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Editorial
A dialogue on dialogue
interpreting (DI) corpora

CLAUDIO BENDAZZOLI
University of Turin (Italy)

The use of corpus methods to study interpreter-mediated communicative sit-
uations has been increasing significantly over the last two decades. Curiously
enough, due to a series of unplanned twists in my academic life in the last couple
of years, I have found myself dealing with a considerable corpus of investigations
based on this research paradigm. Part of these are included in the present issue
of The Interpreters’ Newsletter. Other contributions have been collected in a volume
and in a forthcoming special issue of another translation and interpreting jour-
nal, which I co-edited with Mariachiara Russo and Bart Defrancq (Bendazzoli et
al. forthcoming; Russo et al. 2018).

Whether machine-readable or not, interpreting corporahavelent themselves to
both qualitative and quantitative approaches across different interpreting modes
and settings (Bendazzoli 2015). However, the development of electronic corpora,
allowing for automatic extraction of occurrences and text-sound/video alignment,
has been favored in certain areas more than others on account of greater availabil-
ity of data (e.g. from public institutions such as the European Parliament) and the
more convenient management of monologic speech compared to what is the case
in more sensitive settings (such as hospitals, courts, corporate events) and with
dialogic interaction. Nevertheless, there are now examples of fully-fledged corpora
of dialogue interpreting too, such as the TIPp corpus of criminal court proceedings
(Orozco-Jutoran 2017, Orozco-Jutoran forthcoming), and the Community Inter-
preting Database (Angermeyer et al. 2012), bearing witness to the fact that some
ways to address and overcome part of the methodological challenges in corpus
development have been found (e.g. in transcription and annotation, see Ruhi et
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al. 2014). In fact, it looks as if major obstacles are hard to die upstream, i.e. at the
stage of gaining access to data, collecting them, and then making them available
to other scholars. As mentioned by Valero Garcés backin 2006 (86-87):

[..] there are often serious difficulties in gathering corpora of authentic data. The in-
terest that providers (governmental agencies, private institutions, or non-governmen-
tal organisations (NGOs)) as well as the users-clients have in keeping the information
confidential, contributes to this shortage of data and studies. This situation is often
compounded by the fact that it is usually necessary to prepare very detailed reports for
those organisations or institutions that do agree to participate in CI [community inter-
preting| research, to carefully explain the purpose, the use and protection of the data
being solicited, only to be rejected dozens of times. In order to be able to carry out CI re-
search, one needs to gain the trust of providers, clients and interpreters often through
written authorization in different minority languages so that the clients are able to un-
derstand the researchers’ aims firsthand and can sign the forms granting permission
to observe and possibly record the sessions as long as their anonymity is preserved.

These obstacles often lead to the creation of small size corpora or limited col-
lections of data for which manual analysis apparently remains the only sensible
option. And yet even small corpora can be annotated and analyzed through au-
tomatic retrieval of occurrences (e.g. Castagnoli/Niemants forthcoming), which
can then be quantified as well as investigated qualitatively, the two options being
not mutually exclusive (Pochhacker 2006:152; Pallotti 2016).

Other often-mentioned challenges to interpreting corpora development con-
cern transcription and annotation. In fact, technological advancements in speech
recognition software solutions along with the potential of Web 2.0 are easing
up the transcription process (Bendazzoli 2018). Similarly, software tools for cor-
pus-supported linguistic analysis are becoming more user friendly and more
easily accessible than in the past (e.g. Corpus Workbench, ELAN, EXMARaLDA,
Sketch Engine to name some of the most familiar to interpreting scholars). Nev-
ertheless, technology and research methods are useless without data. And data,
whether big or small, are the fundamental ingredient to create a corpus.

Before introducing the contributions gathered in the present issue of The Inter-
preters’ Newsletter, I shall propose some reflections on the implications inherent in
corpus-based dialogue interpreting research. To this end, I engaged in a dialogue
with expert voices from the field. Their views may help gain insight into some of
the practices in data collection and the future developments of this line of enquiry
(DIresearch), which I contend should not be limited to community settings.

1. Dialogue interpreting: beyond community and public service settings

Translation and Interpreting scholars share a variety of labels to refer to what
interpreters do and where. According to the description proposed by Pochhacker
(2004), there are different interpreting modalities (depending on whether spo-
ken, signed or written language is involved), modes (simultaneous and consecu-
tive interpreting with all the relevant sub-modes) and settings. When these three
factors are considered together it is possible to identify types of interpreting, e.g.
conference interpreting, court interpreting, business interpreting and so on.
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When it comes to ‘dialogue interpreting’, Merlini (2015, 2007) rightly points
out that in this case the focus is placed on the interaction format and not on a
collation of contextual and translational features. Though this label is commonly
used to reference interpreting activities in community settings, in fact dialogic
interaction can also be found in other situations, and consequently in other types
of interpreting. Consider, for instance: conference interpreting with simultane-
ousinterpreters at work during debates, question and answer (Qe-A) sessions, or
press conferences (Sandrelli 2015, 2017)'; TV interpreting with simultaneous in-
terpreters in absentia translating for a secondary audience or interpreters in prae-
sentia (Dal Fovo/Falbo 2017: 164-167), e.g. whispering the translation of an ex-
change between other guests in the same show; film interpreting (Russo 1997),
with individual simultaneous interpreters or teams of interpreters translating
the dialogues in a movie.

Besides the interpreting modality and mode (with the interpreter either vis-
ible or only audible), the degree of confidentiality and spontaneity can be con-
sidered distinguishing features along a continuum between two poles. In fact,
interpreter-mediated dialogues may be more or less confidential and sensitive,
which has a bearing on the possibility to record them and distribute them for
research purposes. Similarly, interpreter-mediated dialogues can be more or less
spontaneous, where turn-taking is pre-arranged to different extents or follows
more or less established procedures which determine the sequential develop-
ment and the unfolding of the interaction®. This applies to situations with or
without power asymmetries between participants (as in a doctor-patient en-
counter or in a business negotiation) and may prompt the interpreter to boost

1 According to my field observations and professional experience, in order to better
manage dialogic exchanges (with possible overlapping between different interlocu-
tors) alternative practices may be enacted. For instance, one simultaneous interpreter
(in a team of two) only translates the questions while the other interpreter takes care
of the answers. This way the different voices should also help service users identify
more precisely whatis being said by whom. In case of fast exchanges between primary
interlocutors, interpreters may even decide to keep only one microphone on, without
needing to keep switching on and off their microphones when taking the floor. This
way, even the interpreters themselves can produce overlapping speech in the booth.
On the other hand, consecutive interpreters may find themselves in a situation where
more answers are provided to the same question by multiple speakers without wait-
ing for each answer to be translated individually. In these cases, the interpreter would
need to add explicit contextual and interactional references (e.g. the question was...,
guestX’s replyis...).

2 Indeveloping the Directionality in Simultaneous Interpreting Corpus (DIRSI-C) (Ben-
dazzoli 2010, 2012), Qe-A sessions were eventually excluded from the corpus due to
the radical differences between the dialogic interaction therein and the monologic in-
teraction of other conference sessions (e.g. opening sessions and paper presentation
sessions). Despite the presence of the chairperson managing the floor and the need of
participants to use the microphone one at a time to permit simultaneous interpreting
of each speech event, frequent instances of overlapping speech were registered (es-
pecially when negotiating turn-taking and producing back-channeling during one’s
reply). The transcription method and annotations adopted for that corpus could not
process these features efficiently.
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their coordinating role, thus managing the interaction in ways that do not con-
form to the idealized pattern L1 speaker > interpreter > L2 speaker > interpreter
and so on (Baraldi/Gavioli 2012).

As interpreting scholars we are well aware of how prominent the interac-
tion management function becomes, alongside the translational one, when in-
terpreting in a dialogic situation. Let us be also aware that the same interaction
format is not exclusive of face to face communication with direct involvement
of the interpreter. Further understanding of this kind of interpreter-mediated
communication can be beneficial to interpreters themselves and, above all, to
service users alike.

2. Expertvoices from the field

In order to find out more about current and future challenges in dialogue inter-
preting research, three experts with long-standing experience in the field were
interviewed. The semi-structured interviews were run via Skype and were based
on three questions which were sent in advance to the interviewees along with
more general information about the main theme of the special issue I was invit-
ed to edit. At the beginning of the interview the three questions were present-
ed and expanded to let the interviewees free to express themselves on the main
points raised:

1) Considering the persisting methodological obstacles in data collection (i.e.in
gaining access to the data and permission to use and distribute them, much
more than transcription and tools for analysis), in your experience, what are
the best practices or ways to deal with these methodological challenges? What
are the best sources of data?

2) The corpus-based approach is pushing research from micro-analysis of case
studies to larger data sets (quantitative analysis supplementing qualitative
analysis). What can quantitative analysis tell us that qualitative analysis has
failed to tell us?

3) What are the areas in particular need of being investigated in dialogue inter-
preting?

Since many of the answers provided by the three experts overlap to some extent,
their comments have been grouped together and are presented below.

2.1 Data collection

Two challenges in particular were mentioned by the three experts concerning
data collection: time and trust building. Gaining access to data sources, i.e. in-
terpreter-mediated communicative situations, requires time as in ethnographic
research. Even if one can count on inside champions or is sponsored by senior
colleagues and university departments, reaching an agreement (possibly a long-

X CLAUDIO BENDAZZOLI



term one) to be allowed to record data, study them, and share them with other
scholars or stakeholders takes time. In the opinion of one of the experts, at least
18 months are needed to get the ball rolling, and in some projects it was only
after ten years of collecting data that a comprehensive agreement to disseminate
them for research purposes was eventually reached. In fact, in sensitive settings
one is sometimes required not to disseminate the data, which makes the whole
corpus development enterprise quite hard to take. Anonymization is often re-
quired and this is also time-consuming besides ‘altering’ the primary data.

Anumber of successful strategies were mentioned by the three experts to ad-
dress these issues. For example, relying on MA or PhD students collecting data
for their theses, as well as interpreting students involved in internships has been
a way to boost data gathering initiatives in some community and business set-
tings, provided that an agreement is in place between the university and the in-
stitution providing the data. Although large datasets can be created this way, in-
terpreting scholars then need to pick and choose their data to ensure a sufficient
degree of representativeness. Moreover, restrictions may apply in re-using the
data or disseminating them in the form of an open-access corpus (thus limiting
access to research conducted by a closed group of scholars). The establishment of
international research networks sharing similar data-gathering practices could
provide the long-term support necessary to create and disseminate large corpora.

Marketing strategies can also be used to promote one’s research and convince
stakeholders to open their doors, e.g. highlighting that research results could im-
prove their services. In this vein, businesses may even require not to keep the
dataanonymousin that they are willing to show how good they are in their quali-
ty assurance initiatives. In public service settings, the need to address particular-
ly topical issues may favor research endeavors to the point of gaining permission
even to disseminate the data. This has been the case in legal interpreting (e.g.
the TIPp corpus mentioned above) and in health care interpreting with a special
focus on migrant patients.

A more creative and lateral thinking-oriented approach is recommended
when trying to identify the best interlocutor who has the power to greenlight
data collection for research purposes. Oftentimes it is complex to reach the per-
son who is entitled to make such a decision within the articulated structure of
certain institutions, such as hospitals. Managers at various levels may express
genuine interest but, at the same time, pass the baton to somebody else with
a higher decision-making power. Researchers run the risk of ending up in a
catch-22 situation and waste their time chasing the wrong persons. That is why
focusing on a different perspective may be more fruitful, e.g. contacting associa-
tions of mediators already working inside a clinic.

Further interesting comments were made by the interviewees about the use
of consent forms. There is no standardized format internationally and require-
ments change between and within countries. In Italy, for instance, the privacy
authority confirmed that in medical settings it is not necessary to have the con-
sent form signed when recording data. Itis sufficient to have an audio consent so
as not to keep any track of the name of the patient. However, in other countries
consent forms must be signed, especially in the case of video recording; if the
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aims of one’s study are described in detail, this may narrow the scope of data
exploitation and hinder future developments.

Additional challenges in transcribing data were also raised during the inter-
views. First, multilingualism can be a major obstacle due to thelack of knowledge
of certain languages, which limits the researcher’s ability to analyze interactions.
Second, notwithstanding greater interoperability afforded by different software
tools (e.g. ELAN and EXMARaLDA, which are among the best to manage and rep-
resent dialogic interaction based on their partitur format and allowing to link
transcripts to audio/video recordings), the way transcribed data are structured
and organized still has a strong impact on the extent to which researchers can
actually use multiple tools. That is why more shared (general) standards would
be highly desirable, not so much in the annotation of specific attributes, but at
least in how extra-linguistic data are structured. In this respect, greater added
value can be found in software tools whose source code can be modified by the
developers (or by users themselves) to adjust it to one’s research needs.

Besides audio/video sources of data, good value also comes from participant
observation (while recording the data). In fact participant observation enables
researchers to connect all the dots when looking at corpus query results (see An-
gelelli’s contribution in this issue for more reflections on the same topic). How-
ever, some settings are hard to access for data collection for practical reasons (e.g.
emergency wards, though there are examples of fieldwork in this setting with
the use of smartpens to take notes while audiorecording interactions at the same
time), especially if they have less structured communicative practices but, above
all, are highly sensitive. It is easier to collect data in situations where there are
well-established pre-planned activities (e.g. standard procedures to deal with
patients in maternity wards, vaccination programs, and so on). In addition, the
documents used in a communicative situation are useful to inform one’s anal-
ysis of the interaction. The more the sources from which data are gathered the
better, though triangulation is then needed to obtain the full picture and be able
to make sense of it.

2.2 Quantitative analysis

All three experts found the second question somewhat provocative in the way
it was formulated, as they think that the two types of analysis, quantitative and
qualitative, are not exclusive and they mutually inform each other. Even small,
microanalysis can be quantitative, so a large corpus is not a prerequisite for
counting occurrences. Quantification may better respond to the need for great-
er awareness (in terms of communication practices) in certain settings, such
as in legal interpreting, because of the crucial consequences implied. Also, au-
tomatic retrieval of occurrences as a basis for quantification can certainly lead
to more accurate queries than can be done counting each occurrence manually.
For instance, specific occurrences at the lexical level are easy to find, regardless
of the many variants involved. When it comes to annotating their functions or
discourse indicators these can be expressed in many different forms, so the anal-

XII CLAUDIO BENDAZZOLI



ysis begins even before the annotation stage to account for all the variants. In
dialogic interactions, discourse functions are expressed in many different ways
and would need such a level of coding that would push forward the analysis too
much at the annotation stage, at least as long as the size of interpreting corpo-
ra remains too small to take advantage of computer-assisted searches. However,
there are also lexically ‘empty’ phenomena, e.g. looking at what happens at the
beginning of each turn, and these can be studied by means of automatically re-
trieved occurrences more easily.

A quantitative approach is now fundamental for obtaining research funding.
Numbers countalotin thelanguage of the other interlocutor (e.g. funding agen-
cies) and are essential when measuring the impact of a certain phenomenon. In
fact, often the result is not different or new compared to what is found in qual-
itative studies, nevertheless other disciplines are much more interested in the
quantitative side (e.g. medicine). This should not be underestimated when set-
ting up interdisciplinary research teams whose members are not familiar with
Interpreting Studies.

2.3 More research

In addition to each expert’s personal research interests based on their academic
background, some common topics in need of further scrutiny emerged from the
interviews. For example, comprehensive descriptions of DI communicative sit-
uations, particularly of the participants involved and especially those who work
with the interpreter, were voiced by all the interviewees. In-depth studies (not
necessarily on large quantities of data) would also be needed to show convincing
examples to stakeholders in medicine, psychology, etc. Similarly, it would be use-
ful to publish DI research papers in other outlets to have greater impact and re-
ceive more attention, not just from the community of translation and interpret-
ing scholars. Comparing and contrasting different settings would also be useful
to examine different interactional patterns and the extent to which these are ar-
ranged in advance. For instance, in legal interpreting there are pre-established
sequences, interaction is highly structured in several situations (in terms of who
takes the floor to say what and when). It would seem that the interpreter must
follow these sequences and structures quite closely. On the other hand, in health-
care settings, it has been observed that the mediator/interpreter often takes the
floor to explain, expand, communicate with the patient and these exchanges are
not renditions of previous turns. Given that multiple non-renditions are near-
ly always present in data from healthcare settings, is this the case also in other
settings with less functional discourse? In business settings, evidence of many
multilingual sequences is found along with zero renditions (e.g. in the initial
introductions among participants) and these would seem to be absolutely fine,
as probably it would be embarrassing to translate these exchanges.

Interpreter training is another area worthy of greater research attention to fill
the gap between description and didactic applications. Examples of new teaching
proposals envisage the use of research data in class, though interpreter trainers
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may not be competent enough to manage research data or may not be interested
in them. Moreover, there may be skeptical attitudes towards analyses of inter-
preter-mediated interactions: is a particular interpreter skilled and professional
enough to be taken as a model? Focused selection of interactions is fundamental
to be fully aware of what interpreter trainees should be exposed to.

3. Issue22 of The Interpreters’ Newsletter: Corpus-based dialogue Interpreting Studies

The small number of contributions to the present issue of The Interpreters’ News-
letter should not be taken as a sign of scant interest in corpus-based DI studies.
In fact, an increasing number of research projects have been undertaken within
this paradigm over the last two decades, and even more so on DI more generally
(see e.g. Dal Fovo/Niemants 2015; Cirillo/Niemants 2017). As mentioned above,
other editorial projects run in parallel and absorbed some valuable works that
would have fit perfectly in this issue on corpus-based DI research. Nevertheless,
the proposed papers cover multiple aspects of this line of enquiry, ranging from
theoretical reflection to empirical research and didactic applications, and echo
many points raised in the expert interviews reported above.

In “Can ethnographic findings become corpus-studies data? A researcher’s
ethical, practical and scientific dilemmas”, Claudia V. Angelelli critically exam-
ines fundamental issues involved in setting up a DI corpus using data that had
been collected for other research aims through fieldwork and ethnographic
research. This paradigm shift and the resulting implications for the analyst in
having access to primary or secondary data pose thought-provoking dilemmas,
which may also be considered valid in more general terms. The four major issues
considered constant, i.e. complying with data protection-related norms, ethics,
time, and cost, were also voiced in the dialogue with the experts reported in the
previous section.

In “A multimodal corpus approach to dialogue interpreting studies in the
Chinese context: towards a multi-layer analytic framework” Fei Gao and Binhua
Wang also draw on theoretical reflections concerning the role of multimodal-
ity in DI. Given that the analysis of linguistic annotations alone falls short of
explaining translational shifts in distant language pairs, such as Chinese and
English, a fuller picture can be obtained by including further layers (written
transcript, auditory properties, visual semiotics, and context). The proposed an-
alytical model is illustrated together with data sources that are likely to be more
accessible for interpreting scholars in China in the near future - an encouraging
piece for more data and better data.

Simo K. Maatta’s paper “English as alingua franca in telephone interpreting:
representations and linguistic justice” is an example of DI research based on a
small size corpus, which was indeed analyzed manually but which was also in-
formed by quantitative analysis. Maatta investigates the impact of English (used
as lingua franca) on participants’ mutual understanding and discourse organiza-
tion during an exchange mediated by a telephone interpreter in a legal setting.
Convincing examples of possible cases of (linguistic) unfairness are presented
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from a critical discourse analysis perspective and can be used to generate hypoth-
eses to be tested on larger data sets.

One way to overcame difficulties in data gathering is to simulate interactions.
Five bilingual moot court cross-examinations interpreted by interpreting stu-
dents constitute the corpus analyzed by Xin Liu and Sandra Hale in “Facework
strategies in interpreter-mediated cross-examinations: a corpus-assisted ap-
proach”. This study clearly shows the potential of a tagged corpus and responds
in a way to the worry raised by one of the experts in §2.2 about the methodology
(and the related effort) needed to code attributes that go beyond the lexical level
(i.e. facework strategies). The detailed analysis of a particular episode or activi-
ty type (in Levinson’s terms, 1979) within the constellation of legal interpreting
communicative situations is also in line with the areas in greater need of being
investigated mentioned in the expert survey.

Finally, in “Using Corpus Linguistics as a research and training tool for Public
Service Interpreting (PSI) in the legal sector” Cinzia Spinzi proposes a compel-
ling example of how to combine different kinds of corpora (a learner corpus of
simulated interactions, a monolingual corpus of real life speech in legal settings,
and a parallel corpus of written legal documents) to generate useful resources for
interpreter trainees, scholars and professionals.

If the contributions to issue 22 of this journal were transposed into a corpus,
it would be quite small in size and lack representativeness in many respects: it
would cover only four languages (English is the only language cutting across all
the studies, Chinese comes second followed by Italian and Finnish); just one in-
terpreting mode (consecutive, both face to face and over the phone); only two set-
tings (mostly legal settings, but also health care). As for methodology, the first two
contributions are largely reflection and theoretical pieces, while out of the three
empirical studies one is based on manual counting of occurrences and only two
are assisted by corpus methods proper. For once, such a low degree of represent-
ativeness can be looked at with enthusiasm. Indeed, all these works are evidence
of the wide range of disciplines and research lines that can revolve around cor-
pus-based interpreting research. Most importantly, they show that interpreting
corpora are first and foremost language resources to be used for research, educa-
tional, and professional purposes. In recalling Miriam Shlesinger’s (1998) visual
metaphor for corpus-based interpreting studies, the offshoot continues to grow.
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Abstract

Healthcare interpreting, performed via tele/video-conference or face-to-face interactions
is complex. Research in healthcare interpreting has contributed to our understanding
of this practice (Metzger 1999; Davidson 2001; Angelelli 2004, 2011, 2012; Baraldi/Gavi-
oli 2012; Meyer 2012). Access to cross-cultural/linguistic interactions between provider/
patient mediated by interpreters is essential to study intercultural/linguistic healthcare
communication. Access to naturalistic data, however, is not always feasible. Therefore, re-
searchers rely more and more on secondary data for analysis. This paper discusses ethical,
practical and scientific dilemmas experienced when assessing the feasibility of turning
ethnographic data into data for corpus studies. Firstly, after an introduction and a concise
review of the principles underlying ethnography, the original studies are explained brief-
ly to contextualize the data. These studies are: a) an ethnography (Spanish-English) of a
medical interpreting unit and b) two case studies (Cantonese/Hmong-English) conducted
in a total of three public hospitals in the United States. Secondly, a discussion on using
data for a different purpose than the original one, and the resulting ethical, practical and
scientific dilemmas will be presented. The goal is to reflect on and examine if the opportu-
nities to advance science may outweigh the issues raised in this paper and if it would be
ethical to proceed.
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Introduction

An interpreter-mediated healthcare encounter is a private encounter between
patients (who may or may not be accompanied by family members or friends),
providers, and interpreters on healthcare topics. Topics discussed range from ex-
planations on the value of a procedure (e.g. an amniocentesis test for a pregnant
woman over 35), to effects of a complex treatment (e.g. chemotherapy), as well
as their cost, access and feasibility. In these discussions, the patient rather than
the interpreter or the provider is the most vulnerable party of all (Zinn 2013).
In contrast to public encounters in which any of the three interlocutors may be
involved (e.g. a court of law where a doctor gives expert witness testimony; or a
conference, in which the interpreter interprets or the patient is a participant),
the interpreter-mediated healthcare encounter is a private one. This means that
compared to a public setting, there are no witnesses. This affords the interlocu-
tors a certain degree of freedom in how they may act out their roles (Angelelli
2004: 74). Being a private encounter it also means that access to observe it and
collect data from it is not readily available. Procedures to apply for access and
compliance with regulations for the protection of human subjects vary from
country to country.

In medical private encounters, access to collect data is feasible if pertinent
ethics requirements are met (e.g. obtaining informed consent from the par-
ties; keeping data confidential, etc.). In some countries (e.g. the United States)
approval processes and clearance to start collecting data may take three to four
months (depending on the ethical committee meeting schedule). Thus, by the
time the researcher gets approval and then determines feasibility, it is not rare
to see six months or more time invested in gaining access and building trust.
Ethnographies (Fetterman 2010) as well as case studies (Yin 2009) require long
and sustainable efforts on the part of researchers, both for data collection and
analysis. Itis not unusual to read ethnographers reporting being flooded by data
or drowning in data pools (Le Compte/Schensul 1999). Data collection efforts
sustained through long periods of time may be at odds with study timelines or
requirements (e.g. university funded scholarships for doctoral students may not
accommodate longitudinal studies). And, even when practical and logistic re-
quirements are met, there is still an element of uncertainty in data collection ef-
forts (e.g. trust takes time to build; participants leaving the site, a sudden change
in a participant’s life with whom trust was established may unexpectedly render
previous efforts not valuable any more, etc.). All of this makes ethnographical
data even more precious, as it may be difficult to obtain a second chance to go
back to the site and find the same participants with whom the ethnographer
worked to be interviewed and clarify some points.

Sitting on a data gold mine, ethnographers look at ways in which they can
enhance the power of their data, their significance, the different types of ques-
tions that could be asked if the data were analyzed from different perspectives,
compared to other similar sites/participants, etc. and still be true to ethnographic
principles. In so doing, authors of ethnographic studies may encounter trials and
tribulations. This article discusses some of the issues that arise during a journey
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that started conducting ethnography and ended in preparing/adapting data to be
used as a corpus. Like with any change in processes, there are losses and gains in
this journey. My goal in writing this article is to contribute to an on-going discus-
sion (Angermyer et al. 2012; Bendazzoli 2012; House et al. 2012) with researchers
who face similar dilemmas and possibilities, as well as to contribute to the body of
knowledge created by researchers already working with corpus data on commu-
nity interpreting (see, for example, http://www.yorku.ca/comindat/comindat.
htm or http://pagines.uab.cat/tipp/) for different purposes, such as teaching of
both interpreting (Meyer 1998; Bendazzoli et al. 2011; Buhrig etal. 2012) and trans-
lation (Munday 1998; Oloham 2004; Rabadéan etal. 2009; House 2011).

To ground my contribution, I will first present an overview of ethnography (§ 2)
followed by a brief contextualization of the two studies under consideration (§ 3).
The remaining part of this paper discusses a journey of reflection. Adapting eth-
nographic data and getting them ready to build a corpus, as well as the resulting
challenges and opportunities encountered along the way, triggered this reflec-
tion piece.

1. Ethnography as a research method

The term ethnography, initially used to name the work performed by anthro-
pologists, travelled from Anthropology to Sociology and other Social Scienc-
es (communication, education) and has become more and more discussed in
Translation and Interpreting Studies although at times, it is discussed partially
as equated with qualitative methods, e.g. ethnographic methods or ethnograph-
ic interviews (Koskinen 2006; Angelelli 2015) or confused with case studies
(Hale 2007: 63). The Merriam Webster dictionary defines ethnography as “the
study and systematic recording of human culture” to also include the resulting
descriptive work produced (Merriam-Webster 2017). The term ‘ethnography of
communication’ (Hymes 1964,1974) is worth discussing as it provides a frame of
reference for studying language as used by people, whether at the level of society
or an organization. Therefore, Hymes’ work offers an important theoretical and
analytical lens to learn about ways of speaking of different speech communities
(physicians, patients, translators, interpreters), as well as about the participants,
or channels used etc. Ethnography and Hymes’ framework have been applied in
both Translation and Interpreting Studies to study translators (Asare 2015) and
interpreters’ work (Angelelli 2000; Mack 2002) and to compare communicative
events (monolingual and interpreted ones) in, for example, an educational set-
ting (Valdés et al. 2000) and a medical setting (Angelelli 2004: 34-40).
Conducting an ethnography affords the researcher an emic (insider) rather
than an etic (outsider) perspective on the data (Morris et al. 1999: 783). As time
goes by the ethnographer’s view shifts from the one of an outsider, or the observ-
er to the one of the local, the native, the member of the community observed. By
gaining a similar perspective to that of an insider the researcher is in a better
position to learn, interpret and even question the ways of doing (e.g. speaking,
behaving) of the members of the community observed. This is accomplished by a
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focussed, rigorous, sustainable and continuous effort which is necessary to learn
about the ways of doing of the other observed. The ethnographer makes sense
of patterns of behavior and learns to distinguish between typical and a-typical
ones. Ethnographers walk into a community (e.g. linguistic, occupational), to
systematically and constantly observe, learn and record these ways of doing, of
speaking, etc. In so doing, ethnographers take a naturalistic approach to data and
do not manipulate them. This means that when ethnographers enter a site, they
may not have a definite research question in mind for which they want an an-
swer; they do not enter a site to collect data in order to accept or reject a hypoth-
esis. Instead, they take in all information and knowledge, even if at times it does
not make sense to them and it was not expected to learn from it and understand
it. Their analytical work is led by the data (knowledge and information) gathered,
not the other way around. It is important to bear this distinction in mind. It is
not unusual to confuse an ethnography with other qualitative types of research
such as case studies (especially longitudinal ones). To understand the difference
means to understand the intimate relationship between the researcher and the
reality observed/studied. The researcher enters the site with a hunch or a curi-
osity rather than with a definite goal (answering a specific research question or
conducting an experiment). This implies not only the use of a specific research
approach, method, timeline, analytical lens or paradigm. It also implies a differ-
ent way of conceptualizing and organizing data.

While doing ethnography, collecting data and analyzing findings are iterative
processes. Ethnographers’ reports include data gathered through extended field
observations (both participant and non-participant ones), and ethnographers are
said to be the most important research tool in the study. Analytical categories are
notimposed on data but rather emerge from it based on frequency and typicality.
Given all of these, one can understand why the question of turning ethnographic
data into a corpus merits some serious considerations, as all concepts need to
travel across paradigms and research cultures.

Traditional constructs of objectivity and detachment, which have been cen-
tral to a positivist research paradigm may be constructed differently in other par-
adigms (e.g. post-positivists) while analyzing the same data set. Ethnographic
data on communication result from a specific discourse community immersed
in a specific context, meant to be studied from an emic perspective within its
context. When turned into a corpus many of the fundamental notions of the con-
ceptual framework that guided the ethnography of communication, for example,
and using Hymes’ terms (1974: 45-62), the scene, the setting, the participants, the
purposes, or the channels of the communicative event studied may no longer be
in the corpus. This may occur, of course, only if the corpus is limited to the tran-
scripts and audio files as the new researcher following the path of the ethnogra-
pher is facing the message content (Hymes 1974: 55) only.

While extralinguistic information could be included in the form of a header
in the transcript, the range and scope of this information are often limited in
order to make this kind of annotation more user friendly. And issues like this
(limitations imposed by the software or the community of users), are precisely
the ones with which an ethnographer has to grapple when thinking of turning
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ethnographic data into a corpus. Are we really talking about ethnographic data?
If we limit the data to accommodate it to the new tool used to analyze it, are we
then not changing the scope and nature of the data? However, these fundamental
notions would be available for the new researcher if the corpus were to include
all artifacts, interviews, pictures, etc. which is something ethnographers do when
using qualitative software such as NVivo (http://www.qsrinternational.com) or
The Ethnograph (http://www.qualisresearch.com) to analyze and organize qual-
itative data in an electronic format. Qualitative researchers have analyzed and
compared specific software that can help the analyst in the work at hand (Gilbert
2002; Richards/Richards 1991; Woods et al. 2015).

The eyes and lens of other researchers examining the corpus differ from the
eyes of the original ethnographer as they have not had continuity on site. From
an ethnographic view, removing sustained presence at the site and conducting
check-visits for a specific purpose instead (e.g. querying the data for discourse
fillers), may not make as much sense as from a corpus linguistic one. So, in the
end, the data transfer may indeed constitute a journey across paradigms and re-
search cultures rather than a data crisis or a turning point. Given that we are dis-
cussing interpretation of linguistic and sociolinguist data across languages and
cultures, a reference to a term in one language and its journey towards another
language is worth mentioning here: when looking up the term crisis in Chinese,
two characters are used to depictit. These two characters represent challenge and
opportunity. In this article, after giving the reader a brief description of the eth-
nographic data, I turn to the challenges and opportunities of using ethnographic
data to build a corpus.

2. Brief contextualization of the original studies

The data which will form the bulk of the (forthcoming) California Hospital In-
terpreting Corpus (CHIC) was collected by the author in three public hospitalsin
California for two separate original studies with distinct purposes.

2.1 Original study 1

The data for Spanish-English interpreted communicative events results from
an ethnographic study of Spanish-English interpreted medical communication
conducted in a public hospital (California Hope, see Angelelli 2004) around the
Bay area, in California, between 1998 and 2000. The purpose of the ethnography
of communication (Hymes 1974) was to learn the ways of speaking of linguis-
tically and culturally diverse discourse communities when discussing private
health matters mediated by interpreters. Communication between providers
and patients was brokered by staff medical interpreters.

To accomplish the purpose of the original study the researcher used multiple
methods of data collection and multiple analysis. These are: site observations,
observation of interpreted communicative events (ICEs, Angelelli 2000), ethno-
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graphic interviews with participants, data interpretation interviews, conceptual
memos, notes, artifacts and questionnaires. The subsequent transcription and
translation of the 392 Spanish-English interpreted communicative events yield-
ed 2,500 electronic pages of data (4.5 MB), for a total of 521,717 tokens in 153,200
lines. In addition to the interpreted-communicative events, the researcher con-
ducted interviews with each of the participating interpreters and their manager
onissues related to their work and role. Those transcripts are available in English
to be added to the corpus.

2.2 Original study 2

The data for Hmong and Cantonese interpreted communicative events were col-
lected during two case studies conducted in two public hospitals in the Central
Valley area of California. These studies were part of alarger project funded to de-
velop a battery of tests to evaluate medical interpreters in California in a mean-
ingful, valid and reliable way (see Angelelli 2007). In the year 2000, with funding
and support from The California Endowment, the Connecting World Partner-
ship (CWP) a consortium of five organizations in California, commissioned the
author to develop a Language-Proficiency (LP) test and an Interpreter Readiness
(IR) test in three languages: Spanish, Hmong, and Cantonese. The members of
CHC were Asian Health Services; Healthy House with a MATCH coalition; Las
Clinicas de Salud del Pueblo; PALS for Health and Vista Community Clinic. The
hospitalsin the Central Valley area were chosen because of the number of Hmong
and Cantonese patients that visit the hospital. The case studies were conducted in
Spring semester of 2001 by a team of three: principal investigator, research assis-
tant and interpreter. During that time 60 ICEs were collected for Cantonese and
56 for Hmong. Health providers, patients and interpreters communicated over
health issues. Interactions were recorded, observed and partially transcribed and
translated to meet the requirements of the original project. The transcriptions
and translations need to be completed and transferred into a corpus format. This
can be accomplished once funding is secured.

In the next section I discuss some of the considerations, challenges and op-
portunities faced during the journey.

3. From ethnographic data to a corpus: challenges and opportunities

Before starting the process of considering the original data for an electronic cor-
pus to be shared, the researcher had asked specific questions of the ethnograph-
ic data. These questions were posed after the ethnographic study was finalized.
Questions were both at the macro and micro level. At the macro level, for exam-
ple, questions related to ways in which interpreters construct understanding (or
misunderstanding) among patients and providers while speaking about delicate
issues, such as terminating a pregnancy (Angelelli/Geist-Martin 2005) or using
a pain-rating scale (Angelelli 2012). At the micro level, questions involved dis-
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course bundles (Biber/Conrad 1999), set expressions and collocations such as the
use of the term chronicillnesses (Angelelli 2011) or the use of a pain scale (Angelelli
2012). It was feasible for the researcher to ask specific questions from a Word
database and to conduct searches together with a co-author, simply because the
ethnographer was very familiar with the data. In addition, the time lag between
the end of the ethnography and the writing was relatively short. As I had not ex-
perienced working through my own database with the help of other resources
such as annotations and indexes produced by others, I cannot evaluate my expe-
rience for those searches in terms of convenience, speed, etc. I can see, however,
some evolution of my thinking between now and then.

3.1 Scientific dilemmas
3.1.1 Scope

Transferring ethnographic data into a corpus raises some questions about scope.
Ethnographic studies are known for producing large amounts of data. Deci-
sions have to be made as to the data that can be transferred. If only transcripts
are included in the corpus, and the rest of the data sources that helped the eth-
nographer perform a thick interpretation of the data are not, then this calls into
question the scope of subsequent studies based on the data. If only transcripts
are transferred, then interpretation of the corpus analyst and the ethnographer
could not be comparable. If all of the ethnographic data (including observations
and recordings, pictures, artifacts, data interpretation interviews, ethnographic
interviews, as well as transcripts of the interpreted communicative events, con-
ceptual memos to self) were transferred, then, the corpus analyst could be in a
position to almost replicate the nature of the original study, as the corpus analyst
would be getting almost the same amount and type of data as the ethnographer
but would be one degree removed.

Thisremoteand one-degree removed position of the researcherallows for new
possibilities, as the corpus analyst could query the data and triangulate almostin
the same way the ethnographer did but, this time it would be using secondary
data and with no access to participants. This is an interesting proposition that
requires further exploration, especially in relationship to the issues discussed on
gaining entry to sites or building trust with participants. This statement, howev-
er, by no means suggests that accessing only the electronic data could afford the
insight gained by sustained effort and time spent in the field site.

3.1.2 Data sharing
While ethnography of communication has generally been a one-researcher en-
deavor, the ability to now digitalize data and make data available to other re-

searchers forever changes the way in which we conceptualize this type of studies
and designs. Ethnographic data now can be shared with others. This sharing has
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advantages and disadvantages. The advantage is that sharing data enables multi-
ple analyses and interpretations from different perspectives, spaces and times.
It also allows for comparisons across different linguistic combinations. While
the ethnographer generally validates findings with participants and, at times, it
is also possible to consult with other researchers to get another perspective, an
electronic database increases the opportunities to perform both these tasks be-
yond limit. This is an advantage that requires compromises.

The disadvantage is we are no longer dealing with ethnography and this
needs to be acknowledged. Sharing ethnographic data changes the nature of the
analysis. We can no longer access the site, the context, the cues, etc. Instead, we
access what can be captured in, and becomes available to us from a database. We
access a product, not the iterative process. Reality becomes in some ways medi-
ated by a dataset as well as regulated by it. It is no longer a contextualized direct
observation that raises questions or produces data, such as a transcript. Now, itis
a transcript (even if decontextualized) that leads the researcher. The tension be-
tween using transcripts within or without a context has already been addressed
in debates between conversational and discourse analysts (for a brief overview
see, for example, Wooffitt 2005; Antaki 2008). Now the transcript becomes the
object of study. For some researchers this compromise is a problem, for others
an opportunity. There would simply be no opportunity to discuss the data from
multiple perspectives, contexts and cultural viewpoints if it were not accessible
electronically. And this would be aloss.

3.1.3 Categories, definition of tags/annotations

Categories and patterns of data of the original study may or may not transfer
directly into corpus tags and annotations. Transferring transcripts initially con-
ceived to be used for one purpose (e.g. understand communication or to be used
in a test script) to another may require some adjustments. The pros and cons of
using different types of annotations have been discussed extensively in corpus
linguistics and, specifically for community interpreting, more recently by An-
germeyer et al. (2012). Therefore, instead of engaging in description of technical
issues that may or may not have a solution viable for all of those who contribute
to a corpus, I would like to take a more philosophical/conceptual approach in the
discussion of categories, definitions or annotations.

Deciding on categories and annotations a priori, or seeing those of others be-
fore diving into the data may constitute a philosophical dilemma for an ethnog-
rapher trying to access an existing corpus or preparing his/her own. In ethnog-
raphy, categories emerge from data and are not a consideration a priori. This does
not mean however that we, as a community of researchers with shared interests,
could not access each other’s data with different purposes and using different
lenses. Ethnographers can share their categories and make use (or not) of pre-ex-
isting categories applied by other researchers to the original ethnographic cor-
pus. Corpus analysts may find exciting opportunities in accessing ethnographic
data and transfer pre-existing categories to it and obtain results. Discourse ana-

8 CLAUDIA V. ANGELELLI



lysts may transfer pre-existing categories from a study (e.g. discourse bundles in
medical communication) with the same language combination, and query the
ethnographic data for those occurrences. And, even when ethnographers may
not necessarily benefit from looking at other corpora, as that may not be their
approach to research, and when corpus annotations depend on the aim of one’s
study, making ethnographic data available to other types of researcher will un-
doubtedly contribute to science even if it poses a dilemma.

3.1.4 Dataset

Turning ethnographic data into a searchable dataset offers several advantages to
the researcher. Firstly, by turning notes, pictures and artifacts into a searchable
electronic corpus the researcher is able to access data faster and easily and can
see issues/ask questions that perhaps would have remained unseen/unasked.
Secondly, having the ability to compare and contrast naturalistic data (e.g. re-
cordings and resulting transcriptions) with researcher intake and interpretation
of such data in the form of conceptual memos, allows for the ethnographer to
conduct some type of ‘intra-rater reliability check’. Although itis understood that
notions of objectivity differ significantly across research paradigms, having the
chance to double check and validate one’s own perceptions, recalls and insight
against a wide range of data sources in a second, makes an invaluable difference
that should not be taken lightly. Thirdly, having all data sources in a searchable
database allows for quicker verification of emerging categories that can later
be used to organize the data for the final report/story. The more we use corpo-
ra to analyze interpreted interactions the more we learn about them. Avoiding
a top-down approach to categories is possible with researchers’ awareness and
self-monitoring. So this may not constitute a dilemma. The issue of time and cost
of turning ethnographic data into an electronic data set remains.

3.2 Ethical dilemmas

To obtain permission to conduct a study, gain entry to a site, and collect data,
whether in the form of field notes and observations or recording of interactions,
researchers file ethics and human subject protocols with the Internal Review
Board of the university that hosts the researcher and the healthcare organiza-
tion where the study takes place. The protocol includes a clear explanation of the
goal and objectives of the study, the duration, the selection of participants, the
materials and procedures to be used, how researchers plan to explain the study
to participants, etc. Also in these protocols filed with the Internal Review Board
for the Protection of Human Subjects, researchers have to explain how they plan
to store, make use and dispose of their data. Different rules apply in different
countries as to the protection of human subjects and the confidentiality of the
data. In the United States, for example, participants have to give informed con-
sent as they sign and date a specific form that explains the goal and nature of the
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study, the duration, the type of data that will be collected, how it will be used,
etc. and who is the party responsible for the data collection, use and storage. In
these forms participants consent to different things (e.g. to be observed, audio
or video recorded [or both], interviewed, etc.) separately. Because the forms may
not include a separate section on making data available to other researchers or
sharing them in a database or corpus, many times researchers face the dilemma
of making decisions based on their own intuitions (e.g. if stripping data from
all personal identifiers takes care of confidentiality for research purposes, can
this also be applicable to including data in a corpus, even if there cannot be any
control on the purposes for which data is used?). Evidently as corpora become
available and data is shared among researchers, various constructions of ethics
and protection of human subjects interact. The need to have a shared conceptual-
ization of ethics and protection of human subjects around the world is essential
for shared scientific projects.

3.3 Practical dilemmas
3.3.1 Sensitive settings: better access via corpus

The data in the CHIC comes from private provider/patient interpreted encoun-
ters. The healthcare setting is a site in which sensitive conversations may take
place. Discussions of infectious diseases, life and death, amputations, terminal
illnesses, complicated treatment and occupational therapy for paraplegic patients
are not only sensitive, but, at times, they can be humiliating for the patients.
These discussions do not always lend themselves to be observed and recorded.
They require some degree of trust between the researcher and the patient on the
one hand (as the patient must be willing to share confidential information), as
well as trust on the part of all interlocutors as to the use that the researcher will
make of the data. In addition, sensitive topics and interactions require that the
researcher observing overcomes emotions and be capable to detach the self from
the issue and to focus on the analysis of the object of study (which generally is the
communication about the issue at hand, rather than the issue itself). Distance
and detachment from the scene and participants are sometimes helpful to focus
attention mostly on the communicative issue at hand. Many times the days in
the field are difficult and stressful. After so much time spent with participants,
detachment from issues and feelings becomes harder. This is an area in which
the advantages of working from a corpus rather than from direct observations
could be stressed.

3.3.2 Time lag and data access
An electronic format and an organized database will make access more feasible

than going back to original data and searching manually. Revisiting the data in
machine-readable format after an amount of time has passed may have advan-
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tages also for the ethnographer, not only for other researchers. If the time lag in
between the creation of a corpus and the original data collection is considerable,
the ethnographer may not be able to rely on memory any more and, in addition,
the ethnographer may be able to trace changes in her own perspectives or inter-
pretation of original data. This would add a new dimension to intra-rater reli-
ability of data as it could track re-interpretations and potential changes or lack
thereof after specific periods of time.

4. Conclusion and implications

The passing of time sometimes allows for learning and change. At the time of
doing ethnography at California Hope, building a corpus of authentic interactions
was not a possibility. At that time, the thought of being true to ethnographic tra-
dition, as well as the responsibility to comply with specific rules and regulations
on human subject protection, data gathering, storing and sharing guided my
work, my analysis and my reporting. Later on, the same thought and the same
rules and regulations prevented me from sharing data. Conceiving the idea that,
in due course, the California Hope database could become something different
than ethnographic data, that it could feed into a corpus, was attractive and chal-
lenging. Time was necessary to produce clear processes and policies as well as
to honor previous agreements of confidentiality. Once the time to comply with
specific data storing and management has elapsed and previous agreements
have been honoured, we can entertain other possibilities and engage in scientif-
ic conversations about different kinds of analyses and sets of data. The thought
that an original ethnographic database can become a corpus accessible to others
affords us more opportunities and may, most certainly, contribute to advancing
our knowledge.

In this article we discussed the journey faced by a researcher while consider-
ing turning ethnographic data into a corpus. The hope is to have contributed to
a conversation on the possibilities and challenges of turning ethnographic data
into corpus data. Since access, time and cost are often discussed as obstacles to
having databases of interpreted communicative events readily available, sharing
data in the form of corpora seems to be a viable option for researchers. Sharing
data and making it available to others, however, also implies agreeing on a series
of rules for all the steps of the process (e.g. from transcription conventions and
data protections to annotations) across languages and cultures. All of these issues
have been discussed in the literature in Translation and Interpreting Studies,
from the first call made by Mona Baker (1993) to the latest publications in both
community and conference interpreting (Angermeyer et al. 2012; Bendazzoli et
al. forthcoming; Russo et al. 2018; Straniero Sergio/Falbo 2012). Much progress
has been made. While researchers think more and more along the lines of mak-
ing data available in the form of corpora, four issues remain constant: complying
with national/international laws, rules and regulations governing protection
of human subjects and data storage/sharing, achieving a shared understanding
of ethics (specifically across diverse communities), time and cost. As discussed
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above, one should not underestimate the amount of time and cost involved in
preparing data for a corpus. And, most importantly, this huge task can hardly be
an add-on or an a-posteriori thought of any project.

This discussion has implications for students and researchers of Interpret-
ing Studies, as well as for funding agencies and research sites. Students and re-
searchers who may be studying phenomena embedded in interpreted interac-
tions will benefit enormously from existing corpora both for obtaining data or
contributing their own. Therefore, anticipating effort, time and cost for build-
ing a corpus and factoring them in their on-going projects may help students
and early-career reserachers take care of corpus building at the same time as
they conduct their studies. Funding agencies should continue assigning (and
even increase) funding for digital humanities. Transforming data into a corpus
is time consuming and universities generally do not give credit for such an en-
during task which is not considered primary research. And without funding to
cover expenses or time, the technical/practical part of building a corpus may
still not be feasible.
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Abstract

Analysing both linguistic and non-linguistic strata in dialogue interpreting (DI) studies
sheds new light on the dynamic interaction where meanings are also constructed both
verbally and non-verbally. Most existing literature in DI has focused on linguistic descrip-
tion, calling for the need to explore interpretative and explanatory frontiers. DI between
English and Chinese involves linguistic and cultural complexities; albeit they impose sig-
nificant difficulties, these complications provide useful data for analysis beyond descrip-
tion as the multimodal semiotic resources of DI work in an integrated entirety. Under-
pinned by the stratification theory in Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL), we propose
a multi-layer analytic framework (MAF) that integrates with the multimodal approach
to DI, empowers the corpus techniques and enables DI researchers to investigate the ‘how’
and ‘why’ questions cross-modally, in particular when distant language pairs (such as
English and Chinese) entail investigation into visual and contextual data. This article,
though exploratory in nature, raises important methodological issues for future DI stud-
ies involving linguistically and culturally distant languages.
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Introduction

Dialogue Interpreting (DI) practice with the English and Chinese language pair
is nothing akin to such interpreter-mediated communication with cognate lan-
guage pairs (or many European language pairs) (Su2009) which share linguistic
and cultural phylogenies. The immense distance between Asian languages and
European languages stems from not only linguistic divergences but also cultural
complexities (e.g. Ra/Napier 2013). In this study, we attempt to investigate such
complication with a focus on DI encounters taking place in China. The focus al-
lows us to contrast the two languages and the cultures embodied by semiotic rep-
resentations in the generally homogenous Chinese context. The complications
involved in DI, both linguistically and culturally, provide intriguing research av-
enues for DI researchers who embrace the corpus-based approach.

Corpus technology today has immensely enhanced accessibility to data in
corpus-based translation studies (CTS) (Laviosa 1998), ranging from exploring
translation universals (e.g. Baker 1993, 1995), translation norms (e.g. Munday
1997) to socio-cultural contexts (e.g. Munday 2002) and ideology (Kemppanen
2004; Munday 2012a, 2012b). The incorporation of the corpus approach to inter-
preting studies has also propelled corpus-based interpreting studies (CIS) (Set-
ton 2011; Bendazzoli 2018) with academic interests in linguistic phenomena (e.g.
Wang/Li 2015; Bendazzoli et al. 2011), interpreting norms (Wang 2012; Wang/
Qin 2015), stance-taking (e.g. Wang/Feng 2014; Szczyrbak 2016) and interpret-
ing ideological discourse (Beaton 2007). Corpus techniques could be effective in
describing linguistic features in CTS and CIS. These corpus-enabled descriptions,
however nuanced they be, still rely safely on transcribed products, without cap-
turing the elusive context or non-verbal dynamics, thus restraining CIS within
the confinement of description that “means an absence of evaluation and thus
isolation from social and political aspects of interpreting” (Mason 2006b: 105)
and shelving the ‘why’ questions.

The problem we have identified in DI studies, analogous to the contributions
of CIS, still lies in the reliance on the written (or transcribed) text for analytical
purposes. Nonetheless, DI is essentially embedded in a socio-cultural situation
where participants have different beliefs and values. The socio-cultural and ide-
ological vectors constitute pivotal meaning-making constituents that require
more than linguistic descriptions of transcribed texts to interpret and explain
what Wadensjo (1998) delineates as a joint face-to-face interactivity. Studies of
DI thus would require not only linguistic interrogations but also semiotic inves-
tigations, which entails the combination of multimodal corpus methodologies
with linguistics-informed theoretical frameworks. While the corpus approach
may capture the semiotic dynamism of DI on one hand, linguistic theories may
account for the interwoven semiotics on the other.

Our aim in this article is to offer an analytical framework that can be utilised
for comprehensive description and interpretation of multimodal corpus data in
DI studies. The utility of the framework is exemplified with corpus techniques
applied to a distant language pair (English-Chinese) that poses complications
(e.g. Qian 2012; Wang/Gu 2016). We deem the complexities involved in such
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language pair as a ‘bonus’ where not only the “live dimension of face-to-face in-
teractive communication” can be preserved (Setton 2006: 375), but also shifts
in verbal renditions could be interpreted and explained through triangulation
from other semiotic means in the live communicative activity as an integrated
entirety. In other words, the interpreter’s attempt to reproduce the intended
communication effect can be contemplated via the complementarity of the lin-
guistic lens and the non-linguistic prism, such as gestures, gaze, body posture,
and object manipulation, which have been studied sparingly by DI researchers
(e.g. Pasquandrea 2011; Davitti 2013; Davitti/Pasquandrea 2017). We argue that
the complications of the English and Chinese language pair could be elucidated
through this multimodal exploration. By engaging the multimodal data in the
corpus approach, it could greatly contribute to describing and analysing the con-
figuration of meanings in DI. Meanwhile, our theoretical discussion attempts to
construct a framework from the school of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL)
that could accommodate and account for the complexities of multimodal data.

Nevertheless, empiricism is neither the means nor the end of this article that
focuses on the theoretical side of DI investigations. There are two reasons for our
choice of the focus. First, there is a lack of empirical corpus-based investigation
in the Chinese context. Globalisation has brought English or other European-lan-
guage speaking countries’ immigrant populations who necessitate DI in their
multi-racial communities or public service institutions. Empirical studies of DI
in these places may constitute the bulk of corpus-based contributions. DI inves-
tigation in the Chinese context, however, may encounter some obstacles on the
empirical avenue at this stage of globalisation that has brought few immigrants
in the same sense but some English-speaking expatriates. The immigrant com-
munity is ararity in the Chinese context; the expatriate group in China have their
corporate in-house interpreting services and the data is not accessible. In consid-
eration of the scarcity of empirical corpus-based research into DI in the Chinese
context and the inaccessibility of the data, we argue for the necessity of develop-
ing theoretical frameworks that will enable researchers to analyse the empirical
data more systematically, especially when distant languages and cultures create
more linguistic and non-linguistic complexities in DI. Therefore, our choice of
focus for this article may differentiate it from other corpus-based empirical stud-
ies in this special issue, but we hope it will contribute to corpus-based DI inves-
tigation theoretically.

This article starts with a review of the relevant literature (§1), which is fol-
lowed by constructing a multi-layer analytic framework that has general appli-
cable utility for research into distant language pairs in DI studies (§2). With the
aim to seek potentially applicable research tools in the Chinese context, we then
illustrate the operational nuts and bolts for applying the proposed framework
to a multimodal corpus approach to DI studies (§3). The article concludes with a
summary and a caveat for the utility of the framework in future DI studies (§4).
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1. Taking stock of evolutions in DI studies: towards multimodality
1.1 Linguistic-oriented approaches to DI studies

DI, being largely face-to-face, immediately interpersonal and crossing cultural
differences, has lent itself to distinct research orientations. The complex inter-
play of socio-cultural factors shaping and constraining the communicative inter-
action has been probed predominantly through linguistic-oriented frameworks
such as Conversation Analysis (CA) (e.g. Wadensj61998; Mason 2001,2006a; Da-
vidson 2002; Pochhacker/Schlesinger 2007), Discourse Analysis (e.g. Roy 2000;
Wadensjo 2001; Hale 2004), Critical Discourse Analysis (e.g. Barsky 1994; Polla-
bauer 2005; Inghilerri 2005; Monacelli 2016), and pragmatics-based frameworks
like Relevance Theory (e.g. Mason 2006a; Blakemore/Gallai 2014). These contri-
butions exemplify how well-established linguistic theories enable DI research-
ers to manoeuvre socio-cultural dimensions in live communicative interaction.
Synthesis and adaptations of these theoretical frameworks have been made to
better suit the purposes of DI studies. The “dialogic discourse-based interaction”
paradigm (Pochhacker 2004: 79), for example, synergised Conversation Analysis
(CA) and Discourse Analysis (DA), and still inspires the DI community today.

The reliance on the transcription of video or audio data is “particularly endur-
ing in the literature” (Mason 2006a: 359). Few DI contributions, nevertheless,
address the interwoven semiotic resources other than the transcribed written
text. Technical issues such as inadequate video-recording tools or limited access
to videos may contribute to the reliance on transcription for analysis. In addi-
tion, ethical hindrances like confidentiality in personal and sensitive issues in-
volved in DI encounters and anonymising video data are contributing factors
(Bendazzoli2016). These constraints are observed by Mason (2006a), who makes
the point of the difficulty of sustaining the “real-time on-line nature of face-to-
face dialogue interpreting” (ibid.: 360).

1.2 Multimodal approaches to DI studies

The multimodal approach is not new, yet the difficulties on this avenue render its
application rather scarce. Lang (1978) trail-blazes the non-verbal route by inves-
tigating gaze in courtroom interpreting. The time gap then persists until around
the late twentieth century, when Apfelbaum (1998) examines the rhythmic syn-
chronisation of interpreter-mediated interaction; whilst Wadensjo (2001) in-
vestigates the interpreter’s proxemics during psycho-therapeutic sessions. Both
studies establish close links between rhythmic regularities and “communicative
radius” (Wadensjo 2001: 82-83) of participants’ body positioning. Also, in medi-
cal scenes, ad-hoc interpreters use non-verbal signals to trigger dyadic sequences
during medical examinations (Ticca 2010). Then, the foci on gaze and bodily se-
miotics seem to have attracted a few DI researches. Bot (2005) probes gaze and
gestures in relation to turn organisation in therapeutic scenarios. Mason (2012)
describes the intricate relations between bodily position and identities in inter-
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preter-mediated asylum seeker interviews. Pasquandrea (2011, 2012) and Krystal-
lidou (2014) explore the negotiation of inclusion and exclusion via analysing how
gaze and gestures play their part. Davitti (2012, 2013, 2015) focuses on the role of
gaze and body orientations for triggering, eliciting and elucidating conversation
moves in parent-and-teacher encounters. This line of enquiry, though still at the
embryonic stage, culminated in a workshop on Integrating Multimodality in the
Study of Dialogue Interpreting in Surrey in 2015', when many fresh ideas and interim
findings were presented and inspired some later researches. Among them, Davitti
and Pasquandrea’s (2017) endeavours into the “ecology of action”, that is, how the
surrounding environment and objects affect participation of the speaker and the
interpreter in a semiotic entirety (ibid.: 105). Recently, unpublished PhD research,
based on simulations of interpreter-mediated dialogues, has investigated multi-
modal semiotics (including audio, visual and contextual resources) with an aim at
constructing the role played by the dialogue interpreter (Bao-Rozée 2016).

The initial efforts in the multimodal approach to DI have been encouragingly
fruitful, albeit with some weaknesses. First, the multimodal approach remains a
general perspective. The existing analytical methods render these studies large-
ly descriptive. Therefore, the interpretation and explanation of the integrated
semiotic resources in DI encounters are left out. The methodological frames of
multimodal conversation analysis (MCA) used by, for example, Davitti (2012),
Pasquandrea (2011, 2012) and Davitti/Pasquandrea (2013), prove feasible, yet still
leave researchers unassisted when there is a need to integrate different layers of
semiotic resources for the DI studies involving distant languages and cultures.
These contributions utilise a semiotic approach to the holistic interplay of “con-
currently relevant semiotic fields” (Goodwin 2000:1499) with an aim to account
for “the complexity of naturally-occurring communicative events” (Davitti/
Pasquandrea 2017) in DI. Their methodologies of “combining diverse resourc-
es (such as language structure, categories, prosody, postural configurations, the
embodied displays of a hearer, tools, etc.)” (Goodwin 2013: 21), or integrating lay-
ers of these semiotics to avoid the dichotomy of verbal and non-verbal analyses
(Mondada 2014:138), are utilitarian in describing the complexities of DI encoun-
ters, yet fail to help cross the descriptive boundaries in DI studies. Second, most
of the contributions examine multimodality partially (probably due to different
research focuses or limited article space), not as an entirety; some complemen-
tarities nestled in semiotic resources are largely missing from the analysis. Bao-
Rozée’s (2016) attempt to account for fuller multimodal resources fails to analyse
DI multimodality as an integrated whole, leaving her analysis of individual cat-
egories only descriptive. Third, research findings are tentative in that most of
them rely on one or several encounters, forsaking the possibility of arriving at
generalisable discoveries. Fourth, these contributions overwhelmingly investi-
gate cognate or not so distant language pairs, such as English and Italian (e.g.
Davitti 2012, 2013), whereby the non-verbal side of communication would be dif-
ferent from distantlanguage pairs (such as Chinese and English) in terms of how
interlocutors and interpreters utilise non-verbal means of communication.

1 Seehttp://www.ias.surrey.ac.uk/workshops/interpreting/index.php
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2. Constructing a multi-layer analytic framework for the analysis
2.1 Stratifying linguistic resources

The investigation of DI encounters in this study involves complexities, which
can be approached with analytical tools from linguistics. The existing contribu-
tions using the multimodal approach are largely descriptive of what happens in
DI, yet do not explain what contributes to the “amoralities” (unexpected shifts)
in the rendition. Translation shifts, i.e. “departures from formal correspondence
in the process of going from the SL (source language) to the TL (target language)”
(Catford 1965:141), along with whathas been reduced or added in the interpreted
rendition (Wang 2012), constitute our starting point for constructing the frame-
work. The shifts studied in the Te’I literature describe lexical or structural alter-
ations, i.e. changes in form, with the aim of identifying the shifts in meaning
between SLand TL. The corpus approach also relies on formal linguistic data (ma-
chine-recognisable forms of language) as the mechanics to uncover meanings
embodied in the formal data (Baker/McEnery 2015). The analysis of meaning in
either TeI studies or corpus studies is incomplete without including relevant
references to the context. Therefore, TeI studies and the corpus approach share
three analytical vectors: linguistic forms, meanings and context. The corpus ap-
proach to DI studies in this article can capitalise on this accordance, yet is still
in need of systematically structured linguistic theories for the synthesis of Te’l
studies and the corpus approach.

Informed by the linguistic theories of SFL, in this section we wish to con-
struct a framework that can enable the interpretation and explanation of mul-
timodal corpus data. With a linguist’s hat, we find that the Hallidayan hierar-
chical stratification (Halliday 1978, 1994, 2014) can be operationalised for the
analysis of multimodal data in the corpus study, whereby the corpus techniques
work with lexis and phraseology at the linguistic level (e.g. Baker 2006; Baker
etal. 2008; Baker/McEnery 2015). Linguistic perspectives, therefore, provide the
toolkit for the corpus study of DI. As portrayed by Figure 1 below, the linguistic
resources are taxonomised in five layers, from the micro level to the macro level:
phonetics, phonology, lexicogrammar, semantics, and the context of situation
and culture, the last one going beyond language proper (Halliday 2001:15). This
stratified framework is capable of not only capturing the multimodal resources
of DI interactions, but also accounting for what descriptive interpreting studies
fail to explain. For example, the interpreting shifts at the lexicogrammatical or
semantic stratum might find explanation at the contextualised cultural stratum;
the instance of old in DI is a case in point (also see §3.3), where the term old is
associated with being well-established in the Chinese language. Therefore, the ren-
dition of the old system from English to Chinese can be shifted lexically intoZ*
AAEHI1E#) (a system of long trial). The lexical shift here contributes to the
functional equivalence since a positive connotation is attached to this cultural-
ly-loaded term (Munday 2012a).

We therefore argue that the strata of lexicogrammar and semantics are most
prone to interpreting shifts; contextual meaning in DI communications super-
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sedes the lexical or semantic equivalence. Our contention is backed up by Halli-
day’s view towards “good translation”, where he proposes a generalised hierarchy
of equivalence priority:

[...] equivalence at different strata carries differential values; [...] in most cases the val-
ue thatis placed on it goes up the higher the stratum - semantic equivalence is valued
more highly than lexicogrammatical, and contextual equivalence perhaps most highly
of all; (Halliday 2001:15)

Hallidayan hierarchical stratification can be substantiated in the analysis of con-
textualised DI interactions, whereby, matching the relations of cultures over-
rides the need for finding an exact lexical correspondence. Halliday’s view of
contextual superiority coincides with what we propose for DI studies. Our argu-
menton the primacy of contextual data is also supported by Te’I researchers. Ma-
son (2006a) points out the importance of contextual analysis since the context
is mutually accessible by the speakers and the interpreter in DI. The magnitude
of cultural context is also felt in that “interpreters cannot avoid functioning as
intercultural mediators” (Wadensjo 1998: 75) and in seeing DI interpreters as
“mediating across boundaries of language and culture” (Pochhacker/Shlesinger
2002:1). The need for theorising context in DI studies is voiced by Setton (2011:
37) with the call for the “theoretical prism for [...] processing and access to con-
text”. Thus, our theoretical prism with the contextual layer may explain the inter-
preting shifts occurring at lexicogrammatical and semantic strata. One problem
still remains in our attempt to construct the analytical framework: how does the
stratification model fit the multimodal approach? The next section matches the
two and offers an analytical model.

Lexicogrammar

semantics

Contéxt of situation & culture

Figure 1. Stratification in a semiotic entirety.
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2.2 Integrating the multimodal approach with the theory of stratification

The construction of our analytical framework also incorporates the multimod-
al approach into the Stratification Frame for DI studies. The immense diversi-
ty of multimodal resources discussed in mono-lingual CA (e.g. Goodwin 2013;
Mondada2014; Hazel etal. 2014) inspires the multimodal approach to DI studies,
where some recent contributions, based on the corpus approach, like Bao-Rozée
(2016) and Davitti/Pasquandrea (2017) exploit multimodal conversation analysis
(MCA) (Deppermann 2013; Hazel et al. 2014). Their findings point to recurring
patterns like projecting next action or speaker (Davitti/Pasquandrea 2017: 124)
and the use of gaze or body orientation for turn-taking (Bao-Rozée 2016: 214).
These multimodal findings complement what could be shifted on the verbal lay-
ers of DI interactions, and thus serve as pointers for us to identify multimodal
resources that go into the corpus and into DI researchers’ scope of analysis.

Summarising from existing literature on the multimodal approach to DI stud-
ies, albeit meagre as it may be, helps us identify audible and visible resources that
go into the construction of our framework. Audible resources are largely verbal
(including the written transcripts and the phonological properties of utterances),
and the written transcript of utterances matches onto the linguistic strata of lexi-
cogrammar and semantics, whilst the auditory properties? (such as pitch, intensity
and duration) correspond with the strata of phonetics and phonology. The visual
resources constitute gaze, gesture, body orientation, proxemics, and object manip-
ulation. These multimodal resources are as important as the linguistic resources
as parallel meaning-making semiotics, since they all work together as an integrat-
ed entirety of multimodal semiotics, rather than an ensemble of individual cat-
egories. The correspondence between the multimodal resources and SFL strata
is pivotal in operationalising the corpus approach that entails machine readable
data and clear annotation schemes (for details see §3.3). More importantly for DI,
multimodal semiotics construe meanings within certain contexts of situation and
culture. Therefore, these four categories of semiotic resources are summarised as
the Multi-layer Analytic Framework (MAF) shown below in a formula where they
carry equal weight in constructing the meaningful interaction in DI.

Visual semiotics

:c:,l,:z:-lipt Auditory (Gaze, gesture, Context Multimodal

of utterances 4 Properties , bodyorientation, of situation = esources

(Lexicogrammar+ | on0Io0Y + proxemics. andoture OO

Semantics) Phonetics) and .object. analysis
manipulation)

Figure 2. A Multi-layer Analytic Framework (MAF) for a multimodal approach to DI studies.

2 Theauditory properties also include sound / noise produced by participants with their
body (e.g. finger snapping) or with objects, though we have not been able to explore
them in the present study.

24 FEI GAO AND BINHUA WANG



The operationalisation of the formula above enables DI researchers to better
capture and integrate these multimodal resources in the fuller-canvas analysis.
It assumes the integrated sum of multimodal semiotics comes from adding the
breakdown of different taxonomies. Therefore, if the researcher wants to explain
whatleads to the interpreting shifts identified at the written transcript vector, he
or she can explore other vectors (auditory, visual and contextual) for possible ex-
planations. The utility of this formula is the strongest when DI studies involves
distant language pairs (such as English with Chinese, or with some other Asian
languages), where, for instance, the differences in the context of culture can ex-
plain the non-equivalence at the semantic level. Hopefully, the formula makes it
possible to explore the ‘why’ questions, in particular when probing the utterance
transcripts fails to explain interpreting shifts or some other un-expectancies,
which otherwise could be unravelled by auditory, visual or contextual data. The
operationalisation of this framework with the corpus approach to DI analysis is
described in the next section.

3. Operationalising the analytical framework
3.1 Data collection in the Chinese context

One of the gravest obstacles in doing DI studies derives from data collection and
data quality, in particular for a multimodal approach that necessitates video-re-
cording of the whole event. This hindrance is not uncommon since DI studies
cannot escape the delicate nature of the interactional scenarios being studied,
such as “healthcare, courtrooms, pedagogy, police stations, and immigration
offices—all of which pose serious problems in obtaining permission to video-
tape and study such data” (Pasquandrea 2011: 456). Monacelli (2016) echoes the
challenges of data accessibility in her research on confidential settings for DI en-
counters. This quandary is similar in China, where the doors of e.g. hospitals,
educational institutions, corporations, and courts are mostly closed to outsiders,
even to researchers like us (e.g. Su2009; Deng/Wen 2012).

Nevertheless, the obstacles described above should not hinder the growth
of DI studies on the English-Chinese language pair in China: they could rather
compel researchers to explore niches of possibilities. Two areas have been found
promising in this respect, namely educational encounters and business promo-
tional events. Universities and research institutions in China are witnessing in-
creasing academic collaboration with the Western world (e.g. Hiammond 2016)
and interactional communication that ensues necessitates professional DI medi-
ation. Fortunately, academic staff and “practisearchers” (Gile 1994), who often in-
terpret for the local management-board of these institutions, have access to these
cross-cultural and cross-language encounters. Video-recording some non-confi-
dential conversations mediated by an interpreter is thus possible for academic
research. Another feasible access comes from business-related events that do not
involve business confidentialities but only aim at advertising. Some of the mul-
timodal resources (text information, photos and videos) are occasionally put on-
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line. Additionally, student interns interpreting for business communication pro-
vide another form of access to authentic DI data. Some of them may record their
own performance, after getting consent from their clients, for the purpose of ob-
servation and practice, thus their data can also be utilised for research purposes.

We do not attempt to be exhaustive in identifying all niches of data access
for DI studies in this paper, yet provide some degree of focus and potentiality.
The two areas of data source introduced here are bound to grow in terms of ac-
cessibility in future, though obtaining consent for use from participants might
continue to be a challenge.

3.2 Data presentation in the multimodal form

The presentation of multimodal corpus data is a major issue due to its innate
nature of multi-layered complexity. Efforts are made to capture multimodal data
(audible and visible semiotics) (Bao-Rozée 2016), and the reliance on the tran-
scription conventions from monolingual CA indeed provides tools to record
multimodal data in corpus form. McNeil's (2006) transcription method for cod-
ing multimodal information helps the synchronisation of gesture movements
with co-occurring utterances. His hyper-phrase symbols such as # (for an audible
breath pause), / (for a silent pause), * (for self-interruption), italics (for gaze), and
drawings and screenshots (for bodily actions) might be useful in DI studies. Mc-
Neil’s (2006) transcription methods helps Bao-Rozée (2016) in capturing com-
plicated gaze and bodily semiotics in simulated DI interactions and are proved
to be suitable for displaying the synchronicity of gestural movements with their
co-occurring speech.

However, the field of interpreting studies (DI included) lacks agreed conven-
tions for transcription and presentation of multimodal corpus data; itis not real-
istic to aim ata “universal” one (Setton 2011: 53). Therefore, DI researchers either
rely on transcription conventions of CA or DA, which are prone to over-marking
and over-analysis (ibid.). Alternatively, they create their own conventions that
suit the purpose of their study (e.g. Davitti 2013; Davitti/Pasquandrea 2017). We
suggest the combination of both approaches could be a possibility. We also need
to bear in mind the suitability of the research design since transcription should
be limited to the features to be subsequently analysed (O’Connell/Kowal 1994).

ELANS is a corpus software tool with multiple functions to annotate and re-
trieve multimodal data. Its effective data presentation utility is seen in some DI
studies with the multimodal (auditory, visual and textual data) corpus approach
(see, Davitti 2013, 2015; Bao-Rozée 2016; Davitti/Pasquandrea 2017). The intuitive
vertical layers enable the clear presentation of multimodal resources, from lay-
ers of written transcript, auditory features (like pitch and intensity), to layers of
visual dimensions (such as gaze and body orientation). Contextual data can be re-
corded in parallel layers, but it is advisable to have file-headers or separate files to
enter the meta-data (e.g. Setton 2011). The beauty of using ELAN lies with its em-

3 ELAN 4.9.2 (available for downloading at https://tla.mpi.nl/tools/tla-tools/elan/download/)
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powering synchronisation of all the multimodal resources (with an annotation
scheme geared to research purposes) and its structured multi-layer search. For
example, the ELAN screenshot below shows the synchronised seven layers where
the researcher transcribes the SL and TL, gaze and gestures of the interlocutors, as
well as the eye contact between them. The structured multi-layer search function
can bring up the video in which all the multimodal semiotics take place. There-
fore, with the synchronised presentation of data, the multimodal analysis of DI
becomes possible when researchers need to analyse what happens there and then.
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Figure 3. ELAN screenshot of the synchronised multi-layer transcription (Bao-Rozée 2016:158).

5

Total reliance on ELAN is not sufficient though, because data preparation and
analysis need to be supplemented with additional corpus tools. The discussion
on corpus methodologies in the following section (§3.3.2) demonstrates how the
corpus techniques contribute to further analytical procedures.

3.3 Data analysis with MAF
3.3.1 Understanding data linguistically and cross-culturally

The analysis of DI data in the Chinese context entails a researcher’s full under-
standing of linguistic and cross-cultural divergences before feeding data into
corpus tools. The linguistic and cultural differences between the distant Eng-
lish-Chinese language pair are known for posing great challenges; nonetheless,
we discern potentialities for the multimodal approach to DI studies. The wealth
ofliterature on linguistic and cultural differences cannot find space in this article
but enables us to offer something genuinely pertinent to DI studies involving
these two languages and cultures.

Linguistic differences between English and Chinese, most relevant to our DI
studies, come from the broader Translation and Interpreting Studies, which per-
ceive linguistic differences as pivotal since “language-pair-specific differences
can indeed have an impact on the difficulty of interpreting” (Gile 2011: 213). First,
pronouns pose vast disparities in language use. For instance, “what is expressed
by a subject pronoun in English is conveyed by other means in what are known as
‘pro-drop’ or ‘null subject’ languages” such as Chinese, Japanese and Arabic (Mun-
day 2012a: 73). The DI interpreter, therefore, may need to infer from the context
what the subjectis when s/he is working from Chinese into English. Second, Eng-
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lish is hypotactic while Chinese is paratactic; this distinction engenders a crucial
structural difference that has been noted by TeI researchers in China (e.g. Qian
2012). Hence, connectives (i.e. formal cohesive words or phrases) are added when
working into English, and vice versa (e.g. Wang/Qin 2015). DI interpreters may
thus better organise what goes into their renditions based on their understand-
ing of this language-pair-specific difference. Third, the structural asymmetry in
the English and Chinese language pair is identified as language pair specificity,
which is “exemplified by right-branching structures in English and left-branching
structures in Chinese” (Wang/Gu 2016: 1). This language-pair specificity could re-
sultin interpreters’ strategic waiting, pausing and segmenting (ibid.).

More elusive than linguistic differences are the cultural differences of the
English-Chinese language pair. The analysis of utterances in cross-cultural com-
munication is not feasible without the knowledge of cultural differences. As
Nida (2001: 13) famously puts it, “the role of language within a culture and the
influence of the culture on the meanings of words and idioms are so pervasive
that can scarcely any text be adequately understood without careful considera-
tion of its cultural background”. Halliday (1999:19) further explains the relations
between language and culture by defining culture as the “semiotic construction”
of reality “that results from the particular use of language by members of a com-
munity”. Both attest to the complementary nexus between language and culture.
Hence, we argue that explanations of the interpreting shifts from lexicogram-
matical or semantic layers could be sought from cultural differences when verbal
renditions seemingly fail to provide equivalence in their complementary nexus.
Cultural awareness equips people with cultural empathy and sensitivity (Tom-
linson/Masuhara 2004), DI interpreters with the tools to bridge cultural barriers
(Deng/Wen 2012) and researchers with the explanatory power to uncover what
verbal texts fail to provide an answer for. One example may help substantiate
what we mean by the term “explanatory power”. Old is an example of “a culturally
loaded word” and could be “at the heart of the debate over the values” projected
onto people or entities (Munday 2012a: 55). In Chinese culture, a person being
Z (o0ld) equates to connotations of “Z 5 FIFLEL” (experience and authority); a
system being £ (old) connotes “AZ*% 4" (of long trial). Whereas, in the Eng-
lish-speaking culture, a person being old suggests some degree of invalidity; a
system being old implies out-dated. If the DI interpreter is able to provide what
the term old really implies instead of rendering old verbatim, his or her cultur-
al knowledge about the positive-and-negative contrast might well explain what
contributes to the verbal shift in rendition.

Some generalisations on the cultural differences between the Eastand the West
have been made in cross-cultural studies, albeit with a grain of circumspection.
They are important in our contextual analysis for DI studies. Hall's (1976) seminal
work distinguishes high-context culture (such as in China) and low-context cul-
ture (in English-speaking countries). DI researchers like Mindess (1999) and Lee
(2009) both identify Asian languages (such as Chinese or Korean) as “contextual”
languages in DI encounters. In a similar fashion, collectivism (for the East) versus
individualism (for the West) is described by culture scholars (e.g. Hofstede 2001).
Mindess (2006: 179) observes the avoidance of “loss of face” in the more indirect
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communication styles within the collectivist culture. DI researchers, in this sense,
need to take into account the two facets of cultural divergences in their analysis.

These linguistic and cultural disparities indeed pose challenges for DI inter-
preters working between English and Chinese. Nonverbal cues along with cul-
tural factors are crucially important in understanding the full messages in DI
The nonverbal side of communication is more salient in distant language pairs
than is the case in cognate pairs that may pose fewer challenges at the verbal lev-
el. The multimodal approach can hence be more fruitfully exploited and be more
explanatory when analysing distant languages and cultures (English and Chi-
nese in our case) because it is more likely to come across major differences and
mismatches at multiple levels. These differences and mismatches offer potenti-
alities to construct MAF (§2) and we demonstrate the utility of this framework
for corpus procedures in the next section.

3.3.2 Analysing multimodal data with the corpus approach

The corpus approach can benefit DI studies in a number of ways. The (semi) au-
tomatic tools render the analysis of corpus data more efficient (e.g. Partington
2003). It reduces researcher bias where discursive events (such as DI interac-
tions) are analysed in favour of empiricism and objectivity (Baker 2006). It also
“reveals patterns of use previously unthought-of” (Partington 2003:12). In ad-
dition, triangulation is feasible by running multiple corpus procedures (Baker
2006). The deployment of a corpus approach to DI studies supersedes a non-cor-
pus approach by its efficiency, objectivity and the power to interpret data via
identifying patterns and triangulating results.

The multimodal data we have attempted to analyse with corpus techniques
could enable DI researchers to explain shifts or non-expectancies in one layer
of semiotic configuration with the answers triangulated from other layers. This
framework we have constructed (in §2) is particularly pertinent when DI inter-
preters mediate between distant languages (like Chinese and English), where
non-verbal meaning making semiotics, like gaze and gestures, could compensate
whatis missing or shifted verbally. The effectiveness of the framework is demon-
strated by some relevant corpus techniques, which forge synergy between the
corpus techniques and the multimodal approach to DI studies.

Machines only recognise forms, not meanings; annotation is one way of mak-
ing machines understand meanings. Opinions are divided when it comes to an-
notating corpus data, in that annotation is laborious, however, fruitful in subse-
quent findings (e.g. Baker 2006, 2010). We therefore offer two analyses with the
corpus-based method using annotated data (Analysis 1 and 2) and then another
analysis with no annotation using the corpus-driven methods (Analysis 3).

Analysis 1

One type of annotation scheme for our parallel corpus focuses on interpreting
shifts at the verbal level. Refusing or declining (by saying no) is one area that
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draws lexicogrammatical shifts between Chinese and English-speaking cultures.
In one interpreter-mediated education scene (though we failed to get permis-
sion to video record the encounter, we were allowed to use this instance), the
director of the student-exchange-programme office with a Chinese university
is talking to his UK counterpart in his office. The Chinese director is not hap-
py with the proposed programme and declines by an elongated pause followed
by the utterance “& MEL LU, #FE, XM 477, 7 [This student-ex-
change programme, possibly, roughly, not possible]. The interpreter then unexpected-
ly renders “This programme stands no chance.” Annotation alone could uncover the
lexical shift (tagged) at the verbal layer, yet leave the researcher wondering why
this shift occurs. Observation of the synchronised visual data could then enable
the researcher to identify the speaker’s hesitation by a long pause and frowns
(facial expression) in the ELAN video data. The contextual data (recorded as me-
ta-data) specifies the cultural differences in context: indirectness in the Chinese
culture vs. directness in the English-speaking culture, which could also help
the researcher understand the unexpected shift in the contextualised analysis.
Therefore, by applying the proposed framework, we are able to uncover what is
behind the shift by identifying how the multimodal data (visual and contextual)
complements the verbal data.

Analysis 2

Annotation of gestures (visual data) helps extracting relevant footage from ELAN.
This enables researchers to analyse how gestural deixis is rendered (e.g. pointing
at certain people and objects as demonstrated by picture “A” in Figure 4; indicat-
ing directions as demonstrated by picture “B” in Figure 4).

Figure 4. Images of gestural deixis

Does the Chinese interpreter emulate the gestural deixis of the speaker, ignore
the gestures or render cross-modally into corresponding verbal deixis (such as
this/ X, that/ 45, these/ X 2& those/ A2 this way or here/ X127, that way or over there/
A7 etc.)? Equally worth investigating is language direction to see how the in-
terpreter renders from Chinese (being paratactic, where connectives are con-
ventionally non-existent in oral communication) into English (being hypotactic
with formal connectives to assist in the logical flow of ideas). We therefore show
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how cross-modal interpretation occurs in a DI interpreter-mediated cross-cul-
tural encounter, that is, how much gestural deixis is rendered to verbal ones in
the following example.

This is an instance we have observed at a trade-fair in a major city of China. A
British businessman, accompanied by a Chinese interpreter, approaches a Chi-
nese staff member about the whereabouts of the exhibition hall. The Chinese
staff member describes the way to the hall with rich and clear accompanying ges-
tural deixis:

Chinese speaker: “iXi4% % 2|14 (with accompanying gesture B pointing to the left
then to the right direction), 1 bEEP 2 (with gesture A pointing to the stair-
case, RLGEMEE. ”

(Gloss: This way, turn that way, climb up two stories, across the corridor, there is.)

Interpreter: “You first turn left, next make a right turn, then go along the stairs to the 2™
floor, on the other side of the corridor is the exhibition hall” (No accompanying
gestures)

Listening to the utterances alone does not make any sense. Analysis for this in-
stance entails taking the multimodal semiotics as an integrated entirety within
our MAF. The annotation of the gestural deixis could also utilise the synchro-
nised visual data (showing how the Chinese speaker relies on gestures in com-
municating the location) and the written transcript data of ST and TT. Gesturing
and changes of gaze are observed on the part of the speaker but not at all on the
interpreter; the gestures used by the Chinese speaker to convey directional mes-
sages are omitted kinetically in the rendition, whereas verbal compensations are
made by the interpreter not only in terms of deixis (marked in bold) but also in
terms of sequential connectives (first, next and then underlined). This cross-mod-
al rendition could be explained by the fact that meaning construing is highly de-
pendent on the context in China (Hall 1976); the gestural meaning embedded
in the Chinese “high-context culture” is explicated with verbal compensation in
deixis and connectives for the more explicit English rendition. This example of
cross-modal interpreting demonstrates the way verbal and non-verbal semiotic
means are utilised in DI encounters involving distant languages and cultures,
and MAF can be effectively deployed for analysing multiple semiotic means at
play in DI

Analysis 3

In the two analyses above we use the corpus-based approach with assumptions
before we start the corpus procedures. Assumptions on lexicogrammatical shifts
(in Analysis 1) and gestural deixis (in Analysis 2) are embedded in the annotation.
The third example of corpus approach to the multimodal data in DI studies we
wish to introduce here is data-driven, in that it starts with exploratory corpus
procedures without any assumption. Though without authentic data for oper-
ational demonstration, it may reveal synergy via mobilising other corpus tools
and techniques to complement analysis with ELAN.

A MULTIMODAL CORPUS APPROACH TO DIALOGUE INTERPRETING STUDIES 31



Baker/McEnery (2015: 10) justly point out the usefulness of multiple corpus
techniques, such as frequency, concordance, collocation, and keyness, which
are often adopted to give “a much more detailed insight into the working lan-
guage in use”. Lexis and phraseologies at the lexicogrammatical layer are the ma-
chine-readable linguistic items in the absence of annotation. We subsequently
harness the utility of keyness and collocation with words or phrases to comple-
ment multimodal corpus analysis. The analysis of machine-readable lexis could
start with other corpus tools for mono-modal text analysis. Antconc*, Word-
smith® or Sketch-Engine® (on-line interface) could produce keywords that high-
lightlexical saliency (Baker 2006, 2010). Topical information is often revealed in
forms of nouns and verbs (ibid.). When the keyword procedure is run in both
ST and TT, the topical shifts can be identified. What follows could be the analy-
sis of collocates of identified keywords in GraphColl”, which shows how strong
the keywords are associated with others “in terms of frequency and exclusivity”
(Baker 2010: 24). Comparing collocates with their node keywords in the parallel
corpus is revealing, since “[i]dentifying the collocates around a word gives us an
indication about subtle meanings and connotations that a word possesses” (ibid.:
25). Areas of cross-cultural subtlety and nuances are most prone to interpreting
shifts between STs and TTs (e.g. Munday 2012a), which then could be observed
with the parallel corpus tool Paraconc?, which juxtaposes text strings in two lan-
guages (English and Chinese in our case) for comparison. The lexical shifts iden-
tified from text-based corpus procedures, before multimodal analysis with ELAN,
can then be aligned with visual and contextual data that could possibly provide
an explanation. Analysis with this proposed framework could hence triangulate
explanations of shifts (at the verbal layer) from the synchronised auditory and
visual modes, with the triangulation from the contextual data.

The three examples illustrated using MAF with the corpus approach to DI stud-
ies are demonstrative of how corpus techniques can be empowered within the
proposed framework. Different corpus techniques or tools could be used to ac-
count for interpreting shifts or unexpected renditions that occur in one mode
with explanations found in another among the synchronised layers. This best
illustrates how utilitarian the proposed framework is, or in other words, how
complementary these multimodal semiotics (across-layers) are in unravelling
the ‘why’ questions that the pure linguistic description fails to achieve in Inter-
preting Studies.

http://www.laurenceanthony.net/software/antconc/
http://www lexically.net/wordsmith/
https://www.sketchengine.co.uk/
http://corporalancs.ac.uk/lancsbox/download.php
http://www.paraconc.com/
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4. Conclusion

This article ventures with confidence into a new line of DI studies inspired by
theories and methodologies from different domains. The MAF we have proposed
for DIstudiesis inspired by the well-established linguistic theory of stratification
from SFL and by the previously limited application of the multimodal approach
to DI studies, from both of which we discern potentialities of complementary
utility for the corpus approach to DI investigations. The stratified linguistic lay-
ers in the former remedies the fuzziness of multimodal resources in the latter;
the stratum of context of situation and culture, beyond the language proper (Hal-
liday 2001), compensates what DI researchers (such as Mason 2006a; Setton 2011)
deem vital for the analysis of real-life DI encounters. The corpus approach is also
enabling for DI studies whereby the machine-readable formal data (linguistic
data at the lexicogrammatical strata or manual annotations) are combined with
corpus techniques to seek more meaningful multimodal data, which provide in-
terpretation, explanation or triangulated results to demystify what descriptive
interpreting studies alone are unable to explain.

Built on a well-established linguistic theory, we intend to propose MAF as
a theoretical framework with heuristic utility in analysing multimodal corpus
data for DI studies. With this contribution, we hope that our accounts on the
difficulties and differences with respect to DI studies involving the English-Chi-
nese language pair in China may provide a glimpse into the gap in the literature,
while being aware that our 