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Cognitive translation & interpreting studies today
An introduction for linguists

Ricardo Muñoz Martín

1 Introduction

Cognitive Translation & Interpreting Studies is a research domain within Cognitive Science. It draws mainly from 
linguistics and psychology, but also from other disciplines. The turn of the century marked the return of  
multidisciplinarity (e.g., Danks et al., 1997). The expanding views have inspired other labels, such as 
Translator  Studies (Chesterman, 2009) and Translation Psychology (Jääskeläinen, 2012). However, the latter 
suggests partial  scopes that might not fully account for the phenomena, and the former, though valuable, 
primarily focuses on  translators and interpreters. The current favoured general name and scope, the one that makes 
more justice to what we all do, is probably Cognitive Translation & Interpreting Studies (CTIS), which can be 
traced back to Halverson (2010).

Recent research efforts have increasingly explored the roles of authors, revisers, readers, viewers and other agents.  
The swift diversification of language services provided by the industry and opportunities of communication across 
time and space is steadily changing and expanding. Information and communication technologies and machine 
translation tools have also brought to the fore a growing, diversifying number of non-professional practices that add to 
our responsibilities. The common thread for all members of this complex, fuzzy set of communicative events 
within multilectal mediated communication is that in them, one party uses more than one natural language variety 
to achieve or improve communication between other parties (Halverson & Muñoz, 2020). This language condition 
attests to the implicit linguistic commitment of our realm (cf. Halverson, 2020) and thus questions the notion 
of  intersemiotic translation (Jakobson, 1959), while it affirms the intrinsic multimodal nature of 
communication (Muñoz & González, 2021).

This text is organized in two parts. The first one aims to contextualize CTIS and its evolution for scholars 
unfamiliar with this small but very active community. This part should also help understand the second one, 
organized around ten key notions that could well have been fifteen and more. This overview does not try to be 
an all-round review or a structured categorization. Rather, it is a descriptive, somewhat cluttered narrative to walk 
you through some of the main ideas that keep us busy. Methodologically, the latest notable trends are the generalization 
of multimethod designs, the constant improvement of rigor and ecological validity, perhaps more intra-subject 
studies—as opposed to traditional inter-group comparisons—and enhanced international cooperation. We can, 
however, only mention these trends. Readers are referred to Olalla et al., (2020) for bibliometric analyses of 
CTIS publications, authors and citation patterns.

2 The way we were

The first empirical studies on mental operations involving language switching scrutinized reaction times at  
multilingual word associations and were carried out by James M. Cattell between 1883 and 1886. Cattell was still 
a doctoral student of Wilhelm Wundt at the University of Leipzig, where cognitive and experimental psychology 
took their first steps. This historical precursor to today’s CTIS occurred about 30 years before Saussure’s seminal Cours 
de linguistique générale—often quoted as the birth landmark of modern linguistics—was published, back in 1916.
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CTIS research stalled for a few decades. New equipment made simultaneous interpreting (SI) possible, but 
this was seen as an engineering development, rather than as a scientific breakthrough. Then, the mathematician Warren 
Weaver circulated a memorandum that drew from Claude Shannon's information theory (Shannon & Weaver, 1949) and 
wartime cryptology techniques to advance machine translation (MT). Weaver (1949/1955) outlined four 
strategies: (1) addressing homonymy and polysemy through context; (2) treating language logically, framing 
translation as deducing conclusions from premises; (3) employing cryptographic methods, viewing translations 
as encrypted versions of their originals; and (4) using linguistic universals to facilitate translation.

Notably, only the first strategy is technically linguistic; the other three are foundational assumptions within 
the  philosophy of  language. Weaver  viewed communication as a  one-way transmission of  information, and 
meaning as a quantifiable and detachable object that could be transferred within and across languages. He 
conceived of  languages as abstract,  hollow,  self-sufficient symbolic codes, so translating was reduced to a rational 
problem-solving  task of manipulating symbols. However, Shannon’s mathematical model of communication 
maximises signal  efficiency between machines. It relies on both involved endpoints having the same set of 
communicable options (ideas or mental states), the same signals, and the same relationship (encoding) between 
signals and options. Yet in human communication, no two humans share identical knowledge, life experiences and 
language proficiency, nor do they completely agree on what every word means and how it should be used (Reddy, 
1979, pp. 181–182).

Noam Chomsky started as a young graduate in the MIT team researching MT in 1955. As he developed 
his linguistic ideas, he was most likely strongly under the influence of MT views. Chomsky, however, quickly 
became skeptical about applying his linguistic approach to MT, and criticized the MT systems at the time 
because they did not distinguish between grammatically correct, meaningful sentences and incorrect or nonsensical 
ones: “Colorless green ideas sleep furiously” (Chomsky, 1857, p. 15). Over time, there emerged a split in the 
nascent MT research community. On one side, linguists and computer scientists embraced theoretical approaches 
based on linguistic principles and sought long-term solutions aimed at developing artificial intelligence. On the 
other side, computer engineers embraced trial and error, statistical techniques and empirical stochastic methods to 
promptly develop rule-based MT systems that would work right then. They also pursued other goals, such as 
pattern and optical character recognition.

In a 1960 report, the former leader of the MIT team, Yehoshua Bar-Hillel, expressed scepticism about achieving 
fully automatic, high-quality translation. By late 1963, institutional MT sponsors were growing impatient. Then the 
Automatic Language Processing Advisory Committee, chaired by John R. Pierce, confirmed that mechanical 
translation was (then) slower, less accurate, and twice as expensive as human translation (ALPAC, 1966). The 
report  recommended  focusing  on  (a)  computational  linguistics  and  (b)  enhancing  computer  support  for 
human translators. It opened with this statement: “In order to have an appreciation either of the underlying nature 
and  difficulties of translation or of the present resources and problems of translation, it is necessary to know 
something about human translation and human translators”.

MT research was defunded overnight and linguists took over and moved translation to their departments. The 
Institute for Applied Linguistics and Translatology opened at Leipzig’s Karl Marx University about that time. 
The  leading proponents of the Leipzig School  shared some important basic principles, often derived from 
Chomskyan views of universal deep structures of a “language of thought” that could be transformed into surface 
structures of  different  languages.  For  the  Leipzigers,  aspects  of  translation  beyond  language  itself  were 
specific  to  each  communicative event (parole, performance), which meant that they could not sustain 
generalizations. Cultural,  social, and even personal aspects were mere sources of variation and unnecessary 
confusion, and were set aside. In  this way, the rich and complex nature of translating and interpreting was 
narrowed down to a limited perspective  grounded  in  logic  and  contrastive  linguistics. The  Science of 
Translation would thus aim to foster generalizable  abstractions of contrastive linguistic phenomena through 
introspective deductions.

At approximately the same time, psychologists became interested in simultaneous interpreting (SI) as an  
exceptional testing ground to understand the workings of the mind. Studying SI promised insights into memory and 
processing capacity limitations, selective and divided attention, response times, and interlinguistic associations. 
Psycholinguists were also intrigued by the real simultaneity of the process, discourse segmentation, the overlaps and the 



temporal lags (décalage or ear-voice span) between speakers and interpreters, as well as the influence of rhythm, pauses, 
and hesitations on both originals and their interpretations. Their goal was to comprehend specific task demands 
to identify the general mechanisms enabling performance, and their methods and views continue to have a powerful 
influence today.

While researchers such as David Gerver and Ingrid Kurz stood out in Western Europe, the Soviet school 
(e.g.,  Ghelly Chernov)  adopted the  term perevod  to unify  translation  and interpreting  research (so  did the 
Leipzigers with the German term Translation as an umbrella for Übersetzen and Dolmetschen). This facilitated the 
development of a general theory based on MT-linguistic concepts like equivalence and translation unit. These concepts 
were  important in training and crucial in research, both for chunking speech in real time and for enabling 
translation in machines that do not really understand language. However, the Soviet school also integrated 
insights  from  functional  linguistics  and  western  psycholinguistics,  as  well  as  from Vygotsky  and  Luria. 
Chernov's contributions connected  interpreting with contemporary comprehension theories, and introduced 
constructs such as speech acts and  implicatures. This significantly influenced the development of the Soviet 
model, probably the first one to overcome the linguistics/psychology divide.

SI models of the times were heavily influenced by Shannon & Weaver’s information theory. They were fixed 
and linear, and saw communication as a sequence of steps and decisions that excluded context and general 
knowledge. Texts and speeches were portrayed as carriers of a transcendental meaning that must be fully grasped. 
Quality was measured with rigid and flawed micro-linguistic, symbol-centric approaches that actively ignored 
that meaning  resides  not  in  language  but  in  the  minds  of communicators.  To  fill  the  gaps  in  these  views,  many 
researchers adopted and adapted a distinction originating in MT between translating word-for-word vs conveying the 
overall meaning, between focusing on form vs on content, between horizontal vs vertical translation (linking word 
forms directly vs. through their meanings).

This distinction between two ways of translating or processing language soon converged with the 
polarized hypothesis of dual thinking modes, type 1 and type 2. The idea emerged in the 1960s and 1970s in 
the study of problem-solving and reasoning and gained popularity with Kahneman’s version in 2011. Type 1 would 
be automatic, unconscious, associative, and lightweight, while type 2 would be controlled, conscious, analytical, 
and strenuous. Implicit criticisms arose early on. Moser (1978) introduced top-down processing, including content 
prediction, and Chernov (1979) emphasized redundancy and inference in communication. These very human 
aspects cut across  thinking types 1 and 2; they merged the purported, oversimplified form and meaning 
orientations. CTIS has a  tradition of applying reality checks to language and mind constructs, dating back to 
early psycholinguistic works. Nida (1964), for instance, reinterpreted Chomsky’s (1957/2002) kernels as flat, core, 
surface structures.

In the 1970s, the Leipzig School, which had established equivalence as the foundation of its Science of Translation, 
acknowledged a “double nature” of translation, both linguistic and communicative. Translation, they argued now, 
involved implicit strategies that could be formalized into algorithms, yet such algorithms depended on context. 
Linguistics was good, but not enough. The Leipzigers now followed Jakobson's (1959) notion of equivalence 
in  difference and Nida’s (1964) distinction between formal and dynamic equivalence. In doing so, they 
integrated  competence and performance, marking the first steps towards breaking away from their generative 
upbringing. Despite these innovations, the Leipzigers maintained their reductionist approach to an objectified 
meaning.  Eventually, Kade (1973) had to concede that the Science of Translation had not furnished a 
scientific basis for professional practice.

In the late 1970s, generative linguistics dominated the field, notwithstanding the Linguistic Wars 
challenging Chomskyan perspectives on language and the dawn of a second cognitive revolution. In CTIS, 
these views had  excluded literary texts and restricted work to the propositional content of pragmatic texts. 
When the Science of Translation fell short in addressing fundamental questions in human translation, some 
prominent  scholars  questioned  the  suitability  of  linguistics  and  science  as  frameworks  for  studying 
translation. The community broadened through the 1980s to embrace new viewpoints such as translatological 
functionalism (e.g., Reiß &  Vermeer, 1984/2014) and empirical approaches to literary studies. Holmes (1988) 
introduced the term Translation Studies, and Toury (1995) expanded Holmes’ ideas, describing the field as rooted 
in  linguistics (exploring  products),  psychology (researching processes), and sociology (focused on the 



functions of translations). Humanistic and literary comparatist approaches soon joined the fold (Bassnett & Lefevere, 
1990),  then postmodern cultural  thinkers.  The newcomers soon became the majority and interpreting researchers 
nearly parted ways.

In psychology, during that time, mental states were seen as outcomes of operations for creating and modifying 
internal representations. Likewise, problem-solving was perceived as a goal-oriented search within a metaphorical 
domain termed the space of the problem (Newell & Simon, 1956). From the early 1980s, translation researchers 
inclined toward cognitive and psycholinguistic approaches sought to move away from predominantly deductive and 
prescriptive methods (Kußmaul & Tirkkonen-Condit, 1995, p. 177). To do so, they joined interpreting researchers 
in their classical,  cognitivist  views rooted in the information-processing paradigm. Hence, translation researchers 
also conceptualized the mind as an isolated symbol manipulator and viewed translation as a series of problem-
solving  tasks. This perspective eventually became the focal point in the cognitive study of translation, then 
commonly referred to as Translation Process Research (cf. Jakobsen, 2014).

A real breakthrough came with the use of introspective verbal reports (Ericsson & Simon 1980) to examine 
the mental processes of translation through their transcripts, known as think-aloud protocols or TAPs. In fifteen 
years, Jääskeläinen (2002) documented 108 contributions using TAPs. In 1999, Jakobsen released the Windows 
version of his translation-oriented keylogger. A decade later, over 70 contributions had used it (Schou et al., 2009). 
After that, eye tracking gained prominence in the field (Hvelplund, 2017; Hu et al., 2022). While data collection 
methods waxed and waned, the point here is that TAPs essentially mark the starting point of how we approach and 
understand our field today. There has been an important and complex evolution and mainly an expansion in all 
aspects, but we can see the 1980s as the starting point for the current landscape of CTIS.

3 The state of the art

In multilectal mediated communication, work procedures have experienced important enhancements with the fast- paced  
introduction of digital tools, specifically text processors, Internet, translation memories and now online hubs. Compared  
to  the  working  ways  until  the  mid-1980s,  professionals  now  face  extended  periods  at  digital  workstations.  The 
pandemics has contributed to swift changes in interpreting tasks, now often remote. This has brought about an 
increased awareness of ergonomics and Human-Computer Interaction (HCI).

Ergonomics. Most users of computer-assisted translation tools find them helpful, but they can seldom customise 
or simply adjust them to fit their individual preferences and needs. Even when they can, default settings prevail, and  
humans tend to adapt to the machine, not vice versa, in areas such as usability and tool integration (Ehrensberger-
Dow et al., 2016; Moorkens & O’Brien, 2016). Communicative decisions made within physical and temporal 
restrictions,  cultural  and  economic  constraints,  significantly  impact  efficiency  and  output  quality  (e.g.,  
Ehrensberger-Dow, 2017), also in the classroom.

Ergonomic studies in CTIS mainly address cognitive and physical factors of our interactions with tools to 
detect the environmental impact on our cognitive processes (O’Brien, 2012; Ehrensberger-Dow, 2017). They hence 
play a  crucial role in understanding how professionals and non-professionals operate within systems that 
comprise task  settings, work spaces, digital applications and their interfaces (cf. Du, 2024). For instance, 
cognitive friction (Ehrensberger-Dow & O’Brien, 2015)—say, the resistance of our minds when dealing with changing 
complex systems of rules—often stems from poor ergonomics in these tools. Clogged user interfaces, app bugs, and 
formatting issues are other common sources of irritation (O’Brien et al., 2017). Switching attention between tasks 
and tools can also contribute to increased cognitive effort (Bundgaard et al., 2016; Teixeira & O’Brien, 2017).

Socio-cognitive approaches. Ergonomic approaches see cognitive processes as emerging through joint operations 
of actors and artifacts, also through HCI. Many CTIS approaches still hold a view that mental and social 
processes are separate matters. However, human cognition is fundamentally social and relational and there is no 
clear-cut  break between an individual mind, its social milieu, and its physical affordances. Cognition is not 
confined to mediators’ heads. It emerges in their interactions with their social and material environments. 
Socio-cognitive  translation research explores interaction and cooperation among agents, encompassing 
translation workflows,  workplace procedures, social practices, and the use of translation technologies. In 



distributed cognition, social networks, rather than the individual, come to the fore, mostly in workplace studies. 
For instance, Risku & Dickinson (2009) studied the characteristics of virtual translation communities, their key 
elements, and the motivation of their  members to belong and participate. There are still only a few empirical 
socio-cognitive studies focusing on teams (e.g., Sannholm, 2021; Hirvonen, 2024) or author-reviser dyads (Korhonen, 
2022)  but  they  are  gathering  momentum.  Observational methods. A large share of CTIS research relies on 
observational methods—especially in workplace and ethnographic research, where most work tends to adopt 
qualitative approaches. They offer valuable insights into many aspects of tasks as socially and physically framed, 
including  project management, team dynamics, and  long-term  processes (days, months).  They also face 
underestimated methodological challenges: in ethnographic
inquiries, for instance, researchers actively engage as participants rather than adopting a passive observer role.

Ethnographic studies  emphasize in-depth data and extended time scales. They are particularly suitable for gradual  
processes and overlooked challenges (Risku, 2017), such as how translators engage with various agents and 
workplace factors. However, they also illuminate the impact of such interactions on cognitive processes at more 
detailed scales, like monitoring and remembering. The emphasis, in this case, is on the toll that factors such 
as repetitive strain from keyboarding, office layout, team structure, and workflow intricacies take on the 
mental aspects of tasks like post-editing (Ehrensberger-Dow & O’Brien, 2015).

Post-editing is the process whereby a human modifies an MT output to yield a translation with an 
acceptable  (mostly, language) quality, as specified by the initiator. The name is a relic from the times MT systems  
needed source texts to be pre-edited as well. The distinction between light vs full post-editing is often questioned, 
and not only because, for certain types of texts, full post-editing is emerging as an alternative to unaided translating. For  
laypeople  such as myself, neural MT and other recent advances are shortening and blurring the distance with 
“traditional”  translation editing and revision, but do Carmo & Moorkens (2021) convincingly argue that it is a 
distinct, specialized profile. We cannot digress into describing all new job profiles, nor is it possible to do so, but those  
of post-editor, live subtitler and remote dialogue interpreter are amongst the more researched “new” profiles.

Contrary to quick assumptions, post-editing has also been studied from qualitative perspectives, focusing on 
questions such as the process of integrating post-editing MT into the workflow of a small translation company. Silva 
(2014) found overall  benefits but cautioned that companies, translators and researchers are still  separate 
communities that see technology from different angles. A closer look at HCI in post-editing shows that 
translators may have quite clear notions of what features should be improved, such as the way problematic MT 
passages are displayed (Vieira & Alonso, 2018), and that features such as concordance searches may disrupt 
the participants’ mental processes (Bundgaard & Christensen, 2019), but this information hardly ever reaches tool 
developers.

The bulk of CTIS research on post-editing, however, is quantitative. It focuses on aspects such as predicting 
effort (e.g., Dai & Liu, 2024) and productivity gains, typically measured in words per hour or day. In general, 
gains are supposed to near 30% on average (Koponen, 2016) but many factors may affect this estimation and the 
case is far from settled (cf. Terribile, 2024). Further proof of the impetus of post-editing research is that it spills over 
to other  innovative  trends,  such  as  non-professional  performance,  an  example  of  which  is  post-editing  in  online 
communities  (Mitchell,  2015).  In a  reception  study,  Screen (2019) found no difference in  gaze data and 
subjective comprehensibility and readability scores between translations and post-edited texts.

Non-professional performance. Despite trainees’ recurring fears, the job market is on the rise, and the demand 
surpasses classical  professional niches.  Billions of  people have  daily  access to  online information  in other 
languages, and often they may not be inclined to spend time and money on it. Phenomena like prosuming have 
led to online  crowdsourced tasks, such as  fansubbing, often sustained out of sheer motivation (Moreno, 2020). 
That is how non- professional translating has become an important trend, far beyond consolidated research 
areas such as child language brokering. Multilectal mediation is evolving into a fifth essential language skill, 
part of our everyday communication.

We are all [natural] translators (Whyatt, 2017), yet this does not imply that everyone is a professional  
communicator or that our results are similarly optimal in quality. CTIS faces the growing additional challenge 
of fostering a universal multilectal mediation culture, not just for the industry. MT literacy—being able to 
assess quality, use MT systems, and manage uneven results (cf. O’Brien & Ehrensberger-Dow, 2020)—has 



become imperative in many professional areas, such as patent professionals (Nurminen, 2020). Now, sometimes the 
focus is on comparing mediators with subject experts, such as lawyers, in sub-tasks such as reading (Griebel, 
2020).

Reading. One of the many shared grounds between CTIS and an empirical linguistics of use is reading. 
The relationships between texts and the behaviors of their readers certainly merits more study (Walker, 2019). Liu et al. 
(2019) find that source-text difficulty moderately correlates with self-reported and observed translators’ efforts, but such 
efforts  do  not  necessarily  impact  readers,  especially  when  compared  to  target-texts’ quality  (Whyatt  et  al.,  2023). 
Reading purposes may alter behavior, but not completely. Lijewska et al. (2022) find that, in sight translation, the 
initial phase of reading is similar to that of reading for comprehension, but later reading and translation co-occur. 
Ho (2021) finds that experienced professionals may be more accurate and fluent when sight translating, but Dottori 
et al. (2020) find that experience only involves systematically distinct neural signatures in domains that face elevated 
demands during everyday practice.

Comparing cognitive components—grouping, cross-referencing and structuring observed behavioural data from 
different indicators to align them with (aspects of) the task—has proved very useful to learn about shadowing and SI 
(e.g., Boos et al., 2022) and it has also yielded insights into reading and other aspects within and between 
multilectal mediated communication tasks and beyond. For instance, it is fostering an interest in the synergies with 
monolingual writing tasks (Dam-Jensen et al., 2019) and in comparing different text production tasks (Puerini, 2023).  
Risku et al. (2016) provide a great example of how higher levels of granularity in qualitative approaches lead the way to 
learn about similarities and contrasts in such research lines.

Recent quantitative research along these lines also challenges some untested assumptions, such as using sight 
translation as a predictor of interpreting performance (Shang & Xie, 2023). Comparing cognitive components is also 
useful to inspect differences between tasks that have all too often been assumed to have no internal variation. Chmiel et 
al. (2020), for example, find that reading the source text in SI may foster different degrees of interference. Ma et al. 
(2022) find translating to be more cognitively demanding than paraphrasing, yet their results confirm that they 
are close enough for skill transfer, despite the modulation of effects by target language and text genre. Whyatt & 
Naranowicz (2020) find higher demands in the complex meta cognitive skills of planning, self-monitoring and 
self- revision in translation than in paraphrasing.

Meta cognition—the awareness,  understanding,  and control  of  one’s  own mental  processes—is a  key 
developmental factor in multilectal mediators’ professional growth, a core concept conceptually developed in CTIS 
by Shreve  (2009)  and others. Most CTIS meta cognition research aims to determine its effects on task 
performance  and how to  articulate  it  in  didactic  settings  to  enhance  task expertise  (e.g.,  Pietrzak,  2022).  Ongoing 
reflection on the methodology for researching meta cognition is illustrated by Mellinger’s (2022) exploration into 
using digital pen  recording to examine meta cognition in consecutive interpreters.  Chen (2020) had already 
successfully applied it to study other aspects of the task, such as directionality effects.

Within this broad area, attributive meta cognition—attributing thoughts, knowledge, or mental states to oneself 
and others—is more elusive, and its research is still in its infancy. Using neuroimagery, Sturm (2017) found a 
potential link between the activation of a segment of the Theory of Mind network and successful attributive meta 
cognition contributing to translation quality, though this does not imply conscious awareness of specific textual 
requirements. Szpak et al. (2021) used fMRI with translation trainees, revealing perspective taking in reading but 
not in translation tasks. They concluded that  trainees  were likely still  driven by low-level,  micro-contextual 
approaches to translating. To sum up, attributive meta cognition appears to be mainly shaped by experience, 
rather than being an innate  mechanism. Awareness is a precondition for cognitive control, but control and 
automaticity should not be linked to type 2 and type 1 thinking. For example, Togato et al. (2022) found that, after 
extensive practice in a translation- relevant task (memory search), monolinguals displayed higher levels of 
automaticity than bilinguals and
professional translators, who seemed to still exert more control over their performance despite practice.

Emotions. Other aspects of meta cognition relate to emotion regulation. A wider view of cognition has fostered 
an upsurge of research into stress, emotions and their impact on mediators and addressees in CTIS. Walczyński’s 
(2019) monograph analyzing aspects such anxiety, language inhibition, motivation, and stress in consecutive 
interpreting is simply impossible to gloss here, but worth reading. Korpal & Jasielska (2019) focus on empathy and 



find that their participants were affected by the speaker’s emotions when simultaneously interpreting into their L2, 
as evidenced by observed and self-reported measures. Kumcu (2023) finds that trainees experience increased 
negative affect when interpreting an emotionally negative speech, but no significant effect when interpreting an 
emotionally positive speech. Prosodic parameters such as pitch and fluency seem more sensitive to changes in the 
valence of the source speech.

Stress research stands out in CTIS and has a long tradition. As examples, Gumul (2021) finds a significant 
difference in trainees reported stress between interpreting directions and highlights hesitation markers and 
anomalous pausing as indicators of stress-related negative effects on fluency. Rojo et al. (2021) tested stress in 
translation trainees and found that, as they prepare for translating with no time limits, higher cortisol levels results in 
more meaning errors and, with a time limit, it leads to fewer translated words. Under extreme time constraints, 
higher trait anxiety predicted fewer translated words, but greater accuracy and overconfidence might lead to lower 
accuracy. Li et al. (2022) study stress in crisis communication with methods to capture the multimodal event.

Multimodality is actually a matter of degree, for all communication is multimodal (cf. Kruger, 2021). Emotions 
are  also measured in audiences of multilectal audiovisual products. O’Hagan & Flanagan (2018) found that 
affective framing of videogame action through humor has an impact on gamers. Ramos et al. (2021) found 
that audio described porn films can elicit responses in both blind and sighted audiences similar to the ones 
prompted by original audiovisual scenes. Others compare products or conditions, or focus on reading. Perego 
et al. (2018)  investigated cognitive effort and viewer appreciation of dubbing vs subtitling in regions where 
dubbing is common.  They found that subtitling is not consistently more demanding and that it results in 
similar appreciation and  satisfaction,  regardless of viewers’  habits.  In Szarkowska & Bogucka’s (2019) study on 
subtitle speed, viewers focused on subtitles for approximately 30% of the display time. More condensed subtitles, 
aligned with faster dialogues, led to lower understanding than slower speech rates.

Liao et al. (2022) explored the impact of semantically relevant auditory cues on subtitle reading and whether 
concurrent video modulated it. In their study, viewers leaned more on subtitles without audio than with it—whether in 
L1 or L2—and video heightened the audio impact. Lexical processing of subtitles remained unaltered. However, in 
L1 it prompted shallower post-lexical processing, whereas L2 audio enhanced deeper processing. The authors 
conclude that metacognitive strategies in multimodal reading are shaped by audio information sources. Gerber et al. 
(2021) examined subtitle readability in PC monitors, tablets and smartphones, and unsurprisingly conclude that the 
latter are less comfortable, but also that this does not affect comprehension.

The last study might as well have been featured at the very beginning of this section, as a commentary on 
ergonomics and HCI. Hence, with it, our round concludes this limited overview of CTIS research. Not all 
recent  studies that matter are here, but all those that are included do matter. Together, they offer a vibrant, moving 
picture of an expanding area of social science research and the kinds of topics and discussions we are involved in. 
From the above, it should also have emerged that there is an important overlap between CTIS and linguistics—
especially with the cognitive branches focused on language use—but that the two are not the same.

The knowledge linguists have amassed is built on understandings drawn from comparing languages with 
different behaviors. Linguistics may benefit, as it always has, from CTIS as a touchstone for theories, scopes, 
constructs. In turn, CTIS benefits from linguistics in several ways. From in-depth analyses of languages in their 
use to analytical methods like corpus studies; from metalanguage to natural language processing tools. Much 
of  language knowledge is not only relevant but crucial for our research, yet it falls short in providing the full 
accounts we need. In a curious paradox, multilectal mediation is not a matter of language but of communication, 
yet in no other human behavior is language so ingrained and relevant as it is for all kinds of multilectal mediated 
tasks and events.

Yet we do not study language, like linguists do, nor do we study people, like psychologists do. Instead, we study 
people communicating with language, most often more than one. We are not psycholinguists, either. We do not 
usually zoom in on topics such as language acquisition and representation, nor do we conceive of language to be in a 
privileged relationship with our brains and minds. We are not trying to explain how language works, we rather need 
to make languages work in actual exchanges. Our focus lies in studying individuals using language in real, dynamic 
and diverse environments, framed by unique personal histories and concrete, changing communicative goals. Our 
goal is improving communication. We exist because multilectal communication cannot wait.
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