarifications, repetitions, understood, off-task).
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* a high level of contrastive domain-speciknowledge(which is usually
constituted by the terminology specific for a particular dontiggr medicine
or law, for knowledge constitution that goes beyond terminology in
Simultaneous Interpreting cf. recently Will 2009), but also
* knowledgeon norms and procedures which need to be known and observed
by theinterpreter(with respect to legal norms cf. Foley 2006)
in addition to the usual interpreting know-how and communication management
techniques.

In legal discourse (e.g. Berk-Seligson (1989a and b) on courpreteg)
questions of accuracy, cross-cultural pragmatics, the strategiof questions and
the importance of style (e.g. Hale 2004, Mason/Stewart 2001) areeddrpmant
importance. In medical discourse, théerpreter’'srole, the feasibility of interpreter
neutrality (Angelelli 2004b, Mason 2004) and theerpreter's impact on the
interaction (Athrop and Downing 1996), in medical consultation (e.g. Melyat.
2003) as well as in services of health care and minority laegsagakers as
interpretershave been in the center of attentibm psychotherapeutic interpreter-
mediated discourse, the factor of emotionality and stress &oeus (Opraus 2003,
Cagala 2006), which is caused by conflicting individiralerests due to e.g.
problems of transference and counter-transference (cf. Nuc 2006).

The time element is an important featureéiscourse Interpretinglt is a well-
known fact that even assuming perfect performance bytésoreter, an interpreted
interaction takes much longer than normal communication betweepdwome who

share the same language. On the other hand, the discoursesparterilling to

L Ppollabauer (2004: 146-147) describes that asyiterviews follow a specific pattern of clearly itefd
individual bureaucratic procedures, usually begignivith a stage of establishing personal detaighatough the
information may already be known to the institutidihe representatives of the institution take tients through
these stages step by step and attempt to gatleemiation which they assume to be relevant to thse.ch this
strictly regulated exchange of information, cliemi® cast in the position of supplying informatishile the
representatives assume a “commander” role. As asyeekers do not have the chance to directly assebs
control the interpretation of certain statementshérefore casts more responsibilities on therméter to get the
necessary information across by eliciting a replgleting irrelevant information, shorten and paraph
statements or provide necessary explanations.

52 Of particular interest has been the descriptioprotedures and legal implications when interpgetinbriefings
for informed consent or when problems arising framasymmetric relationship of the Communicativetritas

(doctor-patient) cause conflict due to conflictohactor-patient goals (Buhrig/Meyer 2004).
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make adjustments given the alternative that communication mightenpbssible
without such compromise. Time constraints are thus always a fiacidiscourse
Interpreting and are almost always responsible for summarizing renditidns (c
Gentile 1996: 35).

Other influencing situation factors that have been describedoatepratic to
handle for the interpreter are asymmetric relationshipsommunicative partners
where the relationship and self-indicative communicative dimengiotise sense of
Schulz-von-Thun 1981) are in the foreground as well as language level, thermnum
of participants, the formality and size of meeting, interpretexhniques, ‘taboo’
topics, etc.

Time and place characterizations of interpreter-mediated dszare widely
discussed in the literature as being distinct from Conferencepiatig (either in
the simultaneous or consecutive mode), which is typically monolagichardly
involves face-to-face interactiéh(e.g. Alexieva 1997: 167). Differing from the
prepared Conference Interpreting servicBsscourse Interpretingis frequently
performed on arad hoc® basis by whoever is immediately available such as family
members, non-medical hospital staff or other patients aredaafidor assistance in

communicatiort®

Even in court interpreti§, due to the problem of expenditure and lack of
professional court interpreters, many ‘ad hoc’ bilinguals are @yaglto assist in the
court proceedings. Such untrained individuals may have little or nosiadding of

%3 Dialog encounters also take place in Conferentarpreting, but the exchange among the interlosui®tess
active.
® The ‘ad hoc’ characterization ofDiscourse Interpretingposes the conflict between spontaneity and
professionalism, which adds to the complexity &f ithterpreter’s interpreting task.
%5 Hsieh's (2004: 2) research into bilingual healtdmenunication shows that a recent study of emergency
departments in Boston found that 10% of patienteeHzEP (abbrev. for ‘Limited English Proficiencystatus,
among whom only 16% were helped in their commuidoaby professional interpreters. A survey of Hisjt
patients reported that trained interpreters weesl umly 1% of the time; participants reported eitadhealthcare
staff member (55%) or a family member or friend%#3nost often serve as their interpreter.
% presentation “Dolmetschenleistungen im Auftrag Aéricher Behdrden-Gestaltungsfaktoren fiir die Ans-
Weiterbildung” by Christiane Lentjes Meile aboug tburrent court interpreting situation in ZurichFdT Congress
,Gerichtsdolmetschen’ (Court Interpreting), Wintert, 2 - 4 November 2006.
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legal concepts, terminology or norms and less understanding of the interpréding tas

Thus, the risks of inadequate communication are high.

Spatial arrangement is important for theerpreter’s effective and efficient
performance inDiscourse Interpreting.Generally speaking, thenterpreter is
supposed to be in a position to facilitate the interpreting andnetlllead either
partner to infer or suspect that timerpreteris taking sides. A triangle of seating
(for its variation cf. recently Nuc 2006: 286) is an optimal areamgnt, which
recognizes the primargommunicative partneras the protagonists in the situation
and leaves thénterpreter to perform while allowing the primargommunicative
partners to fully engage in the communication. However, preferences vary in
Discourse Interpretingsettings and the principles are adapted to different physical
environments. Familiarity with each type of environment is esdeift the
interpreteris to provide an optimum service. In a clinic or court, for exampke, t
environment is quiet, clean and comfortable while people may be mowngdaor
many interviews are conducted at the same time. Such cirqwestaffect the
interpreter’s concentration aridcus of attentiorall of which have a bearing on the
performance of thénterpreter With a view to save time, money and in cases of
urgency, professional interpretersDiscourse Interpretingnay also be booked for
providing telephone or video interpreting services (cf. Wadensj6 1999 anoh Br
2004, 2008). In the on-site interpreted encounter, the participants’ exabfatuges
at talk or the management of access and transition is smoothen tthee telephone-
interpreted encounter as the former involves more verbal feedback t(kens
Wadensjd 1999).
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5.2.1.2.2 The General Goal of the Communicatiéh

The general communication goas here understood as a result of a need that may
arise anywhere in a community. If an existing need can not b#lefijif the
community will strive towards satisfying that need through approprigitnaavhich
serve the purpose of satisfying the identified need. Within theatiog context, for
example, the need may arise to take care of non-residents broadavhich in turn
raises the need for adequate administrative procedures in ordeahbteb® do so.
Asylum hearings for instance, form part of such procedures to gesidence
permits which fulfil a society’s needs for the integration tieotcitizens. If there is a
language barrier between the local authorities and the fordigans in complying
with the administrative procedures, an interpreter is neceseapyvdrcome the
language batrrier.

As a rule, thegeneral goalarising from an unsatisfied need in a community is
set from an ‘outside’ authority. It is thus not to be confused with patigndiffering
individual goalsor interestsof discourse partners which may lead to conflict in an
interpreter-mediated event (Alexieva 1997: 169) but should be understdbd in
sense that translation and interpreting are both purposeful iastixeéindered in the

" As Discourse Interpreting originated and developéth the increase of immigrant and indigenous pafaoih
throughout the world with traditional immigratioomuntries such as the US, Canada and Australiagakim lead,
in order to enable those who do not speak theialfianguage of a country to have equal rights faficaccess to
public services such as legal, health educatiomemonent and social settings, the use of interpstevices is
ensured by government policies and laws. The tigliave interpreting service for immigrants, asylseekers or
foreign workers in administrative and legal proaeduis guaranteed by various international andnatitreaties
and laws. For example, in article 14 of the Uniiations International Covenant on Civil and PdditiRights of
1966, “In the determination of any criminal charggainst him, everyone shall be entitled to theofeihg
minimum guarantees, in full equality: (a) To beoimfied promptly and in detail in a language which he
understands of the nature and cause of the chgegasa him... (f) To have the free assistance ofrderpreter if
he cannot understand or speak the language usediiti. In addition to the right in the legal segs, the primary
government policy of using medical interpreterghia United States is Title VI of the Civil RightsctAof 1964.
The law states that “no person in the United Statedl, on the grounds of race, color, or natiooddin, be
exclude from participation in, be denied the bdrefif, or otherwise be subjected to discriminatiom”any
program receiving federal funds (documented by &fofi997: 166). It is under the broader social-cante
influenced purposes thBliscourse Interpretindgakes place, thus the recognition of externallpésed purposes is

an important factor to analyze the interpreterioaclatitude.
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interest of thecommunicative partner&/ho could otherwise not communicate with
each other. In that sense etimmunicative partnersncluding theinterpreter as a
‘third party’, have to agree to a commonly established goal whictottmenunication
tries to attain. This commonly established goal implies Gricetperation principle
(1975) which is a prerequisite for discourse as understood by EhficBh@pter 4)
and is similar to what Goffmann understands by ‘working consenshBtiEL959:
9).

5.2.1.2.3 The Purpose of the Actual Discourse Interpretation

The purpose of the actual discourse interpretaticen derived from the general
communication goal and reflects tinéerpreter’sstrategies within the overall goal of
his/her efforts, e.g. to bridge the language (and cultural or comcative) barriers
that exist between theommunicative partnersashen trying to achieve the agreed-
upongeneral goal of the communicatiéh

Within this commonly established goal, the discourse partners maag
differentinterests The more thénterestsof thecommunicative partnersverlap, the
less conflict will arise in the communication process and tbe ‘leediating effort’
may be required by thaterpreter On the other hand, the more diverse the interests
of the communicative partnerghe more mediating efforts by theterpreter will
most likely have to be made. In order for the communication to ogwafd

successfully, a higher level witerestor a particuladiscourse purposéfor a certain

%8 For example, in asylum hearings settings, the gmation bureau needs to make sure that immigrastairothe
right papers. In courtroom settings, seeking triathlegal cases will be the high level interestpafrpose. In
healthcare institutions, getting the patients’ daiséory and provide adequate diagnosis will bephrose of all
the healthcare staff. In specific communicativeations, the objectives of the interaction needei@greed by the
service provider and the client prior to the inteting event. In interpreter-mediated communicatitime
interpreter exercises the control of the transfahe messages, both in the factual and underliongs, always
bearing in mind the previously-agreed communicapiveposes by all the interlocutors.

% So far as the translation purpose is concernedywSo (2008) uses the term “translation contract”
(Ubersetzungsvertrag, translated by the authoristing of a contractor with his/her interest, tiyge of a target
text, the communicative situation of a target @t profile of a target text and a target readetsrest to make
the purpose of translation process transparent.edery this concept of purpose is mainly confinedhi® written
translation field and still constitutes a defiait the Discourse Interpretingesearch field. Even though some
scholars have indicated the importance of agreegose for a particular communicative situation .(&gntile’s
“briefing” et al. 1996 and Tebble’'s “contract” 199% is still uncertain what specific constituentsl go to the

pre-agreed document.
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communicative scenario needs to be agreed and fixed as dtsdfle higher level of
interest or purpose of an institution or authority.

It is therefore advisable that the discourse partners imtenpreter briefing
before the assignment agree on its specific purpose and drawchecélist’ which
specifies the intendedctual interpreting purposand makes all discourse partners
aware of the general shared aim they all try to achieve andh®we translated into
theinterpreter'sactions. This may also include specifying the preferred irggngy
mode in terms of what is commonly referred to as a ‘verbahterpretation or a
(cultural or knowledge) ‘mediation’ and the extent to which iaterpreter’s
interaction is desired. The checklist in section 7.2 may provide somdange for
establishing relevant questions guidingititerpreter’sdecisions and actions.

In terms of type and norms of@mmunicative situatigrfor example, in the
courtroom, theinterpreteris a function of the legal system, thus, the practice of
judiciary interpretersis greatly influenced by the adversarial, oral, and public nature
of the proceedings and the presence of the jury. Interpretingtiiness’ testimony is
a very delicate matter and tirgerpreter must take great pains not to intrude in the
lawyer’s carefully planned effort to present the evidence tauttyein a certain light,
while in the meantime showing concerns about the defendant’s rigintderstiand
the proceedings and participate in his/her own defense. The keainth for the
legal or courtinterpreter arises when the court is conveying vital information to a
monolingual defendant in the expectation that he/she will respond appebypria
Therefore, the major communicative concerns oinéerpreterin the courtroom lie
in securing the smooth proceeding of the legal rituals.

However, a medical setting involves a type of medical discowsded by
medical treatment purposes and professional medical knowledggusts) as a
result, the process of mutual understanding is affected by the fuaecertain
vocabulary, certain syntactic structures and a specific orgamzatidiscourse. It is
also likely that the conversational strategies used in bilingealical scenarios are

culturally bound.

In addition to be a co-diagnostician in the medical settingantbgpretersalso
have the concerns of conserving medical resources and managing iapprapd
ethical performance. Sometimieserpretersmay also have the advocacy concern for
the patient. The advocacy may be explicit whenititerpreter seeks information,
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provides answers and requests services for the patient without cansugt patient.

It may also be implicit when thiaterpreter allows patients to appear as their own
advocates while in reality thaterpreterhave provided the means for the patients to
do so. For example, when an American doctor asks “How long have you had the
headaches” with the intention of eliciting a number of hours, days ekswvd his
may lead the Chinese patients’ understanding of “at what momentodi realize
that you had a headache”. The answer from the patient then tendshaoréieve.
Therefore, the appropriate diagnosing process in the bilingual rhederzarios will
involve all the interlocutors’ handling of the language, domain knowledgke a
cultural knowledge. To ensure the quality of the medical conversh¢itveen the
doctor and patient, who are separated by their huge educationalpsrcketial gap,
theinterpreterassumes a pivotal position.

5.2.1.2.4 Coherence

Against the concepts ofoherenceoutlined in section 4.5, theaterpreter here
establishes sense continuity of the message flow. This is done in two ways

e by thematiccontinuity or
* byisotopycontinuity

Thematic continuity is represented btheme identification within the FFM
(identification of the share#tnowledgeparameters, shardocus of attentiorand
topic identification within thesharedfocus of attention Once atopic is identified,
topic continuity or difference can then be identified in the sense wfekdbach
(2004). Topic continuity may be established by explicit or implicit theme pssgm.
Explicit theme continuity develops via recurrent or derived topicgjicih theme
continuity by establishing thematic progression via textualatdahypothesis of the
recipient or analyst.

As was discussed earlier, the category shéweds of attentiorrepresents the
focus of attentiof the actual discourse partners, in other words the geiopralof
a discourse in the sense of a hypertheme. It is a principléadilisRingcoherencen
discourse (Mudersbach 2004) that themesof individual utterances in a sequence
of utterances are chosen from the areaslodredfocus of attentionUnder the
assumption of ththeme-rheme fan fixation model (FFkhpdel here, théopicsof a

discourse are established through reference to a previouslhydagree commonly
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sharedFocus of Attentiorof the discourse partners. The shafedus of Attention
therefore is a vitatoherenceestablishing element in all phases of the interpreting
process. It serves as a reference foiriterpreterwhen preparing for an assignment
or re-working a particular assignment as suggested for Simaitarieterpreting by
Will (2009). It serves as a an orientation during the interprgtingess and supports
the interpreter in warding off claims to act which may constitute (unethical
extensions of his/her job, for instance in law situations, whencesrim relation to
lawyer-plaintiff interaction outside the courtroom requests (l28&7: 79) or reject
working conditions that prevent theterpreter from producingcoherentdiscourse,
e.g. when courts allow only selective interpretations where interpreter is
permitted to interpret only parts of the proceedings, thus makingpossible that
the interpreter establishescoherenceof his/her renditions (Kadric 2000: 162).
During the interpreting process itself, observingharedfocus of attentiodimits
distractions, a sudden change of topics or unconscious linguistic misidkes.

following example shows this problem in interpreter-mediated communication.

Counsel:  did you see the doctor’s wife, Mrs. @ the surgery?
Interpreter: Mrs. G.?

Counsel: Yes

Interpreter: That's the name of the doctor

Counsel: Sorry, that's Mrs. N,, Mrs. N.

Interpreter: Oh, I'm sorry

Counsel: Sorry, you're right.

(Hale 2004: 204)

In this example, thenterpreter’s clarifying intervention appears because the
counsel (and subsequently) timerpreter’s shifting his/herfocus of attentionThe
interpretertakes action by interrupting the counsel’'s unconscious mistake &gout t
name. Instead of interpreting the mistake and letting the witnesstion it, the
interpreter decides to check it herself with the counsel. This saves tiowever,
while this conversation between the counsel and the interpreteding faace, the
witness is being excluded, possibly not understanding the contents ed{ctimenge.
With her intervention, thenterpreter's action may have helped the counsel to
maintain his/her power in the overall communication, as it, to sateatesaves him
from losing face vis-a-vis the witness.

Isotopiccontinuity develops as chains of semantically connected lexarhis
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may form a second, third or fourth hidden meaning ‘layer’ as destridxer in
section 5.4.4. It can therefore be established whether there are (held&onship,
self-indicative or appellative meanings and sense continuity ahimgs which are
relevant for the interpreting effort. Examples are found in the application Cléapter

5.2.1.2.5 The Discourse Partners’ Interest

Within the actual discourse purpost which thecommunicative partnertiave
committed, the discourse partners may still have their own individteakstsor ad
hocinterestswhich may or may not overlap and be shared or conflicting.

For example, in health care, doctors are interested in making audgjmor
examination of the patient's symptoms and the patient may beested in the
complications that go along with the examination. A commonly @teinple is the
pointing out of undesired outcomes of treatment to the patient, a comtiueica
problem because of legal, rather than medical requirements tinemdoctor’s
perspective. According to Buhrig/Meyer (2004: 11), doctors do not nedgsshopt
an impartial stance regarding the patient’s decision; they thamatient to agree to
the proposed treatment and therefore one-sidedly structure the briefing (Biiir)g 20
i.e. they do not impatrtially provide information about complications bwtrimfin
such a way that the patient will hardly take this important mé&tion in
consideration.Interpreters were found to “leave out, exaggerate or play down
statements concerning the seriousness or frequency of conopiscas if they did
not regard these utterances as relevant parts of the doctor’s desc@ddeyer 2003a:
English abstract).

In some institutional discourse like asylum hearings, the offfcerstioning as
institutional representatives, initiate questions and controlirttexpreter’s turn-
taking to get evidence for them to decide whether the asylumsseakewers are
adequate for the purpose of the hearing. For the asylum-seekergmttrestin the
interpretation lies in providing logical, (continuoustgherentstatements for them
to present their legitimacy as an asylum seeker. In this, caerpretersassume a
vital influence on the outcome of these interactions. It is therefdvesable that
hidden interests need to be made transparent and clarified in advdoce the
interpreting event so that theterpreteris aware of potential mediating problems

and can structure his/her strategies accordingly.
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In legal discourse, interpreting witness testimony is alserg delicate matter,
“...the interpreter must take great pains not to intrude in dweydr's carefully
planned effort to present the evidence to the jury in a certain Bgittwhat about
the defendants right to understand the proceedings and participateher loah
defense” (Mikkelson 1998: 35).

For instance, in the courtroom, the lawyers and the Benchhar@dwerful
participants in the proceedings because the task of the witnessgla@faccused is
to provide a relevant answer to the questions. The witness/defendasefhcs
generally barred from making comments or refusing to answerigpgsin this way,
many questions are not asked in order to elicit information unknowtheo
questioner but rather to elicit information or responses that wowbd & discredit a
particular case. It is within this asymmetry relationship thatinterpreter’s extra
actions are needed at certain stages (e.g. assistingiriegialtion’s proceeding or
brokering cultural discrepancy for his/her own language community greagbers).
The doctor-patient interaction is essentially asymmetricalalse doctors are
familiar with the hospital or clinic and its procedures so thay are able to make
decisions regarding their patients’ health whereas patients (dgp&xri@gn patients)
enter the consultation as outsiders and are most of the time unaiwbheemedical
procedures that will be involved in their treatment. Taking carbeoflbctor-patient
relationship from the interpreter’'s side is of great importaftzea successful
diagnosis.

Conflicts of interest may also arise in the process of aprater-mediated
psychotherapeutic discourse when emotional stress, ambiguityjveefgeglings or
resignation arise among the partners within the triad relationship and gaosslde
conflict of interest in thenterpreteror his/her relationship with the therapist or the
patient (Opraus 2003, Nuc 2006: 266ff).

We can therefore say that there seems to be a general condleaisus
Discourse Interpretingsituations the interpreter has to be aware of such (possibly
conflicting) implicit interest$®: “The client's expectations may conflict with the

%9 nterest is here used similarly to Alexieva'stiom of the “goals” of the interpreter-mediated everhich may
be shared or conflicting in an actual situationakhinay cause problems in the interpreting prockexieva 1997:
169).
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interpreter’'sview of the professional role. Reliance on itierpreterto be advocate,
cultural expert, guide and buffer between hegemonic culture andfttia client is

the most likely source of stress” (Gentile et. al 1996: 29).
5.2.1.3 The Interrelationship of the Static Parameters

5.2.1.3.1 The FFM with Interpreter Presence

The interrelationship of the above parameters is shown in Figure 9 as below:

Shared Focus of Shared Knowledge  Shared Focus of g oo e o
Attention by Aand byl Attention by all
Interpreter

Attention by
Interpreter and B

Shared knowledge
by Interpreter and B

Shared knowledge
by A and Interpreter

Interpreter

Interpreter’s focus of attention

The Communicative Situation

Figure 9: The Parameters of Discourse Interpreting (fromrpriter’s Perspective)

The graph proceeds from the communication model presented in 4.3.

e It adds thelnterpreter’s knowledgebase (5.2.1.1) which is shown to by far
exceed that of the discourse partners to reflect the facthbanterpreter
needs to encompass both languages and cultures plettpeeter’'s know-
how in terms of interpreting techniques and strategies plus nrediatid
communication coordinating expertise. Theerpreter's knowledgebase,
may, however, be far less with respect to domain-spetmfics of the

discourse type. This is a typical situation ifoterpreters,i.e. that they as lay
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persons are expected to ‘mediate’ the expert communication @sggect to
knowledge management in simultaneous interpreting contexts cf.tlyecen
Will 2009).

« The graph also shows that tinéerpreterincludes most of the sharéatus of
attention of the discourse partners which reflects the concentration level of
the interpreterin that theinterpreter at all times of the interpreting process
must be ready to intervene in the discourse if the situation denhasitsr
clarifying, summarizing, restructurizing or coordinating messageshe
interest of achieving a previously agreed discourse purpose.

Against the background of these interrelated parameters, which thake

knowledge andocus of attentiorof the discoursenterpreter transparent, we will

now look at how an original source message is (re)produced byténgreter.
5.2.2 Dynamic Processes of Discourse Interpreting

5.2.2.1 Interpreted Message Flow

We will here consider an interpreter-mediated exchange sirtettadic stages
proceeding from detradic Model of Speech Adisludersbach 2008, as applied in
Sunwoo 2008), which is here adapted [iscourse Interpretingpurposes. The
Tetradic Model of Speech Actiescribes the interaction betweeammunicative
partnersA and B in four steps which are interrelated and can apply eqoatisty-
to-day, scientific or literary texts or discourse. The faepssequence develops as
follows (cf. chapter 4.5):
Tetradic Sequence without Interpreter:

e A communicative partned’s utterance

e A communicative partneB’s reaction

» The acknowledgement of B’s reaction by A

« The acknowledgement of A’s acknowledgement by B.

The series of steps implies cooperation of A and B. Each stepnnés the
next step in a positive or negative way, showing A’s or B’s catjp®. The
sequence isoherent
It is adapted for the purposesDiscourse Interpretindo integrate thenterpreter’s
activities (I) into the exchange of a message | — IV between A and B.

Tetradic Sequence with Interpreter:
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Stage 1: A sends a message M | to B

Stage 1’ | interprets this message as M I' to B

Stage 2: B responds to A with message M Il

Stage 2'l interprets message M II' to A

Stage 3: A acknowledges B’s response by message M llI

Stage 3’ linterprets M lllas M III' to B

Stage 4: B acknowledges A’s acknowledgement by Message M IV(optional
Stage 4’| interprets message M IV’ to A (optional)

The sequence shows that the original message M | becomes iM the
interpretation. M I' has gone through two ‘modifications’ of the npteter I
perception and (re)production before it gets to B.

Stage 1

M I’ is therefore subject to ‘potential modifications’:

» theinterpreter(l) may not (fully) perceive A’'s message as it wasnded by

A

» theinterpreter(l) may not (fully) reproduces A’s message M | to B.

Reality

'
'3

The Communicative Situation M

Tetradic Stage |
Gk
E=
|
A B
|
A = Communicative Partner A L‘%‘J
B = Communicative Partner B '
| = Interpreter M

M = Original Message
M’ = Interpreted Target Message T
F = Discourse Interpreting Filters H

et ¥

Reality

Figure 10: Stage | of Interpreter-mediated Tetradic Turn Exgea

Stage 2:

B then responds to a M | by M Il on the basis of what was reprddugcé and
on the basis of his/her own perception.

M II" is again subject to two ‘potential modifications’:

« theinterpreter(l) may not (fully) perceive B’s response as iswdended by B

« theinterpreter(l) may not (fully) reproduce B’s response M Il to A.
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Reality
i
icati ituati Ml .
The Communicative Situation Tetradic Stage Il
oy
==
|
A = B
=
A = Communicative Partner A ==
B = Communicative Partner B
| = Interpreter M Il
M = Original Message
M’ = Interpreted Target Message T
F = Discourse Interpreting Filters :
Reality

Figure 11: Stage Il of Interpreter-mediated Tetradic Turn Eacuie

Stage 3
A acknowledges a M Il by a message M Ill to B on the baekighat was
reproduced by | and on the basis of his/her own perception. The prosasdar in
Stages 3 and 4.
M III" is again subject to two ‘potential modification’:
e theinterpreter (I) may not (fully) perceive A’s acknowledgement as itswa
intended by A

» theinterpreter(l) may not (fully) reproduce A’s acknowledgementiVto B.

Reality

M

The Communicative Situation Ml )
Tetradic Stage IlI
IEIE%L
|
A
e B
=i

A = Communicative Partner A =NE
B = Communicative Partner B
| = Interpreter M I
M = Original Message
M’ = Interpreted Target Message T

F = Discourse Interpreting Filters

Reality

Figure 12: Stage Il of Interpreter-mediated Tetradic Turn Exege

124



Chapter 5: A Triadic Discourse Interpreting Model (TRIM): Concept and it

Stage 4

B then responds to M III’ by M VI on the basis of what was repradiigel and
on the basis of his/her own perception.

M IV’ is again subject to two potential modifications:

» theinterpreter(l) may not (fully) perceive B’'s M IV as it was intended by B

« theinterpreter(l) may not (fully) reproduce B's M IV’ to A.

Reality
i
The Communicative Situation M IV Tetradic Stage IV (Optional)
=5
E== .
==
|
A EE“ B
A = Communicative Partner A ==
B = Communicative Partner B
| = Interpreter M IV’
M = Original Message
M’ = Interpreted Target Message T
F = Discourse Interpreting Filters
Reality

Figure 13: Stage IV of Interpreter-mediated Tetradic Turn Eie

For simplicity reasons we will assume here that A has understheotieally-
interpreted message M IV by tirgerpreter Then this is where the cycle would end
and begin anew with stage 1. All possible other turns or turn exchangexcluded
from the model in its present form; however, thgadic exchange is assumed to be
recursive so that previous and subsequent interchanges follow thepsample.
This assumption is necessary to estaldaerencdcf. the analysis in section 6.3).

We will here assume that theterpreterideally understands A’'s message in all
of Schulz-von-Thun’s four dimensions, i.e. the factual, relationship, reditfative
and appellative implications and will therefore neglect the comgmston problems
here and only deal with the motivations that makarterpreterreproduce message
M | the way he/she does, i.e. in a mvariant (‘verbatim’), partially invariant
(category 1 e.g. ‘restructured’ or category 2 e.g. askinglemifications),variant
(‘mediated’) orzeroforms.

It can easily be seen that an interpreted-message exchanige tetradic
sequence is much more complicated than usually thought as it iraplesst twelve
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potential modifications in four assumed meaning stages:
e The perception and (re)production of (I) while interpreting A’s origina
message M | to B
* The perception of B while understanding I's interpreted messadjealsl a
basis for his/her response M i
e The perception and (re)production of (I) while interpreting B'poese M I
to A
e The perception of A while perceiving I's interpreted messadé & a basis
for A’s acknowledgement M llI
e The perception and (re)production of (I) while interpreting A’s
acknowledgement Mlll to B
« The perception of B while understanding I's interpreted messaté & a
basis for acknowledging A’ acknowledgement in Message IV (optional)
e The perception and (re)production of (I) while interpreting B’s
acknowledgement M IV to A
« The perception of B while perceiving I's interpreted mes3dgl/’ as the
basis for entering into a new message exchange
Within a tetradic exchange, the flow of the interpreted message in both its
comprehension and production dimensions is assumed to pass throught at leas
discourse purpose filtela coherence filteraknowledge filterand aninterest filter
The interest filter determines whether ‘mediation’ by therjrteter is necessary in
the interest of reaching the pre-established overathmunication goalor not.
Section 5.4 will describe the filters in more detail. For sioiylireasons, we will

concentrate on the reproduction dimension.

5.3 From M to M’: Filtered Messages

When passing through an interpreter-mediated exchange, an origessdgagM) is
‘filtered’ by theinterpreterinto a target message M’ on the basis ofitierpreter’s
knowledgeprofile and in consideration of situational factors, particuldrgpurpose
of the actual discourse

This potential modification of a message in the interpreting process isatieck ¢
an interpreter’siltering of a message. It potentially modifies the source message by

its passing though a number ioiterpreting filters which operate on the original
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message (M) to result in the interpreted message (M’).dessribed in its typical
characteristics as follows:

Discourse Interpreting Filters screen a message M according to a number of
factors during the process it undergoes from its original (tatece message M) to
its interpreted message (target message M’) by the dszioterpreter As a result
of Discourse Interpreting Filtersthe interpreted message M’ is — when compared to
the original M — classifiable as being eithvariant (‘close’ or ‘verbatim’),
partially invariant in two categories: Category | (‘restructured’) and Gaitg I
(asking for clarification)yariant (‘mediation’) or not existing at all, i.eero.These

renditions will be described in more detail below:
5.3.1 Classification of Filtered Messages (M’)

5.3.1.1 TYPE I: Zero Target Message M’ (hon-rendition)

This refers to a message which is not reproduced in the tagmiudse. Zero
rendition refers to the complete deletion of a source messags @ontent and
function.

Filtered Message, Type |, Example 1:

In the following example a young physician starts to spedk thé baby who
is on the examination table while the interpreter holds the babgis to facilitate
the ear examination, the baby’s mother also being present imdahe (D=Doctor,

I=Interpreter, M= Mother)

274. D: Ok! Hey! (Playing with baby, speaking with baby)
Can | check your ears? Let's see that side...!
275. I: (making popping noise to distract the child)
276. D: Hey! Who's that? (still talking to baby) What lie doing? The
ears look fine (to Patient’s mother).
277. I:0k. Los Oidos se ven bien también.
Ok. The ears also look fine.
278. M: Mhmm.
279. D:Hey! Hey! (trying to look in baby’s mouth)
(Rosenberg 2001: 123)

®1 The definition ofiscourse Interpretingcf. section 5.1.
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In the above excerpt, only the doctor's factual comment to the mdathe
interpreted, the relationship, appellative and self-indicative diimiensof the
doctor’s talk with the baby remain unaccounted for, i.e. fall withincdtegory of
zero rendition This can be justified by them not being coherent for estafjshi

factual coherence of the discourse.

5.3.1.2 TYPE II. Partially Invariant Target Message M’, Category |

(‘restructured’ type)

Most of the interpreted messages are of TYPEpd#rtially invariant message,
category |, which may extend to any modification in the meadimgnsions which
may take the form of lexical, syntactic, and stylistic u#ies as they become
necessary when interpreting across languages and cultures. cat@gory
encompasses reduced, expanded, paraphrased and summarized renditronsayhic
be necessary to make the interchange coherent and which ate Hnewledge
differences in terms of languages, cultures and domain specifiarder to achieve
the actualdiscourse purposesuch as ‘expanded renditions’ (Wadensjé 1998: 107-
108) ‘qualifier’ and ‘elaboration additions’ (Barik 1994: 125-126), ‘explanatang
‘phatic’ (Jakobson 1990: 75) and ‘emphatic additions’ (Cesca 1997: 482-493).

Filtered Message, Type Il, Example 2:

A young female pediatric resident from the Philippines is inegririg a young
Mexican mother about her infant's chief complaint. The followingnegle will
illustrate an expanded (turn 57 and turn 61) and a paraphrased (turiies8y f

version M.

56. D: OK, what about stooling pattérn

57.1: Y. ¢ Qué tal hace delili® ...¢ Usted me dijo que tenia problemas?
And, how’s she’s going to the bathroom? ...Ydd toe she was having
problems?

58. M: Si, 0 sea que..batalla para ensuciar

Yes, that is to say...she has a hard time going.

59. I Mhmm, she said she’s struggling a lot tagthe bathroom.
60. D: Ok. And is umm, how many times does sh&guass bowemovements?
61. I Y, ¢ cuantas veces hace deidoa dia?

And how many times does she go to the bathrodaya
(Rosenberg 2001: 165)
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The interpreter was already aware of the chief complaine she had spoken
with the patient’s mother upon her arrival to the clinic that dayn 57 shows the
interpreter’s expanded renditions which refer back to the prior cotegrseth the
patient in order to elicit the information that the physician requested on turn 56.

Another example shows the interpreter’s ‘reduced’ or reorganized M’.
Filtered Message, Type II, Example 3:

22. D: OK, what does she mean by the simplestilplessords? ...
23. I Y...Usted dice las palabras mas senaikaso, ¢ cuales serian?
And, you say the simples words like, which ormddvhey be?
24. M: Dice como “mama, papa”.
She says “mama, papéa”.

25. I: Mama4, papa.( with English accent)
26. M: Teta...
Bottle.
27. 1. Bottle.
28. M: Como, por ejemplo, el nombre de ganjue es Candi, le dice Mimi.

Like, for example, the girl's name, whose nam@asdi, he calls her Mimi.
29. I: Es... his sistene calls Mimi.
(Rosenberg 2001: 179-180)

In the above excerpt, a young female resident pediatriciaying tto determine
how significant the patient’s speech delay is. The mother hte dtaat the child
only knows the “simplest words”. As the doctor asks a serieslofsMalp questions,
the interpreter summarizes the patient mother’'s answers. Iri24uamd 28, we can
see that the interpreter is not conveying the entirety of ththeris utterances. In
turn 25, thanterpretercould have included “she says” in the rendition and in turn 29,
the interpreter leaves out the information about the sistefsna@ae and adds the
information that the girl is the sister which would have been important on some level.

5.3.1.3 TYPE lll: Partially Invariant Target Message M’, Category Il (ask ing

for clarification)

The second category phrtially invariant target messagegppears when a message
containscoherenceproblems for thanterpreter, e.g. a ‘hiddenisotopic meaning
dimension from the interpreterfgerspectiveeither for the interpreter himself/herself

or for the othecommunicative partneiWith a view to achieve thactual discourse
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purpose the interpreter may initiate questions to the original mespagducer for
the clarification of the unclear meaning so as to secure a pomb@rencein

communication.

5.3.1.4 TYPE IV: Variant Target Message M’ (‘mediated’)

The termvariant target messagmcludes all mediations of thiaterpreterin the
interest of achieving thactual purposeof the discourse despite possibly conflicting

ad hodnterestsof the discourse partners.

Filtered Message, Type IV, Example 4:
In the following example taken from British Channel FoQutting Edge’
documentary about Polish immigrants to Britain, theerpreter downtones the

original message:

10 (Immigration Officer): OK, that was certainlyame than a week ago.

That was over two months ago.

| (Interpreter): Dwa miesiace temu, prawda?
Two months ago, is that right
PW (Polish Woman): Tak.
Yes.
10 (Immigration Officer): How is it that you'reifitin this country?
| (Interpreter): Dlaczego tutaj dalej jes2e

Whyare you still here?
(Mason /Stewart 2001: 67)

The Immigration Officer uses irony to implicate that the rviesvee had lied
about the length of her stay in England andittterpreter downtones the original
utterance by 1) deleting the irony (‘certainly’) and re-falating the target message
with an addressee-oriented rhetoric question (‘is that right'?Rasdbstituting the
question accentuating the officer’'s doubt (‘how is it that...’) liract wh-question
(‘why'?)

5.3.1.5 TYPE V: Invariant Target Message M’ (‘close’, ‘verbatim’ renderin gs)

The postulate of rendering amvariant interpretationis a much used claim among
lay persons in communication and translation or interpreting ateafietts itself in
the ‘Code of Ethics’ and many guidelines to Community Interpretsigequests for
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‘accuracy’ or ‘verbatim’ interpretation (see section 3.1) engarticularly common
and relevant in police hearings or court interpreting scenafib®ugh court
representatives openly concede that an interpreter, of course, nesalsetgense of
a message before he/she interprets (e.g. Klopfer's desorigf courtroom
misinterpreted messages in Zurichroceedings 2006) ®* . Language and
communication specialists agree that this request is naive bet@as not be met
due to a number of factors which have been well documented in the literature, among
them the coherence building strategies of thenterpreter where individual
hypotheses and workhowledgeanteract with the verbalized contents of a message.

We therefore will here not assume that a verbatim renditioeabstic and
instead will use the terrmvariant target messagewith the idea that invariance
exists as far as meaning is concerned. The invariance refeedl meaning
dimensions of Schulz von Thun’s communication model (1981). It is thus aarery
type of interpreted message although it is widely spreadpassible and desired
type of interpreted message in practice (see the examptes betl the analysis in
section 6.3) and in the literature (cf. Berk-Seligson 1990).

62 Opraus (2003) for example still distinguishes fdaypes of ‘roles’ of the interpreter and the ‘wiitte

Ubertragung’ (verbatim rendering) being one of them
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Filtered Messages, Type V, Example 5:
Hsieh (2004) shows a medical interpreter’s explanation of assumaagpduit’

role by transferring all meaning dimensions indiscriminately:

“The patient is seeing a lung doctor, a doctor spiees pulmonary disease. But also the
patient has a long history of back pain, should®n,pand the pain in the knee cap. So,
he has x-rays, CT scans, all over his body, hisilsleo, his back, his lower back, his
knee cap. And so, the patient was eager to showldbtor all the x-ray films, and the
CT scan films, to show him, “This is the resultistls what | get.” And you know, and
the doctor was kind of like impatient, and saidpfily treat the lungs, | only look at the
lungs. Don’t show me those films. | won't look &t i just felt that he’s impatient. He is
kind of rude and disrespectful. | just personatynk that he is not respectful. Even
though he specializes in lungs, he should putriita way, try to put it in a nice way, try
to let patient know, rather than, literally saysphly look at the lungs.” So, what can |
do? | just interpret exactly in the same tone,hi@ same expression. Because when |
went through the training, we have to interpretrgiieng exactly as what the doctor said,
even have to interpret exactly the same tone, laadame expression, and the same use
of words”

Hsieh (2004: 151)

This example shows that verbatim renditions of invariant targessages can
include all the meaning dimensions of a message. In the doctor’s origirsgeey
only treat the lungs, | only look at the lungs. Don’t show me those films. | wooKt |
at it". The factual meaning dimension is that the doctor told themdte treated
only lung problems and was not interested in the patient's other preblEhe
relationship meaning dimension is the doctor's assumed impatience tisout
patient’'s showing all the x-ray films and the CT scan dilnThe ‘appellative’
meaning dimension is the patient’s implied appeal to get the doctor’s cl@sgioaitt
The ‘self-indicative’ meaning dimension is the doctor showed his sujperin the
healthcare communication. Theterpreter kept all the meaning dimensions of this
message by “even have to interpret exactly the same tone, asantkeexpression,
and the same use of words” so that she has rendernsdagiant targetmessage

As different language systems differ in their lexical, agtic, semantic and
pragmatic dimensions, Wadensj¢’s category of “close renditions” (1B®8), i.e.
“the propositional content found explicitly expressed in the ‘renditionist equally
be found in the preceding ‘original’, and the style of the two utteEs should be
approximately the same (in principle)” also belongs to what s tedfed ‘invariant’
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target message as in the following example (D refers taoband | refers to
Interpreter):

Filtered Message, Type V, Example 6:

46. D: Any cough?
47. 1. ¢ Tos?
Cough?
(Garbled...Doctor begins to examine the child)
48. D: Has she been pulling at the ears?
49. [: &Y no se..se talla en los oidos?

And is she not rubbing her ears?
(Rosenberg 2001: 85)

In turns 46 and 47 — even though it is not a word-for-word reproductitimeof
doctor’s original utterance — the interpreter’'s one word renditioud@’ (‘Tos’) has

the same propositional meaning as the doctor’s two-word utterance ‘any cough’?

5.4  Discourse Interpreting Filters

During the interpreter’s filteringrocess, a number &fters are assumed to operate
on the original message and influence the target message’sqMént and function.

They are described here jagrpose coherencgin the sense of topic continuity and
isotopic continuity), knowledge and interest filters and are activated in that

chronological order.
5.4.1 The Discourse Purpose Filter

The discourse purpose filtechecks whether a message is compatible with the
agreed-uporpurpose of the actual discoursk presupposes the cooperation of all
discourse partners and their observing Grice’s maxims (1975).

In filtering the original message M at this stage, ititerpreter is guided by

answering the following question:

* Is the source message compatible with achieving the gegeaélof the
communicatiorand theactual purposef the discourse?
The above example in which the male Brazilian client makesnarketo the
female interpreter about her looks would fall into this categbwy.client's message

does not serve the overall goal of the communication and is ntedétathe actual
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purpose of the discourse.
5.4.2 The Coherence Filter

Thecoherence filtetinks an individual message in ipic continuity and itdactual
appellative relationship and self-indicative isotopydimensions to previous and
following tetradic exchanges. It thereby provides for the overall continuity of
discourse. It influences the target message in the interprptogess in that it
requires judgments relative to whether a message in its diemgnsions is in the
sharedfocus of attention(‘in focus’) and thus relevant in the light of the entire
interpreted event.

The questions thiaterpreterneeds to answer here are:

* Are the topic plus théactual appellative relationship and self-indicative
dimensions of the source message compatible witlad¢hel purposeof the
discourse?

» Are there signs that indicate whether one of these dimensitsdaged to a
particular message (and thus may be neglectable and rezafbinendition
or whether it is a continuouslgdgherently developed dimension (i.e. linked
to/coherentwith previous and/or anticipated discourse exchanges) in the
sense of arsotopiclevel (see 4.5.3) which needs toibeerprete®

The coherence filteris a powerful filter from thenterpreter’s perspective and

involves decisions as to the restructuring of a message (surati@ar expanding,

reducing) or the deletion of messages (zero renditions).

A coherence filtelin the reproduction dimension also checks the local meaning
dimensions to be transferred (sepanateopie$ against globakcoherence Being
different from the reception dimensiatgherencen the reproductiotiilter focuses
on the transfer of the message in a way to close gaps dretviferent separate
isotopiesand with a view to the top-levedotopy Thus, interpreters may downtone a
message by omitting the relationship and self-indicative meaningndions (in the
sense of Schulz von Thun 1981), structure a message in the way to ybe full
comprehended by the other primary communicative partner, using ozddliti

information to clarify the original message, etc.

In normal communication scenarios, an individual’s ‘ad hoalerstanding of a
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message in terms of thiactual self-indicative relationship and/or appellative
dimensions can be understood as establidhictyal relationshipand/orappellative
isotopylines which may reveal hidden meaning layers which are notsibte by
the informationatheme-rhemeategory.

5.4.3 The Topic Continuity Filter

The topic continuity filtershows theaopic development in discourse as an indicator
of coherenceTopic identification here proceeds from fHEM (see Chapter 4) with
the integration of theterpreterwho — with his/her on-site decisions/judgment about
the communicative partners’ sharetbcus of aAttentionor perspective— co-
establishesoherencewithin theactual discourse purposén making these decisions,

the interpreter is guided by answering the following question:

* Is there a change in the original message that needs to lbeluepd in a
target message?

* Is there a shift otheme sharedfocus of attentioror perspective in the
original message that need to be made explicit or make it aegéssask for
clarification?

Thetopic structure of the material analyzed in Chapter 6 willrlatespecified in

Table 2.

5.4.4 The Isotopic Continuity Filter

The isotopic continuity filter applies Schulz-von-Thun’s assumption that any
message contains at least four dimensions (cf. Chaptefabtual anappellative a
relationshipand a selfndicativedimension, which are equally applicable to a hearer
(‘four ears’) and a speaker (‘four tongues’). It complemdmsdpic continuity filter

in not relating to informational units but meaning dimensions whiclestablished

by their continuity and which may be hidden to the ott@nmunicative partners

An example is given in Chapter 6 when in Turn 17 and Turn 26 (cf. the topic
continuity table) the barrister recurrently uses the word ‘neb@’ to accentuate his
doubting the defendant’s credibility — a hiddentopythat the interpreter does not
recognize (cf. the interpreted message M’ in Turn 27).

While thefactual dimension may seem the least problematic (although it does
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raise contrastive language and cultural problems)apipellative dimension is of
great importance iiscourse Interpretindpecause the interchange is often made up
by question-answer turns (e.g. in court situations or asylum heawhgs) usually
imply a strongappellativecomponent (cf. the ‘remember’ example in Chapter 6).
The relationship dimension is equally important becaDgzourse Interpreting
environments frequently involve a-symmetdéscourse partnerge.g. in doctor-
patient relationships or the barrister and defendant in the courtmbith require
careful balancing by thenterpreter And while the self-indicative dimension may
seem less crucial, it does provide iherpreterwith a judgment as to the credibility
of adiscourse partneand/or conflict potential arising from the conflictingerests

or styles of theliscourse partners

The interpreter therefore has to make sure that he/she comprehends the source
message in itkactual appellative relationshipand selfindicative potential and that
he/she filters the target message by deciding (a) whichhefaboveisotopic
dimensions are to be represented in the target message and imh@xent and (c)
in which form.

We will neglect the comprehension dimensionDa$course Interpretinghere
and assume in this study that the interpreter fully understandgualdimensions
involved and that decisions as to which dimension in which form, relatbeto
(re)production of the interpretation only. We will therefore conegaton the
decisions that fall within theénterpreter’s action latitude in reproducing a target
message M’. In making these decisions, ititerpreteris guided by answering the
following question:

« Can thefactual appellative relationshipandself-indicativedimensions of a

message be reproduced in a target message?

Filtered Message Example 7:

The following example is taken from a cross-examination in the courtroom:

Counsel:  Well you looked at uh, you looked at lrima very nasty way, didn’'t you?
Interpreter: Pero usted a él lo mir6 feo.
(But you looked at him in a nasty way.)
Witness:  (Pause) Casi que, 0 sea, ho entiendgesgigntas.
(I sort of, I mean, | don’t understand those dioes.)
Interpreter: You, the interpreter also speakshienself, Your Worship, the answer was,

your questions are very confusing.
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Counsel:  Well, with respect, Mr. P., they are canfusing at all.
(Hale 2004: 206)

In the preceding turns of the above interchange, the crosstexahad asked
the same question a number of times, i.e. whether the witndskdleed at the
defendant “in a nasty way”, which is rendered verbatim by itiberpreter In
frustration, after a pause, the witness answers “I sort oganml don’t understand
those questions”. Thenterpreter addresses the magistrate and renders only the
factual dimension, i.e. that the questions were confusing and leavingheut
appellative dimension of needing some more feedback (‘I (=the witness) don't
understand those questions’), 8edf-indicativedimension of insecurity (‘I sort of, |
mean...") and the relationship dimension of speaking to an authority ¢oas o
sea...’). By not rendering all the meaning dimensions implied invitreess’ answer,
as would have been possible and appropriateintbepreter causes the magistrate’s
misunderstanding who may have felt insulted at being accused of ngtdige to
formulate his questions clearly (‘they are not confusing at all’).

Filtered Message Example 8:

The following example shows the realization of a witness’ iegpkelf-
indicative isotopic dimension by thenterpreter (Sol = Solicitor, Int. = Interpreter,
Wit = Witness):

Sol- Did you, sorry Your Worship. Did you say to Mshat you were gonna go
into her home and strangle her?

Int- (Did you say to Mrs X that you were goinggo to her house and strangle
her?)

Wit- (No, I'm a very educated person to say that)

Int- No, I'm an educated person, | couldn’t sayttha

(Hale 1997: 207)

The above interpreted exchange takes place in the Australian courtmoom
which the courinterpreter paraphrases the witness’ words so as to conveydifie
indicative isotopiadimension implied in the message, i.e. that he’s well-educated and
has been raised in a proper way, so it would not be his mannerdtethsomeone
in that way. As thenterpreter understands the impliegklf-indicativeisotopicline,
she makes it explicit in her translated target messagmdiing the cause-effect

relationship in M’ clearer.
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5.4.5 The Knowledge Filter

The knowledge filterproceeds from the concept khowledge systemand their
holistic description (Mudersbach 1991). Elements of relevardwledge systems
become manifest (are ‘concretized’) in the message exchasgeg.dinguistic and
cultural manifestations (for a detailed description of their ctutigtn cf. Floros 2003)
or domainknowledge systentfr a detailed description cf. Will 2009).

The questions the interpreter needs to ask are:

* Is the message compatible widtommunicative partneB’s language and
cultural system and norms and conventions?

» Does B have sufficient (cultural, domain-specific, norm-related,
communicative) knowledge (from the perspective of the interpreter) to
understand the message without clarifications or expanding explanations?

The answers to these questions may lead to message restgudeaisions i.e.

to restructured renditions and/or clarification interventions bynieepreter.

Filtered Message Example 9:
The following situation exemplifies thenterpreter’s providing additional
information of the original message with a view to make the rdifte meaning

dimensions of an original message explicit within a adisglourse purpose

During a regular appointment with a Deaf patierisgchiatrist determines that a change
in medication will be needed. The doctor has alyedekcribed the process of tapering
off one medication while the new one is started g not yet reached a therapeutic
level. The psychiatrist is getting ready to coneluthe interview and asks, “Any
questions?” The patient thinks a moment withoutdating that any question has come
to mind. The interpreter says aloud, “Let me jusit & she wants to know about side
effects,” then asks the patient, in sign: “Do yoanivto ask about side effects of the
medicine?”

Eighinger / Karlin (2003: 41)

In the above example, when the psychiatrist asks if the patieanlapiestions,
the patient does not offer an answer (maybe because he is not quick enough to ask, or
intimidated by the situation or just does not know what to ask)irttise interest of
the patient and not against taetual objectiveof the discourse or thglobal goalof

the communicatiothat the interpreter takes an initiative to offer “Let mst jask if
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she wants to know about side effects”.

The following example shows how tirgerpreteroffsets the domaiknowledge
deficit existing between primary communicative partners (Heathcare Provider, |

= Intepreter, P = Patient).

Filtered Message Example 10:

H: Has he ever been given Adefovir before?
I HERBLR , BER R Adefovir
(Did he give you—I think it's called Adefovir)
P: &8
(No.)
I: Excuse me, the interpreter would like to clariflo you mean is it a brand name of

medication? Adefovir

H: Hepsera is the trade name, Adefovir is the gemame.

I: Adefovir AR , MENHESR

( Adefovir is the name of the drug, the drug namettierbrand)

(Hsieh 2004: 178)

In the above interpreter-mediated encounter,inkerpreter initiates a question
to clarify the drug named by the provider without checking withpigent first. As
the interpreter is not clear what exactly Adefovir is (a drug name, aioa
equipment or a brand name) and theerpreter brings forth the question to make
sure her understanding of Adefovir as the name of a type of medication is.correct

Assumed culturaknowledgeis of great importance in mediating doctor-patient
interactions. The patients from European and African cultures viesvmiation
receiving as empowerment and believe that obtaining illnesgdelatormation as
positive. Particularly interesting is the Western physicgaioncern for the Chinese
patients’ autonomy and self-determination conflicts with Chinesergatifamily-
centered culture. Without knowing these differences, Western paysicnay be
troubled by Chinese family’s controlling behaviors and by the p&aiemdifferent
attitude, whereas the Chinese patient and family members mandered by
healthcare provider's insensitivity by delivering bad news to ghent. The

interpreter thus assumes an important role to transfer the information in the
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culturally appropriate way so as to ensure effective medical commumicati

Another example is that of a Hispanic woman who had to sign an irdorme
consent form for a hysterectomy. Her bilingual son was intengrdor her, and
seemed to be translating accurately enough and the patieatl sige form. However,
when the patient learned the following day that her uterus had beevee, she
was very angry, and threatened to sue the hospital. “Becaasaappropriate for a
Hispanic male to discuss her private parts with his mother, ritsareassed son
explained that a tumor would be removed from her abdomen and pointed to the
general area. The patient felt her status — derivingrigel part from the number of
children she was able to bear — had been undermined” (Galanti 1997: 22¢. In
second example an Arab patient’s mother-in-law was interpragagh material to
the new mother from a culture that valued large families, the mothaw refused
however to translate the information on contraception. It is jusikely ithat she
might have pretended to convey the information while actually talldbgut
something elselfid.: 22).

Another excerpt will show the cultur&nowledgedifferential between an
English-speaking doctor and a Cantonese-speaking patient via bilmgsal results

in theinterpreter’'smediating action of omitting the “overweight” information.

Filtered Message Example 11:

Doctor: She can loose weight a little bit also @aese | think she can be a little

overweight.

Interpreter: Yee San gew nay gam sik. Um moy um sikgum daw.
(The doctor asks you to reduce your food intala.to eat so much).
(Fredericks 1998 conference paper quoted by Meget 287)

In this event, when the doctor uses the term of ‘weight’ and ‘ovghwieio
address the patient’s problem, the message, from the doctorfegtars, conveys
that the patient is overweight and needs to lose weight. Howevdig i€hinese
culture, there is a connection between obesity and physical illiiéss, if the
message was translated word-for-word byitiverpreterto the Chinese patient, from
the patient’s perspective, the message conveys that the dddtesses the patient’s

health problem in a rude manner which makes the Chinese patient feel
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uncomfortable. Being aware of the implied knowledge information in thenpa
understanding of the message, th&rpreter has made an effort to avoid the

‘overweight’ expression and ensure a smooth diagnosis and communication process.
5.4.6 The Interest Filter

Theinterest filteris of paramount influence on tierpreter’sactual filtering of the
original message. It provides an answer to the following question:

» Is the source message compatible with the ‘ad imbefestof the individual

discourse partner A or B?

If the answer to this question is no, timerpreter will have to balance the
diverging partnersinterestsin order to obtain the discourse purpose.

The following example shows how theterpreter filters the communicative
partner's (AW) tone in the situation of conflictinigpterestbetween the Immigration
Officer and the asylum-seeker (Bl=Immigration Officer 1, AAB@lum-seeker,

Dl=Interpreter 1)

Filtered Message Example 12:

B1: grosse Fluss in ORT1?

big river in VILLAGE 1?
AW: Mhm.
D1: Okay, and this big river, what is it
362
AW: The name? | tell you I don’t know the name of
D1: called? Ahm.
363
B1: ((4s)) Als politisch

As a political

AW: the river.
D1: Den Namen weiss ich nicht.

| don’t know the name.
(Pollabauer 2007: 47)

The asylum-seeker expresses impatience (‘I tell you...thetfact that he had
already explained that he did not know the name of the river, which kbau&been

perceived as an unwillingness to cooperate or insecurityiniéepreter deletes the
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self-indicativeisotopicmeaning dimension. This may have been motivated by trying
to secure thepurpose of communication-intervievie. to get information and
evidence from the asylum-seeker in an efficient way. If thisillingness of the
asylum-seeker, however, showed up in other exchanges and would thus form a
coherentpattern orisotopy the interpreter’'s mediating effort by toning down the
original tone “I don’'t know the name” may not be an ‘allowable’ mai@naof the

original message.
At the end of passing through thikers of

* actual discourse purpose

e coherencdtopic continuityandisotopic continuity,

e knowledgeand

* interest

a source message M will be interpreted into Miragriant, partially invariant (I

or Il), variant or zero.

5.5 DI-Filtered Message Flow and Types

The discours@nterpreter’s filteredM’ can now be positioned on a scale fraaroto
invariant M’ with scalar values opartially invariant M’ and mediatedV’ which are
determined by the results obtained when passing throughadtual discourse
purpose coherenceknowledgeand interestinterpreting filters. The assumption of
filters makes it possible to specify the conditions under whicHilteeed M’ come
about, e.qg.:

A zero M’ presupposes an original message M that is not compatible with the
actual discourse purpose or is noherent

A partially invariant M’, Category I(‘reducing’, ‘expanding’, summarizing)

presupposes M and M’ to be

« within theactual discourse purpose

* not coherentin the sense of knowledge differentials from the interpreter’s
perspective;

e involving a knowledgedifferential between theommunicative partnerg

and B which can be balanced by reducing, expanding, and/or summafizing
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in the filtering process

» devoid of conflicting ad homterestsin thecommunicative partner& and B.

A partially invariant M’, Category llpresupposes to be

« within theactual discourse purpose

« notcoherentfrom the interpreter'perspectivein that there is either a lack of
explicit or implicit topic continuity or lack ofsotopic continuityor implicit
‘hidden’ meaning;

« devoid of conflictingnterestsin thecommunicative partner& and B.

Downtoning or upgrading a message M therefore in M’ does notnfallthe

partially invariant categorybut is — on the basis of the above filters vaaiant
message.

A variant M’ (‘mediation’) by the interpreter requires the original mesddge
and target M’ to be

« within theactual discourse purpose

e coherentin the sense dbpic continuityandisotopic continuity

e within a manageabl&knowledgedifferential between theommunicative
partnersA and B and

* involving conflicting ad hoc actuahterestson the part of theommunicative
partners

Mediation must, in any case, reflect tpeneral global communicative goahd
specificactual discourse purpose

An invariant M’ presupposes to be

» within theglobal communicativand specifiactual discourse purpose

» coherentin terms of all implied meaning dimensions,

* involving a knowledgedifferential between theommunicative partners
and B which can be balanced by reducing, expanding, and/or summarizing
M in the filtering process to become M’ and

» devoid of conflictingnterestsin thecommunicative partner& and B.

It can easily be seen that this ideal version which is s afeenanded as

‘verbatim’ interpretation by laypersons is hardly ever achievalhe above
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categorization can be seen in the table below:

Filter Presuppositions (‘+' refers to a ‘yes’ answerfor a
Target Message Types e . :
filter; ‘-~ refers to a ‘no’ answer for a filter)
Type I: Zero M’
e.g. deleting the whole message Discourse Purpose
Coherence +
Compatibility of Interest +
Type II: Pél’tlaﬂy Invar.|ant M’ (Category 1) Discourse Purpose +
e.g. reducing, expanding, reconstructing, etc
Coherence -
Knowledge Differential +
Type III:. Partially Ir-1\./ar|§nt M’ (Category 2) Discourse Purpose +
e.g. asking for clarification
Coherence -
Topic Continuity (Explicit/Implicit) -
Isotopy Continuity (Implicit) -
Type IV: .Ve?rlant M . . . Discourse Purpose +
e.g. mediating techniques like downtoning
Coherence +
Topic Continuity (Explicit/Implicit) +
Isotopy Continuity +
Compatibility of Interest -
. Discourse Purpose +
Type V: Invariant M’
e.g. verbatim or word-for-word translation Coherence +
Compatibility of Interest +

Table 1: DI-filtered Target Message Types

The visualization of the interpreter’s filtering process of thgioal message (M)
to the target message (M’) is shown in Figure 16 below:
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According to Figure 16, source messages goes through differéstarad yield

different types of target interpreted messages as follows:
« Pathl
Discourse Purpose (--): Type | (Zero M)

e Path?2

Discourse Purpose (+ Coherence (--pKnowledge Differential (+): Type
Il (Partially Invariant M’: Category 1)

e Path3

Discourse Purpose (+ Coherence (--}» Topic Continuity (--)—- Isotopic
Continuity (--): Type Ill (Partially Invariant M": Category 2)

 Path4

Discourse Purpose (+ Coherence (--» Topic Continuity (--)- Isotopic
Continuity (+)~Compatibility of Interest (--): Type IV (Variant M)

» Path5

Discourse Purpose (+» Coherence (--)-» Topic Continuity (+) —>
Compatibility of Interest (--): Type IV (Variant M)

e Path6

Discourse Purpose (+> Coherence (+)» Compatibility of Interest (--):
Type IV (Variant M’)

e Path?7

Discourse Purpose (+» Coherence (+)» Compatibility of Interest (+):

Type V (Invariant M’)
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6 Application

6.1 A Glimpse on Discourse Interpreting in China

Professional interpreting activities in China mushroomed only &ftena had
resumed its position in the UN. Before 1996, interpreting researChiima has long
concentrated on the interpreting skills involved in the process of iaterg. From

1996 to 2000, more efforts were devoted to the description of the interpreting process
itself. Since 2002, with the introduction of Western theories, intepliisary
perspectives have been integrated into China’s interpreting(ejd Seleskovitch
‘sense theory’ 1976, 1978, 1984, Gile’s effort model 1995, Setton’s pragmdtic a
cognitive approach 1999, a detailed introduction can be found in Liu 2005 and Liu /
Wang 2007).

However, almost all of the previous studies have focused on Conference
Interpreting, i.e. the simultaneous and consecutive mode, while in dfk df
Community Interpreting, the Chinese voice is rarely heard vgheixceptions of
Leung’s (2003) research into legal interpreting in the Hong Konly bayurtroom
scenario, Hsieh’s research into bilingual health communication en Ghinese
community in the United States (2004), as well as Jiang (2003Randliang’s
(2006) research into turn-taking mechanism in everyday discoursagseth
Sichuan of P.R. China. With an increase of exchanges between rattbpgoples,
today’s globalized world is calling for the participation of Clsmeliscourse into the
interpreter-mediated communication research community.

In comparison with the Community Interpreting research scenaricainland
China, the socio-linguistic matrix peculiar to Hong Kong has bestmumental in
encouraging the robust development of Court Interpreting in the forohemycof
Britain. Since China’s cession of the territory to Britain salf@ years ago, the
English language has been, for obvious reasons, the language oivtire Hibong
Kong. On the other hand, 98% of the population are Chinese, for whom the souther
Chinese dialect, Cantonese, is virtually the ‘lingua franca’.ifsgahis background,
there has emerged a great demand for court interpretatioredsettanglish and

Cantonese (Tse 1997). The following analysis is set against this background.
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6.2  Methodology

The following analysis is based on the selected Transcriptpe Namber 12 of
Case Number |, embedded within the broader communicative situatieaxoél
offences trials in the High Court of the Hong Kong in the fak@®5. The Bilingual
Laws Information System (BLIS) of the Hong Kong Government, ssibke at
http://www.legislation.gov.hk/eng/index.htropntains Statute laws of Hong Kong in
English and Chinese, Constitutional instruments, national laws and eteeant
instruments, Collection of terms and expressions used in the laWengf Kong, as
well as Subject indices of Ordinances, and therefore servesi@snafor all Hong
Kong court proceedings. The analysis is partly in Chinese ¢@as¢) and partly in
English. The literal translation of the Chinese renderings ofitkerpreter is
provided by the author and checked by Dr. Ester Leung (cf. AppendiXnlithe
following analysis, Turns 15 to Turn 41 are selected for anadypd/ing the TRIM
Model outlined in chapter 5 in its static and dynamic dimensions.

The proposed parameters and their interplay will be applied in dieeted
transcripts with the following steps:

Step 1 Identification of static parameters of the selected transcripts;

Step 1.1 Identification of thecommunicative situatiocharacterized by its time,

place and norms;
Step 1.2 Identification ofcommunicative partnek and B;
Step 1.3 Identification of thdnterpreter I;
Step 1.4 Identification of knowledge-specific parameters;
Step 1.4.1 Identification ofknowledge stock of communicative partAesind B;

Step 1.4.2 Identification of shared stock of knowledgecoimmunicative partner
A and B;

Step 1.4.3 Identification of the presupposed knowledge ofititerprete;
Step 1.5 Identification of situation-specific discourse parameters;
Step 1.5.1 Identification of the discourse interpreting type;

Step 1.5.2 Identification of thegeneral goal of the communication
Step 1.5.3 Identification of theactual discourse purpes
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Step 1.5.4 Identification of thdfocus of attention

Step 1.5.5 Identification of thanterestof thecommunicative partneys

Step 2 Coherenceestablishment itopic continuiy (exemplary);
Step 2 Interplay of static parameters in dynamic process;
Step 2.1 Introduction to the corpus;

Step 2.2 Problems in the analysis;

Step 2.3 Knowledge background in the corpus;
Step 2.4 Segmentation into tetradic turn exchanges;
Step 2.4.1 Transcribed Message and Interpretation;
Step 2.4.2 Classification of M’ (interpreted message);

Step 2.4.3 Reasoning for classification
6.2.1 Static Parameters

Steps 1.1t01.3
The communicative situatiors the sexual offences trials at the High Court of the

Hong Kong in the fall of 2005. The bilingual courtroom proceedings in Hang
abide by the norms available at the website:
(http://www .judiciary.gov.hk/en/crt_services/pphlt/html/guide.htm);
The communicative partnersare the native English speaker Barrister
(Prosecution, the native Cantonese Chinese speaker Defendant, who is a 30-year

electronics-salesman-turned badminton coach;

The interpreter is a female native Cantonese Chinese speaker, a professional
court interpreter who has been very often recruited by the Bairt to assist the
court proceedings (background information is provided by Dr. Leungetterder

and holder of the whole Hong Kong corpus cf. Appendix IlI).

6.2.1.1 Knowledge-specific Parameters

The Barrister (Persecution)’s knowledgs it appears in the material is assumed to
consist of the Hong Kong English linguistic and cultural knowledgegssary
knowledge of the court norms and trial procedures in the High Cotitting Kong

which is presupposed by his questioning strategies. As stipulat€dnduct at
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Court for practicing barristers in Hong Kong (cf. http://www.hkba/thie-bar/code-

of-conduct/code_of conductl3.htm‘questions which affect the credibility of a

witness by attacking his character, but which are otherwisestestant to the actual
inquiry, may not be put in cross-examination unless there are reas@nabhds to
support the imputation conveyed by the questions”. These norms have — to some
extent — influenced the Barrister Persecution’s questioningegyrain the trial
process;

The Defendant’'s knowled@ge it appears in the material is assumed to consist of
a non-academic Chinese linguistic and cultural knowledge as in rib&s-c
examination, and the Defendant speaks Chinese Cantonese and his §phéoése

cultural knowledge;

The shared stock of knowledigetween the Barrister and the Defendant and is
very small due to the their linguistic knowledge differentiaBotish English and
Cantonese Chinese, their cultural knowledge differential of acadEmglish and
non-academic Chinese cultures and domain knowledge differential &athister
taking a superior professional questioner position while the Defendang be

subjected by law to answering questions;

The Interpreter's knowledges presupposed to consist of at least linguistic
knowledge, world or cultural knowledge, domain knowledge (e.g. in thetc
proceedings), interpreting knowledge (e.g. active listeningsslsplit attention,
anticipation, etc.) and interpersonal communication knowledge (e.gnenitation

styles, conflict management, dealing with misunderstandings, etc)

6.2.1.2 Situation-specific Discourse Parameters

The Discourse Interpreting Typas a courtroom setting, i.e. the face-to-face
interpreter-mediated rape trial in the High Court Proceedings in the f2010&f;

The General Goalof the Communication is that according to the Hong Kong
laws, the court needs to provide adequate language assistance teféneabDt

throughout the court proceeding in the High Court of the Hong Kong;

The Actual Discourse Purpeasis assumed to be for the court to obtain necessary
information from the evidence offered by Persecution Barristgdss-examination

of the Defendant;
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The Focus of Attentionis assumed to be the cross-examination by the

Persecution Barrister’s (from Hong Kong High Court Proceegjinthe Defendant

(a 30-year electronics-salesman-turned badminton coach) to @diart-required

information. The topics in the analyzed corpus include

The Interestof the Communicative Partnergs assumed to be conflicting but

compatible so far as the successful communication is concernetht@hestof the

interpreter is assumed to be the language assistance toftel@® and also to the

successful court proceedings.

Coherencas established by: I)opic Continuitywhich is established as shown

in table 2 below (italics refer to the indicators in theme-rh@nogressiofi, bold

refers to the theme and the normal font belongs to the rheme).

Turn BPE Interpreter Defendant
3 you
4 When tell skk? you
When tell skk?
Ninety seven.
Ninety seven.
7 a: ninety seven
8 Ninety seven.
9 when she
thought she was
pregnant
10 That
was when she thought
she had a baby
11 |
really can’t remember
which day
12 |
really can't =remember
which day

63 A detailed description of indicators in theme-rigepnogression, cf. Gezymisch-Arbogast/Will 2005

151



Chapter 6: Application

Turn BPE Interpreter Defendant
13 Three years | you
ago, mllster questioned me like thig
counse [crying], | can’t give
you an answer)
14 mister counse| |
it's three can't give you an
years ago answer even if
you continue
with this
question
15 skk
was questioned
for two and a half
days to recount
her experience
three years ago
16
(Well=about)
17 |
am asking you
about an
IMPORTANT
TRAUMATIC
incident in your
supposed
relationship with
s k k which you
said was
CARING and
responsible
now You
are seriously
saying that you
can’t remember
when was you
TOLD her (.) this
girl who loved
you and who you
loved
and You
can’t
REMEMBER
when it was that
you told her you
were going to
marry someone
else (.)
THAT
is what you're
saying
18 About the skk
incident three was questioned
years ago for two and half
days.
Now |
am asking you
about a very
important
incident because
it happened to
you and the girl,
according to you,
this one who
loved you and
whom you would
like to be
responsible for
and love. this girl
who loved you.
You
really can't
remember when
you told her you
were going to
marry another
woman?
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Turn BPE Interpreter Defendant
19 |
told her
|
am telling you
asfaras ||
can remember
now
in nineteen
ninety |
seven
told her that | would be]
marrying | now to
acquire a temporary
housing unit
because | there was
not sufficient proof
so |
would marry | now to
obtain a bigger unit in
the future.
20 as far as |
can remember
now
in nineteen | |
ninety seven
told sk k that i
would be marrying
| to acquire a
housing unit
because there was
not sufficient proof
to get that at that
time
and |
told her that in the
future a bigger unit
could be obtained
after the marriage
21 and she
what did say?
22 And skk
what did say after
she heard that?
23 There was
no response
24 There was
no response
25 (38.0) Pause
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Turn BPE Interpreter Defendant
26 during you
the day
gave evidence
about this em
what you
said about er s k
k playing trick on
Imf
you
remember that
27 when you
gave evidence
you
said about skk
playing trick on Imf,
didn’t you?)
28 Yes
29 Yes
30 telling she liked
him and then
telling she didn’t
like him
31 It was she
that was telling Imf at
first that she liked
him and later on she
told him that she
didn’t like him,
wasn't it?
32 Yes
33 Yes
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Turn BPE Interpreter Defendant
34 that sort of (.)
silly little trick
that
is of an
immature girl
isn't it
35 so this
is the sort of very
immature, very silly
trick of girl, isn't it
36 |
don’t know if it is
37 I
don’t know if that's true or not
38 that
is pathetic isn’t
it?
39 This

this kind of action,
It

is very ..em.. very
silly kind of things
(1.0) very (.)

is very very pathetic
kind of things

is very silly.is very

pathetic.)

40 sometimes| adults

would do that

41 Sometimes| adult

would do that

Table 2: Theme-rheme progession and topic continuity inatielying data

2) Isotopic continuityis established by the Barrister’'s continuous emphasis of
the concept of “remembering”, e.g. twice in Turn 17 and once in d&uwriTherefore,
we assume that the Barrister's use of the concept of Defeadagthiembering” of
the past event, is deliberately delivering the hidden meskagthe Defendant is not
telling the truth so as to doubt the Defendant’'s credibility of thideace. The

interpreter obviously did not recognize this isotopy and the undedyiategy of the
court.
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6.3  The Analysis

6.3.1 Introduction to the Corpus

The following analysis is based on an excerpt of Transcript/Rapeber 12 of Case
I in the CERG project by Dr. Ester S M Leung (Hong Kong Baptniversity) and
Dr. Xunfeng Xu (The Hong Kong Polytechnic University), which camateessed at
the web address http://cpdb-arts.hkbu.edu.lnkthe excerpt, the Defendant is cross-

examined by the Persecutor Barrister with the assistanaecotirt Interpreter. The
whole proceedings of Case | consist of 18 transcribed audio-tapekijdim Gvtapes
are Witness’ and 12 tapes are Defendant’s. In Case | the Defeénda (a 30-year
electronics-salesman-turned badminton coach), was accused @f tta@e teenager
girls s k k, I hy and | w y*) from 1998 and 1999, the witndsk y was one of the
Defendant’'s badminton students, a 13-year-old school girl, who wasingff
evidence about three rape incidents which the Defendant had comag#iedt her.
Lmf is one ofskk’s former boyfriends. The analysis departs from the considagati
that the primary communicative partners are the native EnglisikespéBarrister
Persecution, BPE) and the native Cantonese Chinese speaker (Defdd@s
which may propose potential cultural knowledge differentials whichnteepreter
needs to close. Interpreter’s translation in Chinese and Engtisiefarred to as ICT
and ICE in the transcript.

Before going into the analysis, several points are to be wiade for a better

understanding of the analyzing data.

64 All the abbreviations refer to different commurtica partners in the court proceedings which vétel on be

referred in the analysis.
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Symbol Meaning Example
= latch (no pause between tufn$urn 12 IET: | really can't 3
which can be considered as overlagmember which day
phenomenon)
Turn 17 BPE: =i am asking ydu
about
CAPITAL Emphasis Turn 17 BPE: =i am asking yjou
LETTERS about an IMPORTANT
TRAUMATIC incident
colons drawn out syllable which cafurn?
considered as hesitatign
phenomenon a: ninety seven
{} Faster Turn 74 BPE: {have you evgr
taken her to your friend’s house }
H Slower
[] describes nonverbal features ([oTurn 13 [ crying]
talk; or inaudible
(2.5) pause, timed in seconds Turn 42 BPE: are you sayirlg
suppose you know (1.5) sheg'’s
@) brief pause (1.0)

Table 3: The transcription symbols in the analyzing data

6.3.2 Problems in Analysis: Adaptation of Tetradic Sequeones

The following problems appeared in the analysis:
® In the original corpus, a Turn may contain more than one utteraiie. T
analysis takes one exchange as the analyzing unit which seeatsary — sub-

segmented into utterances;

® |[f a tetradic exchange contains several utterances, iba/tlegmented into sense
units, e.g. tetradic exchange 17 is segmented into four partisdndés, which
are analyzed individually, but are still qualitatively attrililite the sequence

they belong to.

® |[f there is at least one ‘mediated’ utterance (Type Waitetradic exchange, it
will lead to the qualification of the entire message as typd.4V/ the tetradic
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exchange is qualified as a variant exchange altogether!| btha&r cases, the
majority of Types of a message interchange of M’s will darst the overall

Type of the sequence of M’.

® TheTetradic Sequenceonsists mostly of Question-Answer techniques with few
acknowledgments as e.g. in exchange 7 with the Barristeseddion’s
repetition of the Defendant’s answer to his previous answer. Theayi\an here
as sequence 1/1 (Question), Sequence 1/2 (Answer), Sequence 1/3
(Acknowledgement) and sequencel/4 (Non Applicable).

® If one of theTetradic Turn Exchangsequences is interrupted, which constitutes
a violation of communication rules, the interchange which follows the
interruption is considered being embedded into the previous sequencedo whi
it relates), e.g. exchange 13 is embedded into exchange 11 t@foomplete

tetradic turn exchange sequence 2/2.
6.3.3 Knowledge Background to Initial Turns of Analysis Data

At the beginning of the data, the Barrister Defendant gives & Bhglish summary
of the three witnesses being questioned about their relationships arape¢heases
with the Defendant in the past days’ court proceedings and duringréveus

events, and the Defendant told the victim that he was marrying somebedgrelse

reason of getting better housing.

1 BDE =and then the next question my lord then asked this defe
was did you tell s k k and again rasswer was yes then
explained that he told s k k because em he was going
married with | to get the unit (.) so i suppose i believe asl
and that's why i have to put forward this stop hand inde
said he did tell s in because they wantedyet a house
matter it was a sham or whatever they leave it aside

- [voices overlapped]

Analysis conventions:

(1) M refers to the original message; M’ refers to the integpi®tinterpreted

message; the sequential number refers to a particular exchante
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interpreting scenario; M’ Type refers to the five types wufteripreter’s
interpreted target message types (i.e. Type | refers wMgrType Il refers

to Partially Invariant M’(Category 1), Type Il refersRartially Invariant M’
(Category 2), Type IV refers to Variant M’ and V refevdrivariant M"); LD
refers to the language direction; SA designates the speedh raters to the
Discourse Interpreting Filterand N/A is used to indicate that this category is

nor applicable in the exchange under consideration;

(2) The exchange consists of the Barrister Persecution, the Defemadrihe

court interpreter;

(3) Those transcribed data in Chinese is accompanied with a titenalation by

Lihua Jiang and verified by Dr. Ester Leung (the corpus possessor);

(4) The material has been adapted and segmentdettadic Sequence&f.
Chapter 5)

The following analysis proceeds from the corpus given in Appendix haad

been structured intbetradic Ssequencéappendix I).

Included in theTetradic Ssequencgf. chapter 5.2.2) of the interchanges are
interruptions, clarifications, hesitation phenomena, overlap and selfcton®

which are related to the phases of the tetradic sequence to which they refer.
6.3.4 The Analysis of Five Tetradic Turn Exchanges

Tetradic Exchange 1
Sequence 1/1
Transcribed Message and Interpretation

BPE: Barrister Persecution’s original English Message (M 1)
when did you tell s k k

Interpreter’s Translation in Chinese (M I')

ICT | YRR SE 4 s k KEE

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang)

(When did you tell s k k?)
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Classification

M 3

LD EN-CN

SA Question

M’ 4

M’ Type Type V (invariant target message)
Reasoning

M is considered to be filtered through the DI (Discourse IntermetFilters as
follows:

(1) Discourse Purposehe discourse purpose for this analysis has been identified to
be the establishment of truth by the court concerning a e The court situation
with theCommunicative Partnerd8PE™® and the Defendant implies a certain amount
of interest incompatibility, the extent of which needs to be’ ‘tgltthe interpreter

and her respective interpreting efforts. The discourse purpose astlmerefore

considered to be fulfilled.

(2) Coherenceis assumed to exist because of the (a) continuity of the eiuati
parameters as described in 6.2.1 of the sexual offences triaés ldigh Court of the
Hong Kong in the fall of 2005 and abide by the norms available at
http://www.judiciary.gov.hk/en/crt_services/pphlt/html/guide.Jt(b) the lack of an

identifiable knowledge differential between Chinese and English (@hdthe
continuity of theFocus of Attentions assumed to be the cross-examination by the
BPE (from Hong Kong High Court Proceedings) of the Defendant (aed@0-y
electronics-salesman-turned badminton coach) to elicit court-reginfeanation
(=the relationship between the Defendant and the rape victim).

(3) We assume compatibility triterestto vary because there may be cases in which
the Defendant is aware of the fact that he must comply witht coles no matter
whether they are in his interest or not, i.e. this is anticipatddalanced out by the
interpreter here because the BPE is making emphatic use of his role asanguest

%5 BPE will be later used in tne analysis as abbtmngor Barrister Persecution (English native dqmen
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Summary of Filtering Results

= Discourse Purpose (+}» Coherence (+)}— Compatibility of Interest (+)

Sequence 1/2
Transcribed Message and Interpretation

DC: Defendant’s response in Chinese (M Il)

hEHF

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang)

(Ninety seven.)

IET: Interpreter’s Translation in English (M II')

R

Classification

M 5

LD CN-EN

SA Answer

M’ 6

M’ Type Type V (invariant target message)
Reasoning

M is considered to be filtered through the DI (Discourse Interpretingy il

(1) Discourse Purposes identical as sequencel/1 and fulfilled.

(2) Coherenceis assumed to exist because of the (a) continuity of the eiuati
parameters as described in sequence 1/1 (b) the lack of aniaéatknowledge
differential between Chinese and English and (c) the continuitthefocus of
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Attentionas described in sequence 1/1.

(3) We assume compatibility dhterestbecause the Defendant, according to the

legal norms, has the responsibility of answering questions in the court proceedings

Summary of Filtering Results

= Discourse Purpose (+}» Coherence (+)— Compatibility of Interest (+)

Sequence 1/3

Transcribed Message and Interpretation

BPE: Barrister Persecution’s Acknowledgement in English (M 111)

ICT: Interpreter’'s Translation in Chinese (M 11I")

ICT | = h £ W

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang)

(Ninety Seven)

Classification

M 7
LD EN-CN
SA Acknowledgement with hesitation

phenomenon, i.e. “a:”

M’ 8

M’ Type Type V (invariant target message) without

rendering the hesitation phenomenon “a].

162



Chapter 6: Application

Reasoning

M is considered to be filtered through the DI (Discourse Interpretingy il
(1) Discourse Purposes identical as sequencel/1 and fulfilled.

(2) Coherenceis assumed to exist because of the (a) continuity of the enuati
parameters as described in sequence 1/1 (b) the lack of aniaémtknowledge
differential between Chinese and English and (c) the continuitthefocus of

Attentionas described in sequence 1/1.

(3) We assume compatibility drfiterestbecause the BPE according to the norms is
making use of his role as questioner to which the Defendant has td.sCibenefore,
the interpreter is assumed to take an effort to get the Defendamatperation in

answering the BPE’s questions.

Summary of Filtering Results

= Discourse Purpose (+}» Coherence (+)— Compatibility of Interest (+)

Sequence 1/4

The optional tetradic exchange sequence 1/4 does not materialize here.

Tetradic Exchange 2
Sequence 2/1

Transcribed Message and Interpretation

BPE: Barrister Persecution’s original English Message (M I)

_ when she thought she was pregnant

Interpreter’s Translation in Chinese (M I)
ICT | R E B BT A b bELEHE

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang)

(That was when she thought she had a baby).
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Classification

M 9

LD EN-CN

SA Confirmation Question

M’ 10

M’ Type Type Il (partially invariant target message,

category 1)

(partially expanding the original English
message and making stylistic changes, |i.e.
changing the neutral “pregnant” into the more

colloquial “had a baby”)

Reasoning

M is considered to be filtered through the DI (Discourse Interpretingy il
(1) Discourse Purposes identical as sequencel/1 and fulfilled.

(2) Coherencas assumed not to exist because from the interpreter’s pavapthe
Defendant may not be able to understand a verbatim rendering bHuangsexists a
linguistic knowledge differential between Chinese and Englisitciwthe interpreter

bridges by reconstruction and register change.

Summary of Filtering Results

= Discourse Purpose (+}» Coherence (--)» Knowledge Differential (+)

Sequence 2/2
Transcribed Message and Interpretation

DC: Defendant’s original Chinese Message (M II)
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DC |gamiERE ) RE2—aW

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang)

(I really can’t remember which day.)

IET: Interpreter’s Translation in English (M II')

i really can’t =remember which day

DC: Defendant’s original Chinese Message (M II)

= = 4 ) W 42 6 %6 4 AR AR TH P R [crying] R EB A AR IS )
O]

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang)
(Three years ago, i8ter Counsel, you questioned me like

| can’t give you an answer).

IET: Interpreter’s Translation in English (M II’)

14: IET [mister counsel it's three years ago i can’t give you an a
even if you continue with this question

Classification

M 11 and 13
LD CN-EN
SA Acknowledgement with nonverbgal

communication phenomenon, i.e. [crying]

M’ 12 and 14
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M’ Type Type Il (partially invariant target message,

category 1)

(word order, e.g. “Mister Counsel” is put
before the time, and reconstruction of the
syntactic structure, e.g. the two paratactic
, |

can’t give you an answer” in the Defendant’s

sequences of “you questioned me like thi

12

original message into a hypotactic dependent

English target clause as an “if” clause).

Reasoning

M is considered to be filtered through the DI (Discourse Interpretingy il

(1) Discourse Purposes identical as sequencel/1 and fulfilled.

(2) Coherencas assumed not to exist because from the interpreter’'s pevepttt
Defendant may not be able to understand a verbatim rendering b&uanesexists a
linguistic knowledge differential between Chinese and Englisiciwthe interpreter

bridges by reconstruction and register change.

Summary of Filtering Results

= Discourse Purpose (+}» Coherence (--}» Knowledge Differential (+)

Sequence 2/3

Transcribed Message and Interpretation

BPE: Barrister Persecution’s response in English (M 1l1)

15: BPE|mister t (.) s k k was questioned for two and a half
to recount her experience three years ago

ICT: Part of Interpreter’s Translation in Chinese as inteedifity the Barrister (M

1)
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"e=FAR

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :

(Well=about)

BPE: Barrister Persecution’s response in English (M 111)

=i am asking you about an IMPORTANT TRAUMA
incident in your supposed relationship with s k k whic
said was CARINGand responsible now are you serio
saying that you can’t remember when was you TOLL
(.) this girl who loved you and who you loved and you
REMEMBER when it was that you told her you were g

to marry someone else (.) is THAT what you're saying

ICT: Part of Interpreter’s Translation in Chinese, interrupted by thaesBar(M III’)
R = FRIBIENE s kk Ve HR 4K AR R We e Wy B 2 I8 i
171 2R [ R IBE 0 6% — 44 We 45 B2 K DB 55175 TR B, ER) 45 W 3% 3%
A B IR0 (5] 3 W — 118 AR 4% 4R P 578 4 I B /O R i [B) 38
e a: R E{ER B ERERIRE M ZERE)
EHZREI()ZEB S L{{RERIFELESREAEEREE
{EHIRIT EE 5 Sk — [l Z A 15T}

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :

(About the incident three years agok k was questione

for two and half days. I'm asking you about a
important incident because it happened to you and th
according to you, this oneho loved you and whom vy
ould like to be responsible for and lovhis girl whg
loved you. You really can’t remember when youltbke

you were going to marry another woman?)

167



Chapter 6: Application

As this exchange contains several utterances, it is segmented into famagser

Segmen M M’
t
1 mister t (.) s k k was questionegest = £ 37 BE IR skk I Ha &R
for two and a half days to recount
her experience three years ago W IfE 7oy 3 2 IR T
About the incident three years aga.
k k was questioned for two and ha
days.
2 I am asking you about 3

IMPORTANT

incident

TRAUMATIC

in  your suppose

relationship with s k k which yo
said CARING

was an

responsible

IV SR B AR £ — 4 I R K IR
15 R ER R 5 U 45 B 2 4RI 8

M e — 18 4R 45 R P 58 M 4% I B O PR Y
)|
EEEHR afREOEEEMT [

We R £ M 32 {E 238 } B 'H 2 fRIBE(.)
LEBS E{

I'm asking you about a ver

important  incident  because

happened to you and the gi
according to you, this one who lovg
you and whom you would like to K
responsible for and love. this g

who loved you.

=

f
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now are you seriously saying th
you can't remember when wsa
you TOLD her (.) this girl whc
loved you and who you loved ar
you can't REMEMBER when i
was that you told her you we

going to marry someone else(.)

HrE R IB RS IR R LR SR E LR
AS

T &R 3 5N — B L AR &0}

]c%u really can’t remember when you
ttold her you were going to marry

%nother woman?

is THAT what you're saying

Zero

Classification

M 1 2 3 4
LD EN—CN

SA Question

M’ 1 2 3 4
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M’ Type Type Il Type IV | Type IV | Type I
(partially (variant target (variant target (zero
invariant message) message) message)
target (the interpreter (the (the
message, neutralizes the interpreter interpreter

category 1) emphatic stress,neutralizes the deletes the

e.g. the| emphatic question
(reconstructs phonetic stress, completel

emphasis and

the syntactic e.g. ‘are you y)

structure) n your seriously
supposed saying  that
re-latlonshlp you can't
with s k k’) remember’

and deleted
BPE’s
repetitive
guestion, i.e
is that what

you're saying

Reasoning

M is considered to be filtered through the DI (Discourse Interpretingy il

It is segmented into four parts, the first three of which amsidered to be
within the discourse purpose and coherent. Parts 2 and 3 show an inbditypati
interest involving the interpreter’s continued downtoning the emphasisdptacthe
utterance by the BPE (parts 2 and 3). Part 4 in the orginalnteera not translated
by the interpreter at all because it does not fall into theaapurpose of the ongoing

communicative discourse.

(1) DiscoursePurpose: the discourse purpose for this analysis has been idewtified t
be the establishment of truth by the court concerning a &gee The court situation
with the Communicative Partnerd8PE and the Defendant -implies a certain amount
of interest incompatibility, the extent of which needs to be’ ‘fsltthe interpreter
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and her respective interpreting efforts. Utterances 1-3 are coatsitbebe within the
scope of thediscourse purposdecause they are the questions by the BPE to the
Defendant which is within the norms and regulations of a court Thgeis assumed
to be known by thénterpreterand by the Defendant. Tlhikscourse purpose here

therefore considered to be fulfilled.

(2) Coherenceis assumed to exist because of the (a) continuity of the situati
parameters as described in sequence 1/1 (b) the lack of aniaéatknowledge
differential between Chinese and English and (c) the continuitthefocus of

Attention i.e. topic of ‘ask’ and ‘say’ continues in the interpreted target message.

(3) We assume compatibility dfiterestin part 1 of the message because the BPE
according to the norms is making use of his role as questioner iwh wie
Defendant has to submit. However, the emphatic tone of the BPE npmrdmved

as not leading to constructive results with respect to the discpurpese under
analysis because it may prevent the Defendant from answerirtgutheand react
‘stubbornly’ and ‘close up’. This is why parts 2 and 3 of the mesasgérightfully)
toned down by the interpreter in an effort to get the Defendant’'s dape in
answering the BPE’s questions which is in the interest ofattteal discourse

purpose.

It can be seen here that the parts 2 and 3 involve an incompatibilitsecest
while 1 is a partially invariant Type and part 4 is a deletioncofding to our
qualification above, we consider a message within which there etisémast one
Type IV as Type IV, i.e. Type IV overrules the other two Typee H@artially

invariant and Zero).

Summary of Filtering Results

= Discourse Purpose (+}» Coherence (+)— Compatibility of Interest (--)

Sequence 2/4
Transcribed Message and Interpretation

DC: Defendant’s acknowledgement in Chinese (M V)
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BREBERMERMR()GKEEERLZSEHRNE

FHEO)RBEBRBOEFZOREE | ZHE-—HRERA
EFEEMRERFISE A 20 54 0 G0 W 3 BE 15 55 P 2A

M RE EMER IS LSRG LI KX WL =
Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang)

(I told her, I am telling you as far as | can remember
in nineteen ninety seven, | told her tthl would bg
marrying | now to acquire a temporary housing
because there was not sufficient proof, so | would m

now to obtain a bigger unit in the future. )

IET: Interpreter’s Translation in English (M IV’)

IET |as far as i can rem@er now in nineteen ninety seven i
s k k that i would be marrying | to acquire a housing
because there was not sufficient proof to get that at tha

and i told her that in the future a bigger unit could

obtained after the marriage

Classification

M 19

LD CN-EN
SA Answer
M’ 20
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M’ Type Type Il (partially invariant target message,

category 1)

(the interpreter deletes the parts of ‘I told her’

and its repetition ‘told her’, I am telling you
substitutes the personal pronoun ‘her’ by the
name skk; adding ‘To get that’ after “was not
sufficient proof”. She thereby neutralizes the
causal nexus of the housing unit and {he
Defendant’s marriage (‘1 would marry L now

to obtain a bigger unit...’).

Reasoning

M is considered to be filtered through the DI (Discourse Interpretingy&il

(1) Discourse Purposes identical as sequcel/1 and fulfilled.

(2) Coherencas assumed not to exist because from the interpreter’'s pevept

Defendant may not be able to understand a verbatim rendering b&uanesexists a
linguistic knowledge differential between Chinese and Englisitciwthe interpreter
bridges by explicating the personal pronoun and adding the tinremeéeand the

causal nexus.

Summary of Filtering Results

= Discourse Purpose (+}» Coherence (--)» Knowledge Differential (+)

Tetradic Exchange 3
Sequence 3/1
Transcribed Message and Interpretation

BPE: Barrister Persecution’s original message in English (M I)

ICT: Interpreter’s Translation in Chinese (M I')
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ICT |t s k KEEE) 2 44 3R 3 B0

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :

(And what did s k k say after she heard that?)

Classifciation

M 21

LD EN-CN

SA Question

M’ 22

M’ Type Type Il (partially invariant target message,

category 1)

(the interpreter explicitates the reference to
skk instead of ‘she’ and repeats a thematic
element Focus of Attention) from the
previous utterance when the Defendant told
skk about the marriage to | (another woman)

by adding ‘after she heard that’

Reasoning

M is considered to be filtered through the DI (Discourse Interpretingy&il

(1) Discourse Purposes identical as sequencel/1 and fulfilled.

(2) Coherences assumed not to exist for the Defendant — from the interjsreter
perspective - i.e. due to the linguistic knowledge differential betw&@nese and
English which, we assume, has motivated the interpreter to addnedverbial
“after she heard that” to make the question more explicitly ceedewith the

previous utterances.

Summary of Filtering Results

= Discourse Purpose (+}» Coherence (--)» Knowledge Differential (+)
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Sequence 3/2
Transcribed Message and Interpretation

DC: Defendant’s response in Chinese (M Il)

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :

(There was no response)

IET: Interpreter’s Translation in Chinese (M II')

- (38.0)

Classification

M 23

LD CN-EN

SA Answer

M’ 24

M’ Type Type V (invariant target message) with
pause)

Reasoning

M is considered to be filtered through the DI (Discourse Interpretingy il

(1) Discourse Purposes identical as sequencel/1 and fulfilled.

(2) Coherenceis assumed to exist because of the (a) continuity of the eiuati
parameters as described in sequence 1/1 (b) the lack of aniaéatknowledge
differential between Chinese and English and (c) the continuitthefocus of

Attention i.e. “there was..” structure is mainted in the interpreted message.

(3) We assume compatibility drfiterestbecause the BPE according to the norms is
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making use of his role as questioner to which the Defendant hasbtoitsto.
Therefore, the interpreter is assumed to make an effort tahgeDefendant’s

cooperation in answering the BPE'’s questions.

Summary of Filtering Results

= Discourse Purpose (+}» Coherence (+)— Compatibility of Interest (+)

Sequence 3/3
Not applicable — there is a long pause (38 seconds)
Sequence 3/4

The optional tetradic exchange sequence 1/4 doesn't exist.

Tetradic Exchange 4
Sequence 4/1
Transcribed Message and Interpretation

BPE: Barrister Persecution’s original English Message (M I)

BPE|during the day you gave evidence about this em wh

said about er s k k playing trick on | m f do you reme

that

ICT: Interpreter’s Translation in Chinese (M I')
IR FHBIRHRER S ERRRBIERAR s k k

RS | mfEBISE, F&K?

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :

\When you gave evidence, you said about s k k playing

on | m f, didn’t you?)
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Classification

M 26

LD EN-CN

SA Question

M’ 27

M’ Type Type IV (variant target message)

The interpreter (1) condenses the original, i.e. substituted tlee tim
adverbial “during the day” by “when” which can be assumed to
have been done due to time limitations; (2) deletes the reference to
the previous utterance and “about this” is deleted, and summarizes

“what you said about” as “you said about”;

(3) reformulates the question “do you remember that” into a tag

guestion “didn’t you” and deletes ‘remember’

4) does not reproduce the hesitation phenomena by the BPE

Reasoning

M is considered to be filtered through the DI (Discourse Interpretingy il

(1) Discourse Purposes identical as sequencel/1 and fulfilled.

(2) Coherencas assumed to exist; the identifiable linguistic knowledge diffeal
between Chinese and English is bridged by the interpreter with partial invarianc

(3) Topic continuityis shown in the orginal message by BPE's reference tghe
of ‘remember’, however, it does not exist in the interpreted tamgessage the

interpreter did not translate the topic of ‘remember’.

(4) There islsotopic Continuityin the original message via the BPE’s recurrent

mentioning of ‘remember’ which the interpreter does not reproduce.

With ‘remember’ the BPE is assumed to question the Defendanetihility in
that he tests the Defendant’s capacity of remembering impdrtanthe Defendant

telling skk that he is going to marry another woman (see exchangan@Oless
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important facts (skk playing tricks on him).

This ‘hidden’ meaning implied by the BPE’s question (‘remembes’)not
rendered by the interpreter and it remains unclear whetaentérpreter does (a) not
realize the hidden meaning herself or whether (b) she is aatitige Defendant’s
interest which would certainly have clashed with the BPE’sestan that particular

instance.

Summary of Filtering Results

= Discourse Purpose (+)— Coherence (+)— Topic Continuity (--) Isotopic

Continuity (+) — Compatibility of Interest (--).

Sequence 4/2
Transcribed Message and Interpretation

DC: Defendant’s original Chinese Message (M II)

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :

(Yes.)

IET: Interpreter’s Translation in English (M II’)

Classification

M 28

LD CN-EN

SA Answer

M’ 29

M’ Type Type V (invariant target message)
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Reasoning

M is considered to be filtered through the DI (Discourse Interpretingy il

(1) Discourse Purposes identical as sequencel/1 and fulfilled.

(2) Coherenceis assumed to exist because of the (a) continuity of the esiuati
parameters as described in sequence 1/1 (b) the lack of aniatémtknowledge
differential between Chinese and English and (c) the continuitthefocus of

Attentionas described in sequence 1/1.

(3) We assume compatibility dhterestbecause the Defendant, according to the

legal norms, has the responsibility of answering questions in the court proceedings

Summary of Filtering Results

= Discourse Purpose (+}» Coherence (+)}— Compatibility of Interest (+)

Sequence 4/3

Transcribed Message and Interpretation

BPE: Barrister Persecution’s Response in English (M lII)

telling she liked him and then telling she didn’t like hi

ICT: Interpreter’s Translation in Chinese (M III’)
ICT | i REE R SRS | m fEEREEEE

BRNFRBEAEFESERK?=

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :

It was that she was telling Imf at first that she liked

and later on she told him thstie didn’t like him, wasn't i
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Classification

M 30

LD EN-CN

SA Confirmation Question

M’ 31

M’ Type Type |l (partially invariant target message, category 1

The interpreter (1) uses the introductory sentence “ It |\was
that...”)

(2) and the time adverbial phrase “at first”)

(3) substitutes the original object “him” with the name of jthe

boy Imf, who was also a friend of skk after the verb “telling

\\ 4

(4) adds a tag question

Reasoning

M is considered to be filtered through the DI (Discourse Interpretingy il
(1) Discourse Purposes identical as sequencel/1 and fulfilled.

(2) Coherencefrom the interpreter's perspective-is lacking clarity, dpeci
reference and empathy which is why we assume that the inesrgartially
modifies the message by adding clarity (see the description aifoteand 2),
specific reference (see the description above of 3) and emf{sayhe description

above of 4).

Summary of Filtering Results

= Discourse Purpose (+}» Coherence (--}» Knowledge Differential (+)
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Sequence 4/4
Transcribed Message and Interpretation

DC: Defendant’s original Chinese Message (M 1V)

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :

(Yes.)

IET: Interpreter’s Translation in Chinese (M IV’)

Classifciation

M 32

LD CN-EN

SA Answer

M’ 33

M’ Type Type V (invariant target message)
Reasoning

M is considered to be filtered through the DI (Discourse Interpretingy il

(1) Discourse Purposes identical as sequencel/1 and fulfilled.

(2) Coherenceis assumed to exist because of the (a) continuity of the siuati
parameters as described in sequence 1/1 (b) the lack of aniadatknowledge
differential between Chinese and English and (c) the continuitthefocus of

Attentionas described in sequence 1/1.

(3) We assume compatibility dhterestbecause the Defendant, according to the

legal norms, has the responsibility of answering questions in the court proceedings
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Summary of Filtering Results

= Discourse Purpose (+}» Coherence (+)}— Compatibility of Interest (+)

Tetradic Exchange 5
Sequence 5/1

Transcribed Message and Interpretation

BPE: Barrister Persecution’s original English Message (M I)

that sort of () silly little trickthat is of an immature g

ICT: Interpreter’s Translation in Chinese (M I')

35: ICT | nif 12 — %8 12 45 — U4 27 15 5k 324 WBR. 2 17 B0 B Y 47 {2 0 B 25

BRI ?

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :

(so this is the sort of very immature, very silly trickgad,
isn't it)

Classification

M 34

LD EN-CN

SA Question

M’ 35

M’ Type Type IV (variant target message)

the link ‘so’; (2) erroneously relates the
attribute of immature to ‘trick’; (3) adds an

intensifier (‘very’) to ‘silly’ and ‘immature’

The interpreter (1) verbalizes a conclusion| by
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Reasoning

M is considered to be filtered through the DI (Discourse Interpretingy il

(1) Discourse Purposes identical as sequencel/1 and fulfilled.

(2) Coherence- from the interpreter's perspective - is assumed to not murfig
exist and the identifiable linguistic knowledge differential kedw Chinese and

English is bridged by partial invariance

(3) There isTopic Continuityin the original message via the BPE’s recurrent
reference to ‘trick’ which the interpreter reproduces by ialgethe reference of
immature from ‘girl’ (original) to ‘trick’ (interpretation) cf. the theme-rheme

progression in the analyzing corpus in section 6.2.1.2)

(4) There idsotopic Continuityif we assume continuity of the credibility isotopy of
the previous exchange by the BPE'’s suggestive trap of elici@tiegative response
form the Defendant. This is not compatible with the Defendant’seisti¢o portray a
worthy picture of himself at this moment. Whether the inteegpret aware of this
constellation is unclear. However, she intensifies the BPE’s derogdtis®malto the

girl to the extent that the BPE’s hidden motive (credibility ¢joe$ may become
obvious to the Defendant. She thus endangers the hidden strategy of thte BPE

clarify the credibility issue with the defendant

(5) Thelnterestsof the BPE and the Defendant are not compatible with each.

Summary of Filtering Results

= Discourse Purpose (+)— Coherence (+)— Topic Continuity (--) Isotopic

Continuity (+) — Compatibility of Interest (--)
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Sequence 5/2
Transcribed Message and Interpretation

DC: Defendant’s original Chinese Message (M II)

DC | 3 m= an4zmk

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :

(I don’t know if it is)

IET: Interpreter’s Translation in English (M II’)

i don’t know if that's true or not

Classification

M 36

LD CN-EN

SA Answer

M’ 37

M’ Type Type Il (partially invariant target message,

category 1)

The interpreter reproduces a more explicit

statement

Reasoning

M is considered to be filtered through the DI (Discourse Interpretingy il

(1) Discourse Purposes identical as sequencel/1 and fulfilled.

(2) Coherencefrom the interpreter's perspective - is assumed not to exist t
sufficient degree, which is why we assume the interpreter ‘doatss true or not’

and with that by explicitating the continuity Bbcus of Attention
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Summary of Filtering Results

= Discourse Purpose (+}» Coherence (--}» Knowledge Differential (+)

Sequence 5/3
Transcribed Message and Interpretation

BPE: Barrister Persecution’s Response in English (M IlI)

ICT: Interpreter’s Translation in Chinese (M III')

ICT | s 3T em:: (1.O¥F-18 BEI% B2 (1. OYER £7(.) AR R IR 1

Y R 37 T BT R 1R
Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :

(this is very ..em.. very silly kind of things (1.0) ver
this kind of action, is very very pathetic kind of thirlgs

ery silly. That's very pathetic.)

Classification

M 38

LD EN-CN

SA Question

M’ 39

M’ Type Type IV (variant target message)

The interpreter repeats her earlier attributes
of ‘silly’ with an additional intensifier
‘very’ and paraphrases the ‘trick’ several
time by ‘kind of things’, ‘kind of action
and emphasizes ‘pathetic by the intensifier

‘very’ (three times).
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Reasoning

M is considered to be filtered through the DI (Discourse Interpretingy il

(1) Discourse Purposes identical as sequencel/1 and fulfilled.

(2) Coherence- from the interpreter’'s perspective - is assumed to not murfig

exist

(3) Topic Continuityis not explicit but hypothetical (implicit): ‘true’ is in tHéocus
of Attentionof the entire questioning. With implicit topic continuity we assuha
answering this question will lead to a conflict in the Defendactilee it is not
compatible with the Defendant’s interest to portray a worthy picture of Hiatstblis

moment.

(4) Whether the interpreter is aware of this constellatiomnidear. However, she
greatly intensifies the BPE’s derogative allusion to thé tgirthe extent that the
BPE'’s hidden motive (credibility question) may become obvious to thenDaht.
She thus continues to endanger the hidden strategy of the BPHErify the

credibility issue with the defendant.

(5) Thelnterestsof BPE and the Defendant are not compatible with each other.

Summary of Filtering Results

= Discourse Purpose (+)— Coherence (--)— Topic Continuity (--) Isotopic
Continuity (+) — Compatibility of Interest (--).

Sequence 5/4

Transcribed Message and Interpretation

DC: Defendant’s acknowledgement in Chinese (M IV)
AAEHHE=

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :

(Sometimes adults would do that.)
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IET: Interpreter’s Translation in Chinese (M IV’)

=some (.) sometimes adult would do that

Classification

M 40

LD CN-EN

SA Answer

M’ 41

M’ Type Type V (invariant target message) with
repetition phenomenon

Reasoning

M is considered to be filtered through the DI (Discourse Interpretingy il

(1) Discourse Purposes identical as sequencel/1 and fulfilled.

(2) Coherenceis assumed to exist because of the (a) continuity of the eiuati

parameters as described in sequence 1/1 (b) the lack of aniadatknowledge

differential between Chinese and English and (c) the continuitthefocus of

Attentionas described in sequence 1/1.

(3) We assume compatibility dinterest because the Defendant, according to the

legal norms, has the responsibility of answering questions in the court proceedings

Summary of Filtering Results

= Discourse Purpose (+}» Coherence (+)}— Compatibility of Interest (+)
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6.4 Results

Based on the parameters and their interplay model proposed in Chaptés 5,
chapter has analyzed five tetradic turn exchanges of annéatteal in the Hong
Kong High Courtroom. The analysis has demonstrated that the ictempreter,
even if bound to the prescribed Code of Ethics (cf
http://www.judiciary.gov.hk/en/crt_services/pphlt/html/guide.htm) of praayci
‘verbatim’ accurate translation did get actively involved bkirtg initiates in the
court communication by either reconstructing the original messagdgeei way of
additions, deletions and/or syntactic restructurings (cf. analysemqfence 2/4 and
4/3, deleting part of the original message in sequence 2/3 in whychese 4 is
totally left out). She even ‘mediated’ the communication by downtotedarrister
Persecution’s suggestive message (cf. the analysis of seqi@rared 5/3) and not
reproducing the Barrister's (hidden) questioning strategies tdhedefendant’s
credibility by not recurrently verbalizing ‘remember’ as sotopic element. The
analysis has also shown that ih&erpreter’s decision-making reflects itself in the
Discourse Interpreting Filterand their interplay in stages by passing through the
Discourse Interpreting Filtersynchronically.

The results show that out of the selected transcript from TuonTirn 41, the
interpreter accounts for 19 turns, i.e. 18 exchanges (as we have integrated an
interrupted turn into its following turn, cf. 6.3.2 Problem in Analysis)thsad Turn
12 is integrated with Turn 14 and Turn 16 is integrated with Turn 18. Aalbtige
analyzed exchanges, the fourth segment of Turn 18 belongs te My@ero
Message), 6 exchanges belong to Type [I—Partially Invakimsisage (Category 1),

4 exchanges belong to Type IV (Variant Message) and 8 exchaegmng to Type

V (Invariant Message) which can be shown in the following table:

Type | (Zero| Type II'| Type I | Type IV | Type \%

Message) (Partially (Partially (Variant (Invariant
Invariant Invariant Message) Message)
Message, Message,

Category 1) Category 2)

Numbers of| 0 6 0 4 8
Exchanges
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0 33.33% 0 22.22% 44.44%
Percentage among

the Total Exchanges

Specification of| The fourth| Turn 10, (Turn (Turn 16| Turn 4, Turn 6,
Exchanges segment of| 12 together together with| Turn 8, Turn
Turn 18 with Turn 14), Turn 18), Turn| 24, Turn 27,
Turn 20, Turn 27, Turn 35,| Turn 29, Turn
22, Turn 31, Turn 39 33, Turn 41
Turn 37

Table 4: Categorization of interpreted message Types imtiadyzing corpus

From the above table, we can see that Type V (invariant medsagjgken the
majority parts ( =44.44%) of the interpreted messages which orayilute to the
fact that often these are reflected in 2 cases to one-wordioesdfe.g. ‘yes’) and
the fact that the norms of court interpreting require ittterpreter to a restricted
action.

However, this table also shows that in addition to the so-calledbétiar
rendering of Type V, thanterpreterhas also renderdeartially Invariant Messages,
Category 1(Type Il) ( =33.33%), caused by the knowledge differential betwkee
Barrister and the Defendant (from the interpreter’s perspective).

The most interesting part of this table is that the professmmatinterpreter,
most often seen as a ‘conduit’ message reproducer in the cenprating scenario,
has actively taken her mediating efforts to involve herseléninterpreting process
(=22.22%), e.g. in turn 16 together with 18, when the interpreter, we ashame
consistently downtoned the Barrister’s strong aggressive questioning style.

The application of theDiscourse Interpreting Filteran the authentic legal
interpreting scenario has shown that the model's adequacy in degcialoi hoc’
variants in the interpreter’ renderings in CAscourse Interpretingevent. The
interpreter’sAction Latitudehas been made transparent, which in turn calls for the
individual interpreter’s understanding the filters’ processing capacity with all the
parameters in the proposed TRIM needing to be made expligtsiiggested here
that this is possible by a previously agreed-upon ‘contract’ eeagent by all the
Communicative Partnersivolved, including the interpreter as a third party e.g. by a

checklist shown in the chapter below.

189



Chapter 7: Summary and Perspectives

7 Summary and Perspectives

7.1  Summary

Departing from the problem identified in Community Interpretim@hapter 1 about
whether thenterpreteris legitimized to interpret non-verbatim and whether there are
criteria that determine to render a verbatim or a non-verbatssage in an actual
interpreted-mediated communication scenario, this dissertation ttempted to
identify a set of interdependent parameters that influencmtidsgreter’s decisions

in an individual actual interpreting situation.

After presenting different communicative factors which are decued in the
pertaining literature (Chapter 2 with a special view to the \@omty Interpreter’s
role controversy in Chapter 3) to influence the interpretdcton Latitude the
notion of Discourse Interpretingwas proposed by positioning Community
Interpreting within the framework of Discourse Analysis (Chagle particularly
with reference to theTheme-Rheme Communicative modEFM) and the
Communication Square Model (CSkP Four Tongues — Four Ears Model, as well
as theCoherenceand Isotopy concepts. After proposing the notion Dfscourse
Interpreting the concept and its static and dynamic parameters ofT tiaelic
Discourse Interpreting Model (TRIMyere described in Chapter 5. The interplay of
these parameters was conceptualize®iasourse Interpreting Filtersvhich show
how an original message M is filtered by inéerpreterto become an interpreted
message M’. The resulting typology of interpreted messages (Typelype V)
shows the circumstantial restrictions surrounding the interpreteations of M’ and
the interpreter's\ction Latitudeto reproduce them in actual interpreting scenarios. In
Chapter 6, an authentic interpreter-mediated encounter in thgualicourtroom in

Hong Kong was applied in excerpts to the proposed model to show its adequacy.

7.2  Perspectives

Theoretically, the model can lead to empirical studies on how thEypEs apply to
different Discourse Interpretingsettings and questions with regard to the quantity
and quality of Types related to a number of settings can be investigawill also
be interesting to look at how the model applies to the comprehensioaspror to

multilingual  settings. Moreover, problems like language specificity
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misunderstandings or cultural disparities may be researchegdying theFilters

to otherDiscourse Interpretingettings. Finally, this study stills leaves the question
open for empirical researchers to use the identified paranegerslicators for the
further investigation of how often certain types of interpretextsages appear in
different interpreted communication scenarios and the reasonsdbrie. more
variant interpreted message Types are expected to be foundtimcheakhan in the
courtroom settings.

In practice, the awareness of certain factors and their inyeapleertain stages
in Discourse Interpretingwill help the interpreter to make on-site decisions.
Specifically, for certain settings, e.g. the courtroom, hosmtat®lice investigations
a checklist as suggested below could be used, which could be discussealdanai
integral part of each interpreter-mediated event, to which Adrtigs have to agree

BEFORE the actual event (capitalized for emphasis by Lihua Jiang).

INTERPRETER-MEDIATED EVENT CHECKLIST

1 What is the prevalent language and culture pair between which
the interpretation is to be rendered?
2 What is the place, time and anticipated duration of |the

interpreting event?

3 Who is the initiator of the interpreter-mediated event and what
is his/her interest?
4  What is the general communication goal of the interpreter-
mediated event to which all communicative partners have |peen
committed?
5 What is the actual discourse purpose of the interpreting
assignment?
6 What is the type of discourse setting in which the interpreting
takes place (e.g. in the legal settings, in healthcartmngetor
everyday discourse settings)?

7  Are there certain guidelines, conventions or norms that the
interpreter needs to be aware of?

8 What is the specific topic of the interpreting event?

9 Is there any background material available for preparatory
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information?
10 What background knowledge (legal, medigal,
psychotherapeutic) is required by the interpreter other [than
interpreter-specific know how (such as interpreting techniques,
empathy, code of ethics)?
11 Is there a briefing before the event, a post-eyent

discussion/interchange planned?

12 What are the participants knowledge profiles (including |the

Communicative Partners and the interpreter) ?

13 What is the relationship between the Communicative Partners
and the interpreter (between A and B and between A and | and B
and 1)?

14 Are there divergent interests in all the participants that emanate

from the communicative goal and discourse purpose?

Table 5: Interpreter-mediated event checklist

The above proposed checklist shows thatirtkerpreter can thus work through
the concretization of the parameters and filters in particular commiveis#uations
and request answers to these questions from the initiator aftdrpreter-mediated
event. With the answers to these questions, the professional inteipretge to
anticipate potential problems and pre-establish strategies to seculeqaat@ action
for a planned assignment reflecting the interpreter-mediatedulgse type and
purpose within an overall pre-agreed upon actual discourse purpose.

In didactics, the parameter constellation and DI typology pra@poae be used
in Discourse Interpretetraining courses for students to raise their awareneskdor
knowledge factors, skills and situational challenges that surround thesgpoofeof
discourse interpreter. Also, learning assignments can ref@etifis situations and
make the student aware of how situation-depenB®estourse Interpretings and
how helpful it is in a particular setting to have criteriailade that will make
reasonable professional interpreting decisions at different sstpgssible and

transparent and justify them.
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Appendix I: Transcript of Corpus

TURN SPEAKER UTTERANCE

=and then the next question my lord then askedd&isndant was d
ou tell s k k and again his answer was yes theexptained that he td
s k k because em he was going to get marriedIwitlget the unit (.)
i suppose i believe as i said and that's why i hovg@ut forward thi
stop hand indeed he said he did tell s in becausg wanted to get
house no matter it was a sham or whatever theglgaside

[voices overlapped]

os]
o
m

when did you tell s k k

IRIFBIGFEE s k KB

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang)
(When did you tell s k k?)

ht#

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang)

(ninety seven)

ninety seven
a: ninety seven

RALEW

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang)

(Ninety seven)

os]
o
m

when she thought she was pregnant

I
DC
i
il

BRELABEH b bBEEHE

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang)

(That was when she thought she had a baby).
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@)
(@)

=
=
N\
‘

RERBLEORE—EW

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang)

(I really can’t remember which day.)

i really can’t =remember which day

== 5 5l W 26D S AR H E B R [crying] R EPEIRIBEIOI

(Three years ago, Mister Counsel, you questionetlkaehis [crying] |

can’t give you an answer).

mister counsel it's three years ago i can’t givel m answer even

ou continue with this question

mister t (.) s k k was questioned for two and H diays to recount h

experience three years ago

& =RIM

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :
(Well=about)

=i am asking you about an IMPORTANT TRAUMATIC ineidt i
our supposed relationship with s k k which youdsaas CARING al
responsible now are you seriously saying that yamitcemember whd
as you TOLD her (.) this girl who loved you andompou loved a
ou can't REMEMBER when it was that you told heuywere going t

marry someone else (.) is THAT what you're saying

R = FRIEEEE s k ke ERAAR ) VEUE Ry B 3 18 IH M 2Rk 4R gL 0E
R — I 1% B KL =515 R IGE X 45 WE 1% 3% A B ARt [B]32 1B — B AR IR
RATEBM AR B ORI EBERMKR aRBEESEE BFERBREM

EERBE}EMERB()ZERS L{ RERBREIRHREREE

{ERRIT &6 5 b — 18l 2 A& B0}

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :
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(About the incident three years ago. s k k was tipuresd for two an
half days. I’'m asking you about a veimyportant incident becausd
happened to you and the girl, according to yois, dhe who loved yd
and whom you would like to be responsible for amekl this girl wh
loved you. You really can’t remember when you toét you were goi

to marry another woman?)

REEERERBRMR()BGEERERCESHENLEBRE()RE
ERORFEORER | ZF-HEERARRENRERLE DLW
SR £ M O T B R S P A R T R B ERE 1B H E A8 IR S M A

BE 2

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang)

(I told her, | am telling you as far as | can remxer now in nineteq
ninety seven, | told her that | would be marrying | ntavacquire
temporary housing unit because there was not siticoroof, so

ould marry | now to obtain a bigger unit in theufe. )

as far as i can remember now in nineteen ninetersi told s k k thal
ould be marrying | to acquire a housing unit beeathere was
sufficient proof to get that at that time and idtdler that in the future

bigger unit could be obtained after the marriage

. and what did she say

M s k KEEE 2 RIR{EFEW

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :
(And what did s k k say after she heard that?)

W R E

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :

(There was no response)

e I
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during the day you gave evidence about this em whatsaid about

s k k playing trick on | m f do you remember that

IEAREE AR IER BRERRRBEEMN s k kKIBHRER | m B

EARPeA ) 7

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :
hen you gave evidence, you said about s k k piatiick on | m f
didn’t you?)

%

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :
(Yes.)

. telling she liked him and then telling she didike him

BERERRIEMEE: | m (EREESERRXGERELNERE
= (EFRK2=

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :
(It was that shevas telling | m f at first that she liked him aratdr o

she told him that she didn’t like him, wasn't it? )

M W — 45 WE £ — WK 7 VB o 58 B 2 {7 e W WY 457 128 B e 2 R K 2

Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :

(so this is the sort of very immature, very siliigk of girl, isn't it)
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IE A FRLK
Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :

(I don’t know if it is)

i don’t know if that’s true or not

BPE that's pathetic isn’t it?

L '©T PRI SF: em:: (L.OFF8 RIS (1. OYRAF () IEHE 5 VB AR 1 £ 47 7T
Literal Translation (by Lihua Jiang) :
(this is very ..em.. very silly kind of things (3.0ery (.) this kind d
action, is very very pathetic kind of things It'ery silly. That'sver
pathetic.)

bC RAERHE=
(Sometimes adults would do that.)

=some (.) sometimes adult would do that
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Appendix II: Correspondence with the Corpus Holder

From: "Ester Leung"
To: "lihua jiang"
Date: Mon, 24 Dec 2007 10:20:35 +0800

Dear Lihua,

All of the cases and proceedings are about rape trials heainé iHigh Court of
Hong Kong. All of defendants and witnesses are Chinese.

The rest please refer to the table below:

Case | Case I Case Il Case IV Case V

BP (M, NativdBP (M, NE) [BP (M, NC) |BP (M, NC) | BP (F, NC)
Speaker Q
English (NE))
BD (M, NativdBD (M, NC) [BD (M, NNC) |BD1 (M, NC) | BD (M, NE)
speaker Q
Chinese (NC))

BD2 (M, NE)
BD3 (M, NE)
Interpreter Interpreter I (M, NC) I (F, NC) I (M, NC)
(F, NC) (F, NC)
Judge (M, NC) Judge Judge (M, NE)| Judge (M, NQJudge (M, NC)
(M, NC)

M(ale), N(ative) C(hinese), N(ative) E(nglish) speakers, idfar) P(rosection),
B(arrister) D(efendant)

Since it is the High Court of HK who decided which recordings kizaiuld have,

and what information that | should be given as well, | do not have every of the details
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of the proceedings and it has been contracted to me that | could enigcosdings
for academic purposes so it is my responsibility to protect indivedoahfidential
information. So | have deleted all the information of those in ntgbdee, and
therefore, am afraid, cannot pass the original video recordings ofidtee to
you. Anyway, all the best with your thesis.

Merry X'mas.

Ester

From: "Ester Leung"
To: "lihua jiang"
Date: Tue, 10 Jun 2008 10:40:40 +0800

Hi Lihua,
Please see the attached file, for my version. | have added samits de the
translation which | think will be closer to the original.

Ester

From: "Ester Leung"
To: "lihua jiang"
Date: Wed, 18 Jun 2008 11:28:13 +0800

Hi Lihua,

About your questions:

1) Is she a professional/experienced interpreter or part-time infpret

All of the interpreters recorded in the corpus are professiotaipreters working

full-time at the High Court of Hong Kong.

2) Did she need to sign a contract or have a briefing with the begore her

interpretation?

199



Appendix Il: Correspondence with the Corpus Holder

Since they are working full time under the Court, so | guesswueyt be asked to

sign the contract each time.

3) Are there any regulations about the legal effect of anpirgtar's interpretation in
the courtroom in Hong Kong such as so-called 'sworn court interpreter')?

yes, there is this regulation that court interpreter will have to sworn inlas we

| hope this would help.

Ester
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