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1 Background

Ever since its inception, Corpus-based Translation Studies (CTS) have been
preoccupied with systematic and rigorous investigations of translations in the
search for linguistic characteristics that set them apart from original texts
(Laviosa 1998; Olohan & Baker 2000; Kenny 2001; Kruger & van Rooy 2010; Redel-
inghuys & Kruger 2015; De Sutter & Lefer 2020). Interpreting scholars followed
suit, and despite the far more time-consuming and complex compilation process,
corpus research on interpreting steadily progresses (Shlesinger 1998; Shlesinger
&Ordan 2012; Bendazzoli & Sandrelli 2005; Kajzer-Wietrzny 2012; Defrancq 2015;
Defrancq & Plevoets 2018; Kajzer-Wietrzny & Ivaska 2020; Dayter 2021).

The number of studies taking advantage of themachine-readable format of cor-
pora to investigate vital research questions at textual level keeps growing both in
Translation and in Interpreting Studies. At the same time, both interpreting and
translation corpora are becomingmoremultifaceted (Bernardini 2011; Castagnoli
2020), allowing comparisons between translations and their source texts (paral-
lel perspective), between translations and comparable original texts in the same
language (monolingual comparable perspective), and sometimes across multiple
translations of the same source text (multi-parallel perspective). They also are far
richer in annotation levels and metadata (Reynaert et al. 2021) making increas-
ingly more advanced multifactorial analyses possible.

Although progress is clearly visible across both translation modes, interpret-
ing will always involve further layers of complexity, due to the necessity to tran-
scribe data and account for spoken language-specific traits. At the beginning,
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interpreting corpora were mostly comparable. Today, most of them are (also) par-
allel and aligned at sentence level, with a few also including alignment with cor-
responding translated texts and original videos (Ferraresi & Bernardini 2019), or
even sound-to-text alignment at word level (cf. Chmiel et al. 2022 [this volume]).
Scholars compiling their corpora make use of such technological advancements
as speech recognition to speed up the transcription process like in the European
Parliament Translation and Interpreting Corpus (EPTIC), the Polish Interpreting
Corpus (PINC) or the PETIMOD corpus (Ferraresi & Bernardini 2019; Koržinek
& Chmiel 2021; Pastor & Rodas 2022 [this volume]) or speaker identification to
disambiguate interpreter voices, e.g., in PINC (Koržinek & Chmiel 2021; Chmiel
et al. 2022 [this volume]). Corpora are tagged for Parts Of Speech (POS), lemmas,
dependencies and features of orality. The level of granularity varies, from sim-
ple orthographic transcription and annotation to very specific orality traits, e.g.,
pause length.

Investigations in Corpus-based Translation Studies and Corpus-based Inter-
preting Studies have initially focused on translation or interpreting “universals”,
to later look at recurrent shared phenomena through new lenses, like those of
“language mediation” (Ulrych & Murphy 2008) or “cognitive constraints” (Lan-
styák & Heltai 2012). Kotze’s framework of constrained varieties (2020: 346), in a
way, unites the two by classifying constraints into five “interacting and overarch-
ing dimensions”, i.e., language activation, modality and register, text production,
proficiency and task expertise. This approach aims at shedding light on which
linguistic features typically associated with translation may result from bilin-
gual activation in general (as opposed to monolingual language production), or
from the process of reworking a text (as opposed to producing it anew). From a
more sociolinguistic and discourse-related perspective, translation and interpret-
ing scholars have also made use of corpus methods to explore the complexity
linked to translation and interpreting of sensitive social issues.

Parliamentary data have been used extensively and for many years in corpus-
based linguistic research. Due to their multilingual nature, European Parliament
(EP) data (Tiedemann 2012) in particular have been used widely in translation
research, and still offer today a wealth of unique opportunities to investigate con-
straints that can affect linguistic production. The European Union institutions,
in general, are likely to be the richest source of multilingual and multimodal
texts: these are spoken, written and re-written for various recipients in diverse
forms depending on the communicative goal. The activities connected with the
EP plenaries involve Members of the Parliament (MEPs) delivering a speech ei-
ther impromptu or upon earlier preparation, which is usually based on existing
documentation at various stages of completion. All speeches, be they written-up

iv



Using European Parliament data in translation and interpreting research

and then read out or delivered impromptu, are transcribed into verbatim reports.
Both cases involve adaptation to a different modality. The oral speeches are inter-
preted simultaneously and the reports until 2011 were also translated. Thus, EP
data constitute a valuable source of texts that in Kotze’s (2020: 346) classification
of constrained varieties could be categorized as bilingual and/or dependent/medi-
ated, “in the sense that a prior text delimits and shapes the[ir] production”. In ad-
dition to videos with multilingual audio tracks, the EP website provides informa-
tion about speakers and topics of the debate. From a methodological perspective,
the EP material also guarantees a great degree of homogeneity, as translations
and interpretations are consistently performed by experienced professionals, and
speeches in various modes are delivered in the same institutional setting (Monti
et al. 2005), which is particularly valuable in corpus studies, where data compa-
rability is frequently a challenge. Content-wise, the EP plenaries provide a diver-
sity of topics and a wide range of speakers and interpreters. Issues discussed at
the plenaries range frommundane and bureaucratic to terminologically dense or
highly sensitive, providing ample opportunities for investigation of interpreting
or translation challenges.

For the most part, research on spoken and intermodal mediated discourse at
the European Parliament plenaries has been scattered and no single volume has
attempted to capture the complexity of language mediation in the two modes in
this very specific context. In this volumewe focus on quantitative and qualitative
spoken and intermodal mediated discourse looking either solely at interpreting
at the EP plenaries, or at both interpreting and translation, but never at written
translation alone. This ties in with the specific spoken/intermodal nature of the
plenaries at the EP, where speeches are first delivered and interpreted, and are
only later transcribed and (until a few years ago) translated.

2 Spoken mediated discourse

The first three chapters in the section on spoken mediated discourse, i.e., inter-
preting, adopt a linguistically-oriented perspective, looking at convergence be-
tween orators and interpreters, analysing formality of mediated and non-medi-
ated texts and investigating predictors of interpreters’ fluency.

In the first chapter, Defrancq and Plevoets examine speeches delivered by
MEPs and their interpretations. After theoretical considerations on whether
MEPs have more expertise in the genre of EP plenary speeches than interpreters
or the other way round, the empirical part concentrates on key 3- and 4-grams,
which help to identify the dominant group shaping the linguistic features of

v



Marta Kajzer-Wietrzny, Adriano Ferraresi, Ilmari Ivaska & Silvia Bernardini

the genre. Their results suggest that MEPs adopt some of the interpreters’ pat-
terns, thus supporting Pöchhacker’s (2005) idea that in an interpreter-mediated
encounter all interactants influence each other’s communicative behaviour.

In the second chapter, Ivaska, Ferraresi and Kajzer-Wietrzny draw on EPTIC to
examine speeches read out and delivered impromptu at the EP by native English
speakers to draw a list of linguistic features contributing to formality or informal-
ity. Next, they use a human-validated dataset of formality features to examine
differences between interpreted and non-interpreted texts. The outcomes point
to a higher level of formality of interpreted texts.

Chapter 3, by Chmiel, Korzinek, Kajzer-Wietrzny, Janikowski, Jakubowski and
Polakowska, introduces PINC, a corpus of European Parliament Polish speeches
and their interpretations. Its rich metadata make the corpus unique, insofar as
it includes, e.g., interpreter identification and very fine-grained text-to-speech
alignment. The study in which the corpus is exploited proves that fluency is mod-
ulated by the source text speech and articulation rate, as well as the target text
compression rate, and that the majority of interpreters produce interpretations
which are longer than the source texts. Interpreter identification further made it
possible to discover individual differences in compression rate.

Chapter 4 in the volume adopts a more qualitative approach to address sen-
sitive, and hence challenging issues for interpreters, i.e., migration. Analysing
an ad-hoc interpreting corpus comprising transcripts of speeches and their inter-
pretations, Anghelli and Mori investigate the topic of migration through the lens
of contrastive qualitative discourse analysis. They evaluate which strategies are
employed by interpreters to preserve, alter or distort politicians’ intentions and
to detect cues mitigating and/or intensifying the pragmatic intent of the original
speakers during plenary sessions devoted to migration.

3 Intermodal investigations

The section on intermodal comparisons begins with Chapter 5, in which Lefer
and De Sutter carry out a corpus study of the French rendition of English concate-
nated nouns in simultaneous interpreting and written translation. Using parallel
corpus data extracted from EPTIC, they model the French renditions of English
concatenated nouns with regression analysis, attempting to establish which fac-
tors affect the use of equivalent vs. non-equivalent renditions. The outcomes
highlight the key commonalities between the two modes and prove that the
cognitive sources in Halverson’s gravitational pull model can be successfully re-
searched with a multifactorial design.
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In Chapter 6, Mikolič Južnič and Pisanski Peterlin examine sentence-initial
connectors in mediated and non-mediated spoken and written Slovene by com-
paring the Slovene section of EPTIC, two monolingual reference corpora of Slo-
vene, and a subsection of a comparable Slovene corpus of parliamentary dis-
course. The results show notable differences between the two modes of produc-
tion, and at the same time reveal that other factors impact on results, such as
genre and mediation status.

In Chapter 7, Przybyl, Karakanta, Menzel and Teich investigate the effects
of mediation and mode in a data-driven, exploratory approach to detecting lin-
guistic features typical of translation/interpreting. The approach employs simple
word-based n-gram language models combined with the information-theoretic
measure of relative entropy used as a method of corpus comparison. In addition
to confirming previous findings from the literature, the authors detect new fea-
tures, such as a tendency towards more general lexemes in the verbal domain in
interpreting, and features related to nominal style in translation.

Chapter 8 by Corpas Pastor and Sánchez Rodas presents an NLP-enhanced
analysis of shifts in the rendition of named entities in an English<>Spanish sub-
corpus of PETIMOD, the translation and interpreting corpus of the Committee
on Petitions of the EP. The outcomes suggest that tendencies such as normalisa-
tion, transformation and simplification depend on language direction, mediation
mode, and semantic category of the named entity.

4 Issues and open challenges

This volume presents a unique collection of papers on mediated discourse either
in its spoken form or both spoken and written. Looking at the contributions,
it is hard not to notice that to some extent they reflect the dominant research
avenues also undertaken by interpreting and translation scholars working with
data other than the European Parliament plenaries. Despite the very specific con-
text of production, the volume thus makes it possible to make reflections which
have a bearing on CBTS and CBIS at large.

First, the analysed interpreting and inter-modal corpora are relatively small –
somuch so that they have been referred to as “nanocorpora” (Collard &Defrancq
2016), especially when evaluated from the perspective of monolingual corpus lin-
guistics research. Although voice recognition does facilitate spoken corpus cre-
ation, the processes needed to verify its output are still extremely time consum-
ing. Equally challenging is the alignment of source and target texts, as finding
one-to-one correspondences between spoken source and interpreted texts is not
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always trivial. Due to the small size, the need to incorporate richer metadata in
corpus design also becomes crucial (Reynaert et al. 2021). It is only thanks to
metadata that analyses can account for a number of fixed factors, while at the
same time controlling for random effects related to individual variation, such
as interpreter ID. Even though awareness of the problem is higher than in the
past, the number of studies trying to account for the problem of variation is still
proportionally low.

The problem could, in part, be solved with more data. It seems, however, that
in the case of spoken and intermodal analyses, collecting and pre-processing the
required amount of data lies beyond the capacity of single scholars. And yet small,
individually compiled corpora still constitute themajority of datasets analysed in
Translation and Interpreting Studies. This volume shows a more optimistic ten-
dency in this respect. The corpora used in a number of contributions presented
here are the result of cooperation between scholars: examples include the EPTIC
corpus (Ferraresi & Bernardini 2019), which is a joint effort of a few teams scat-
tered across Europe, and the EPIC-UdS corpus (Przybyl et al. 2022 [this volume]),
which makes use of data collected in other centres (Ghent and Poznan) and en-
riches themwithmore data and annotation layers. Theway forward probably lies
in coming up with a shared and customizable corpus format that could work for
more than one research group, and could make data exchange between groups
a more common practice. It is only in such a way that corpus-based translation
and interpreting research can escape the problem of nano-size.

Compiling and investigating corpora that allow for the analysis of spoken me-
diated discourse and intermodal comparisons will always constitute a greater
challenge than corpora of written texts. The present volume illustrates a number
of ways in which this challenge can be approached in the context of qualitative
and quantitative studies, both corpus-based and corpus-driven.
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