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Abstract

This study discussed Sl directionality by examining the validity of the claim that
interpreting into A language was a better/standard direction. Two approaches were
taken: literature review and Internet survey. On the part of literature review, aside
from the fact that the ambiguity of the existing language terms that necessarily
involved in the discussion of directionality deserved more research attention, some of
the major arguments for supporting A-B and B-A were reviewed respectively. Other
previous empirical studies also revealed important clues which might turn out to be
factors that determined Sl directionality in quite independently of the interpreter’s
working languages being native or non-native, as identified by this study. It was
highly likely that SI directionality was an issue that had gone beyond the discussion of
native vs. non-native languages. On the other hand, the Internet survey results showed
that interpreting into A language as the standard direction was awell-noted ideain the
field but few respondents actually gave their support to its strict practice mostly out of

the concern for market reality.
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Chapter One Introduction

1.1 Resear ch Background

Interpreting isatask of verbally translating a source language into a target one
so it inevitably involves at |east two languages in order to establish communication.
Chang (2005) indicates that in simultaneous interpreting, interpreting from one’ s non
native language (B language) into mother tongue (A language) is different from the
vice versa. For example, Chang points out that “ the comprehension and production
process in the second language (L 2) often differ from the first language” (p. 1) even
for afluent L2 learner. Such difference has been the basis of along-debated issue, that
is, directionality in SI (Chang 2005). What is the debate of SI directionality all about?
According to Chang, it is“whether an interpreter should work from L2, or a weaker
language, into L1, or a dominant language (referred as B-to-A), or vice versa (referred
as A-to-B).” (p. 1) Working into and out of mother tongue is also known as AB retour
(Al1C website). Membersin the field have tried to “ answer the question as to which
combination is easier for the interpreters and provides better interpreting quality.”
(Bartlomigjczyk 2004b, p. 239) Many have noted that interpreting into A is generally
the dominant direction or standard practice as adopted by some major international
organizations (Schweda-Nicholson 1992, cited in Chang 2005; Szabari 2002). Some
even suggest working into A is a consensus achieved by professionalsin the field
(Tommola and Heleva 1998). However, Gile (1990) reminds us that the subject of
directionality has not been properly dealt with asfar as Sl research is concerned
although many differences across language direction have been observed. This study
believes the claim that working into mother tongue (Or A language) is a standard
practice should be further discussed and whether directionality is only related to the

pros and cons of interpreting from and into mother tongue is an important issue that



requires more research efforts. By clarifying these questions, more can be learned and
ascertained on (1) whether working into A isindeed commonly practiced and for what
reasons (2) arewe on the right track by simply examining the issue of directionality

regarding one’ s native and nonnative languages.

Note that Kees de Bot (2000) cautions that interpreting into A may not be asa
widespread preference asit is claimed in the literature. Kees de Bot may beright in
suggesting so. The point is that not all organizations/places are exclusive about
working into A even for those who do support and practice it. For example, The Joint
Interpreting and Conference Service (Or SCIC) has aso now acknowledged and
practiced interpreting into B; according to the website of the European Parliament,
which allows their interpreters for the Finnish booth and countries that made their
accession from 2004 and onwards to work in both directions (EU website). In Taiwan,
interpreters whose language combination is Chinese/English are indeed required to
work in both directions due to a shortage of English-A interpreters in the market
(Chang 2005). Very little research has indeed looked into “ Where, in what situation
and with what languages do interpreters work exclusively into their A language and B
language respectively” as well asthefact that factors that determine directionality

have so far received equally modest attention (Szabari 2002).

The first thing that must be ascertained is whether thereis any evidence that
working into A is ever supported or practiced by any professionals, organizations,
institutes or companies, etc. to the degreethat it is clearly stated in written form asa
working principle or standard. Pokorn (2004) mentions the fact that many translation

theorists demand that texts be trandated only into the translator’ s mother tongue



based on the claim that “ native speakers have an infallible ability to distinguish native
speakers from non-native speakers.” (p. 114) In the book Approachesto Transation,
Peter Newmark believesthat a trandlator working into a foreign language cannot
avoid the production being “ unnatural and non-native, any more than he can speak
one.” (Newmark 1981, p. 180) Written tranglators in the EU institutions “ translate
exclusively into their mother tongue.” (Wagner, Bech and Martinez 2002, p. 32)
When it comes to translation and interpreting as a business, strict practice of working
into A is also observed because this direction is considered to be of higher quality.
One exampleis Langbrdige Inc., atrandation/interpretation agency that claimsto be
working with more than 5,000 translators and interpreters worldwide and offers
trandation service in nearly 200 languages and dialects while interpreting in over 20.
This agency advertises the quality of their work by reassuring their clients that not
only their translators and interpreters are certified and have one or more university
degree and/or certifications in trandlation but more important, the agency’ s working
principle isthat all work be done in the mother tongue (On the website of Langbridge,

Inc).

In terms of organizations in the field, Institute of Linguists (loL) in its Code of
Professional Conduct under scope of work which Practitioners (Referring to members
of the Institute) may undertake states that “ Practitioner who act as trandlators shall
work only into the language they register with the Institute as their mother tongue or
language of habitual use.” (The website of loL) What is more, Swiss Association of
Trandators, Terminologists and Interpreters (ASTTI) even draws down the following

as one of the admission criteriafor its active members:



“avoir une compréhension et une mal trise parfaites des
langues de travail pour lesquellesil demande son admission
al'ASTTI; en régle générae, lalangue d'arrivée ne peut
étre que lalangue maternelle ou lalangue de culture” (ASTTI website).

The above quote can be trandated as “ To have perfect comprehension and control of
the working languages as ASTTI admission requires, as a genera rule, the target
language can only be the mother tongue or the language of education” . Regardless of
the number of people who support and practice working into A as a standard, the fact
that interpreting into A is considered the standard practice by some of the membersin
thefiled is undeniable. As demonstrated above, they seriously take working into A as
a standard practice or even an admission requirement for membership as a way to
ensure work quality and/or to attract business. The practical extensiveness of working
into A accepted in reality as a benchmark is a matter that requires further research.
The study scope of this research thus probes into the issue of directionality on the part
of the validity of interpreting into A as a standard practice not only by reviewing the
literature and the opinions and practices of some members in the field but also
examining what factors, other than interpreter’s native and nonnative language, may

have existed and manipulated interpreting across language direction.

1.2 Resear ch Objective

The frequent citation of working into A as a dominant or standard practice in
the literature and the fact that it is indeed followed by some in the real world are
undeniable facts. This study will look into the issue of working into A, exploring
aspects of feasibility of such a principle to gain a better understanding of possible
impacts regarding the practice of Sl by examining the formation, historical reason and
factors that contribute to the current practice. Opinions and actual practices of

members in the field are also collected and analyzed. Therefore, literature review and



survey method are both taken to approach the issue; the former is the focus while the

latter functions as additional support for this study.

1.3 Organization of the Study
The present study is consisted of six chapters. Chapter Oneis Introduction

which states the research background, research objective and organization of the study.

Chapter Two presents an overview of interpreting regarding its history and
definition. Terms which are constantly referred to throughout the study (i.e. the

definitions for A, B and C languages) are defined and further discussed in this chapter.

While arguments supporting A-B and B-A are reviewed respectively in
Chapter Three, previous empirical studies presented to the issue of Sl directionality
reveal i mportant clues which are also identified by this study as factors that may

determine directionality in this chapter.

Chapter Four isthe research methodology which concerns the qualitative
questionnaires administered through email (Internet survey) as adopted by this study.
Its functioning as aresearch tool is critical in testing the research questions that this

study has raised according to the literature review.

Chapter Five states the research results and analysis while Chapter Six finally
presents the conclusion of the study founded on the analysis of the literature review

and the collected data from the survey.



Chapter Two Interpreting: History and Definition

Chapter two takes two key topics into consideration: an overview of
interpreting regarding its history and definitionto begin with, followed by areview of

the working definition for A, B and C languages of an interpreter.

2.1 Overview of Interpreting
This section provides an overall picture for interpreting including its definition

and history.

2.1.1 Interpreting: Definition

“Interpreting is aform of Trandlation in which afirst and final renditionin
another language is produced on the basis of a one-time presentation of an utterance
in asource language.” (Pochhacker 2004, p. 11) There are various working modes of
interpreting; some of these include consecutive interpretation, simultaneous
interpretation (Sl), whisper interpretation/'whispering and sight translatior/sight
interpretation Consecutive interpreting is conducted in away that the interpreter first
listens to the original speech whether it is complete or fragmented; then, the

interpreter reproduces the message in the target language (Baigorri-Jal ?n 2000).

Sight trandation is simply the “the rendition of awritten text ‘at sight’.”
(Pdchhacker 2004, p. 19) The interpreter’ s delivery is simultaneous with his/ her

visual reception of the written source text.

On the other hand, Sl is carried out in the way that two or three interpreters

usually pair up in a soundproofed booth where they take turns interpreting. With the



help of technical equipment (i.e. headset, microphone, console, etc.), the interpreter
orally trandates what he/she hears into atarget language, which the audience can
listen to through a headset. Sl is unique among various kinds of trandation and
interpreting practices because it requires an interpreter to “orally trandating the
message heard in one language immediately and continuously into another language
while the message is still being produced.” (Chang 2005, p. 1; Liao 2005, p. 12) In
other words, the interpreter listens to the incoming messages and provides an oral
trandation into another language as upcoming messages are still in the process of
being produced by the speaker. As Hamers and Blanc (1989) adds, the interpreter
“gpeaks one part of the message in the target language while listening simultaneously
to the next part of the message in the source language.” (p. 244) In S, the
interpreter’ s listening and interpreting are almost simultaneously done while the
speaker is never interrupted by the interpreting task, Yagi (1999) mentionstimeisa
very important factor in Sl because the task is comprised of “concurrent and semi -

concurrent cognitive activities (listening, decoding, encoding and speaking).” (p. 268)

Whispering isaform of rendition that is done as the interpreter works right
next to one or afew of listeners by speaking in a soft voice. In fact, whispering can

also be done by using “ portabl e transmission equipment.” (Pochhacker 2004, p.19)

2.1.2 Interpreting: An Overview of History
Interpreting is atype of trandation which predates written translation and even
the writing practice as its ancestry can be traced all the way back around 1900 BC

(Pochhacker 2004).



In Ancient Greece, interpreters were regarded as the linguistic mediators for
business. The only way Greeks could communicate with “ high status Roman Senate
representatives or non-classical people like Egyptians or Celts were through
interpreters.” (Angelelli 2004) Based on the fact that the Greeks “were somewhat

averseto “foreign tongue”, interpreters were constantly in demand.” (p. 8)

The entire history of Buddhist scripture translation in China proceeded nearly
aslong as nine hundred years (Cao 1990). As Lin (2000) reports, Buddhist scripture
in the early days were often written in Sanskrit or in the trand ated versions such asin
Kucha or Khotan, the foreign languages from the West Area. Few Chinese could
understand Sanskrit or the foreign languages from the West Area during the early
days of trandation of Buddhist scripture (Cao 1990). Even during the entire nine
hundred years those who were in charge of translation or exponent tasks were mostly
foreign monks who came to China and among them, few could speak as fluent
Chinese such as Kumargjiva and Dharmaksema
(Or Dharmaraksa). Therefore, the majority who did not have the knowledge of
Chinese had to depend upon interpreters for language assistance (Cao 1990). Cao
clearly documented that the foreign monk who was in charge of the oral teaching of
Buddhist texts would first recite the texts using the foreign language that the texts
were written in before interpreting the content into Chinese. For those in charge of the
same task but did not speak Chinese, an interpreter would stand by and i nterpret what
the foreign monk in charge had said, while a disciple took down the interpreter’s
delivery in written form. Huang (1990) commented that working into aforeign
language in such case was a must for there were no other alternatives. It should be

noted that foreign monks who could speak Chinese as an additional language also



served asinterpreters for those who did not. Lokaksema (Or Lokaksin) was cited as
the earliest example for such purpose by Cao (1990). Therefore, not all foreign monks

who cane to Chinato teach were required to learn Chinese as a prerequisite.

Shifting the focus to some of the western world’ s events, a somewhat similar
functioning of interpretation driven by market reality is a'so documented. Ever since
the Spanish Conquest, interpreters have held an important position in the Americas.
As Christopher Columbus set foot in the Americas, communication with the Native
Americans was blocked for both sides did not understand each other’ s language
whatsoever. It turned out that Columbus had to train some of the Nativesto learn
Spanish and its culture. This was done by capturing some natives and sending them to
Spain for the above purpose of education and later bringing them back to go on
subsequent voyages with Columbus. It turned out to be a successful tactics and
communication between the Spanish and the Natives was bridged by “a new
generation of Native interpreters.” (Angelelli 2004, p. 9) An educated guess here is
that to begin with, those Native interpreters must have worked both waysin order to
fulfill the communicating task since they were the only ones who understood both

languages.

In more recent history, interpreting service dated back in the 1920s, after more
languages were recognized as official diplomatic languages when “the virtual
monopoly enjoyed by French as the language of diplomacy ended.” (Baigorri-Jal?n
2000, p. 1) Consecutive interpreting and whispering were the earliest forms of

interpreting to be adopted.



Prior to the Second World War, an interpreting activity similar to Sl was
practiced at the League of Nations (Gaiba 1998) and International Labor Office
(Baigorri-Jal ?n 2000). In the early days, SI was conducted in away alittle different
from what was done in Nuremberg and the way we do it today. Gaiba called it
“simultaneous successive interpretation and the simultaneous reading of pretransated
texts.” (Gaiba 1988, p. 31) A consecutive mode was done first by various interpreters,
and then as the speaker came to a conclusion, one interpreter took the stand and
trandated it in into alanguage (usually French). In the meantime, the other
interpreters were in the booth interpreting the notes they had taken down previously
into various target languages. Yet “ the internationa environment in the 1930s was far
from ideal for technical innovation or for political experimentation in the field of
multilateralism....” and the era of Sl did not fully take place until the Nuremberg Trial

in 1945 (Baigorri-Jal?n 2000, p. 3).

The Nuremberg Trial, which lasted 217 days (De Jongh 1992) and involved
participants who spoke English, French, Russian and German among themselves, did
not adopt consecutive interpreting because the proceedings would have lasted much
longer than expected (Baigorri-Jal ?n 2000); instead, an SI mode similar to the way Sl
is performed today was chosenand 36 Sl interpreters were selected for the task
(Gaiba 1998). However, the Court Interpreting Branch under The Trandlation
Division in the Nuremberg Trial did provide about 12 auxiliary consecutive
interpreters for “languages different than the languages of the tribunal, such as Polish
and Yiddish.” (Gaiba 1998, p. 51) The criteriato select simultaneous interpretersin
the Nuremberg Trial were numerous according to Gaiba. Other than the requirement

of immense cultural and educational knowledge, personal characteristics such as self-

10



composure and the ability to concentrate under stressful conditions, was the concern
for language factor. The selected interpreters should be very fluent in their working
languages supported by an extensive “ cultural and educational background.” (Gaiba
1998, p. 46) To be more exact, these interpreters were indeed required to have a
“native-like knowledge of the foreign language(s) with which they wanted to work.”
(p. 46) Inthe Nuremberg Trial, it was believed that “ greater mastery and fluency were
needed for interpreting into alanguage rather than from it.” Therefore, as one of the
selection criteria, the Tranglation Division “was looking for people with a consistent
and recent experience with the foreign language” for the interpreters to work into a

foreign language in the Trial (Gaiba 1998, p. 46).

The concern for Sl directionality has existed since the Nuremberg Trial asa
historical check point. The debate of respective advantages supporting interpreting
into A and into B has been going on since the beginning of SI (Donovan 2002). Since
Sl took the shape as we know it today in the Nuremberg Trial, membersin the
interpreting community were aware of a set of features that distinguish working into
native language and working into nonnative language; take argumentsthat support A-
B for example, the interpreting job was best done when the interpreter translated into
aforeign language as the Trial believed and indeed practiced. Once the interpreter
fully understood input message, he/she often had no trouble providing a suitable

rendering in the second language (Gaiba 1998).

2.2 Language Terms

Language terms that are involved in this study such as mother tongue,

dominant language as well as A, B and C languages should be clarified first for a
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more based discussion on the issue of directionality that follows. This sectionis
comprised of the definitions/discussion on mother tongue, dominant language, A, B

and C languages as far as they are concerned in the field of interpretation.

2.2.1 Mother Tongue

Pokorn (2005) indicates “the general usage of the term “ mother
tongue” ......... denotes not only the language one learns from one’ s mother, but also
the speaker’ s dominant and home language.” (p. 3) Regarding dominant language,
The Encyclopedia of Language and Linguistics (1994) and Pokorn (2005) both
mention that a person may have more than one dominant language when the home
language is different from that of the public standard code in a multilingual or
multidialectal societies. In addition, the term “dominant language” can be used for the
language that was acquired later. In other words, the person’ s mother tongue can
change over time and is eventually replaced by alater acquired language that becomes
his/her dominant language because of other influences (The Encyclopedia of
Language and Linguistics 1994). Pokorn further argues that translation theoreticians’
claim “that one should translate only into one’ s mother tongue, isin fact a claim that

one should only translate into one’ sfirst and dominant language.” (p. 3)

However, Pokorn goes on and warns that the ambiguity of the term “ mother
tongue” has had “different connotative meanings” according to “the intended usage of
the word and that differences in understanding the term can have far-reaching and
often political consequences’ as claimed by some researchers (p. 3). Pokorn explains
that the many existing definitions for the term mother tongue (See Table 2.1 for the

various common definitions of mother tongue compiled by Pokorn) do not
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“objectively and completely” define what mother tongue is (p. 3). It isinteresting how
Pokorn pin points the problems in the existing definitions for mother tongue and the
degree of vagueness these definitions can be. For instance, regarding the fourth
definition for mother tongue, that is, identification internal or external, Pokorn
mentions a recorded case in which an English-speaking Indian who believed himself
to be a native speaker of English (Identification-internal) because it was the only
language he spoke (as his mother tongue, dominant language and language of habitual
use), and yet he was rejected as a teacher in Great Britain on the grounds that the
language school he applied to did not considered him an English native speaker
(Identification-external), which was an advertised criterion for the applicants.
Ironically, this study suspects that if the very same individual learned aforeign
language later and became an interpreter, he would be accepted as an English A
interpreter, asjustified by the rest of criteria below for mother tongue — competence,

origin and function.

Table 2.1 Some of the most common linguistic definitions for mother tongue
compiled by Pokorn

Criterion Definition
Origin The language(s) one learned first
Competence The language(s) one knows best
Function The language(s) one uses most
Identification
- Internal The language(s) one identifies with
- External The language(s) of which oneisidentified asa

native speaker by others

13



Pokorn believes that the fourth criterion of identification is related to a controversial
subject which is the recognition of the variants of a particular language (i.e. the
variants of English and French). Take the native varieties of English vs. the non-
native varieties for instance, some examples Pokorn provides for the former is British
English and American English which are institutionalized; the latter can include
Indian English and Nigerian English, etc. In other words, all native speakers of any
non-native variety of English are not recognized as its native speakers “and are
therefore denied any right to define the correctness or appropriateness of a particular

expression in English.” (Pokorn 2005, p. 5)

Degspite of all the other problems Pokorn has identified additionally with these
common definitions for mother tongue, the term has not yet had a dependable and
agreed definition in the way that its definition seems to vary from one condition to
another as discussed above; what one qualifiesin adefinition as a native speaker of a
language may turn out to be unqualified in another, which this study suspects may
also be one of the reasons that linguists have yet to achieve a consensus on the term
“native speaker.” (Davis 1991) The vagueness of mother tongue as aterm thereforeis
likely to have set the definition of A language concerning the field of interpreting on
thin ice. What one believes himself/herself to be interpreting into his’/her mother
tongue may turn out to be interpreting into a nonnative language in the eyes of another
in the sense that mother tongue in its “ every definition necessarily reflects the origina
cultural, political and personal experience and expectations of the one providing the
definition” and these expectations “vary considerably from those of the speakers

defined and classified by such definitions.” (Pokorn 2005, p. 3)
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One question this study would like to point out is, when the home language is
different from the public standard code as both can be one’ s dominant language
according to The Encyclopedia of Language and Linguistics (1994) and Pokorn
(2005), which can be claimed as one’ s A language? Can this person simply declare to
have two A languages? Where do we draw the line? These questions are out of the
research scope of this study but may be issuesthat require more research attention

before amore based discussion on directionality is achieved.

2.2.2 The Definition of A language, B Language and C Language

Prior to discussing the difference among A, B and C languages, we must first
know that interpreters talk about language in two types. the active language and the
passive language. An active language refers to “ a language the interpreters speak that
delegates can listen t0” and a passive language is “a language the interpreters
understand that is spoken by the delegates.” An interpreter’ s mother tongue (Whichis
yet to reach any definitional consensus as discussed above) is usually considered the
active language, or the A language; some interpreters have “ a perfect command” in a
language other than their mother tongue and are able to work into this language. In
this case, these interpreters are said to have a second active language (SCIC website),
or also known as the B language, of which the definition is that in addition to the
native language, some of the interpreters aso have a second active language with
which they can work into from one or more other languages. In contrast, a passive
language, or also called a C language, is a language that an interpreter completely
understands and often speaks to a certain extent but does not have the kind of

command to work/interpret into it, according to the website of SCIC.
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To paraphrase the above, the way this particular field views a second language
which makes it distinctive from alinguistic point of view isthat an interpreter’ s
second active language must be strong enough to carry out interpreting tasks in both
directions; if the interpreter’ s second language was not fluent/active enough to
perform such task, then it is considered a passive language/C language, which by
definitionis alanguage an interpreter knows but does not know it well enough to
work into it. AIIC provides avery similar definition for A, B and C languages (AlIC
website) and the same definitions of A, B and C are also found on the website of

European Masters in Conference Interpreting (EMCI).

“Active languages.
A: Theinterpreter's native language (or another language strictly
equivaent to a native language), into which the interpreter works

from all her or his other languages in both modes of interpretation,
simultaneous and consecutive.

B: A language other than the interpreter's native language, of
which she or he has a perfect command and into which she or he
works from one or more of her or his other languages. Some
interpreters work into a'B' language in only one of the two modes
of interpretation.

Passive languages:

C: Languages, of which the interpreter has a complete
understanding and from which she or he works.”

Note that the concern brought up by Stern (1983) and Routledge Encyclopedia
of Language Teaching and Learning (2000) suggests a person may acquire his/her
first language in early childhood but switch to a different language acquired later and
became hig/her language of dominance due to, for example, immigration to aforeign

country. Thus dominant language may assume another role, that is, alater acquired
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language which replaces one’ s mother tongue as the language of primary competence.
AlIC sflexibility with the A language definition which can be referred to one’ s
mother tongue or one’ s language of education so far seems to have taken care of such
ambiguity. The organization further specifies that an interpreter’ s main active
language, that is, the mother tongue, is alanguage in which“the interpreter was
formally educated and feels completely at ease.” Once again, a person’ s mother
tongue may or may not be his/her language of primary competence (The website of
Barinas Trangdlation Consultants, Inc. or BTC). The use of the term ‘ native language’
asan interpreter’ s A language can be thus confusing in some cases. On its website,
BTC clarifies this matter alittle by suggesting A language should be defined as an
interpreter’ s dominant language since A language is usually but not necessarily an
interpreter’ s native language. Again what we have seen hereis under the support of
The Encyclopedia of Language and Linguistics (1994) and Pokorn (2005) in the sense
that dominant language may be alater acquired language that eventually replaces
one's mother tongue. It seemsthat A language includes not only one’ s mother tongue
but also dominant language in the way that it is alanguage that |ater replaces the

mother tongue and becomes one’ s language of primary competence.

However, the double definitions of A language does not erase the fact that the
two may still be different. For instance, it is “widely observed that children from
immigrant families eventually speak the language of their new community with
native-like fluency, but their parents rarely achieve such high levels of mastery of the
spoken language.” (Lightbown and Spada 2001, p. 60) The point of these two authors
isthat age of language acquisition is afactor that may determine the levels of

language competence of one’ s dominant language (As the language that later replaced
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the mother tongue). Lightbown and Spada offer one explanationfor this: the Critical
Period Hypothesis. A critical period for second language acquisition exists (mostly
claimed around puberty but may even be earlier as some suggested) and older
language learners depend on “ more general learning abilities — the same ones they
might use to learn other kinds of skills or information.” Lightbown and Spadais not
denying the existence of many successful adult second language learners “but, for
most, differences of accent, word choice, or grammatical features distinguishthem
from native speakers and from second language speakers who begin learning the
language while they were very young.” The general language learning thus may not
be as successful asthat of the young child in the sensethat it is less innate and
specific (p. 60). Therefore, defining an interpreter’ s A language as either the mother
tongue or the dominant language that later replaces the mother tongue can be
problematic in the way that the dominant language may in fact pose different levels of

competence for various individuals according to their age of acquisition.

2.2.3 Definition Supplement

Linguists have not yet agreed on the term “ native speaker” (Davis 1991) and
smply taking A language as one’ s native language or mother tongue is ambiguous.
Adding on the fact that AlIC s definition for B language “ does not go into enough
detailsfor training purposes’ (Adams 2002, p. 20), we also need a clearer definition to

characterize B language as thisfield justifies.

During the University of Westminster (UoW) short course, the definition of B

language was discussed in detail and a consensus was reached as listed by Adams

(2002). A ‘B’ languageis: “1). A language in which you can think-in aformal
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structured situation (e.g. i nterpreting); 2). A language in which you can deliver a clear
message to conference participants, colleagues on relay, and colleagues who share
your A language. So we have alittle more to go on than * perfect command’.” (p. 20)
Adams went on to describe the subtle difference between alanguage with * perfect
command” and a native language isthat a‘B’ language is alanguage that one should
handle with care because it is not a language known native to an interpreter; problems
can arise in B such as tenses, vocabulary, collocations, accent, articles, preposition,
idioms and pronunciation. These categories can be used to further differentiate A
language from B language since B is prone to have these problems more so than A.
Adamsin fact conducted an interview for the selection of interpreting course
applicants and focused specifically on the function of A/B combination. Three
selecting criteria assessing B language were identified there: 1). “It isimportant to
fully investigate applicant' s understanding of B because they “ may be able to think in
their ‘B’ and deliver amessage in words of their choosing but not have a wide enough
vocabulary or an adequate sense of register” (p. 21); 2).what defines one’s B language
involves *a genuine understanding of the ‘B’ language culture”, which refersto “a
sense of rootedness in that language” and 3). “their active use of the language —
fluency.” (p. 21) What Adams suggests here may be linked to a deeper issue of

“where and how the interpreter mastered the B language.” (Szabari 2002, p. 15)

“If thiswas done in his own country within an organized
framework as was probably the casein the Soviet Union,
listening comprehension was probably more problematic

than speaking as he had no opportunity to gain familiarity

with the multitude of native speakers. On the other hand,
interpreters in western countries generally master their foreign
languages while living or studying in the target language country,
thus comprehension is not difficult for them even if a speaker has
apoor articulation or complicated wording.” (p. 15)
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Note that AlIC did mention a B language, asit is not the interpreter’ s mother tongue,
“can only be acquired after years of hard work and frequent stay in a country of that
language.” (The website of AlIC) Therefore, a deep understanding of the source to be
tranglated is not something that interpreting can do without and the task of interpreting
is more than what languages alone canjustify. Discussions concerning the definitions
of A, B and Clanguagesin 2.2.1 and 2.2.2 are organized into Table 2.2 using Yagi’'s

four activitiesin Sl (See2.1.1.).
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Table 2.2 Definition Supplement for A, B and C

Task Listening Decoding Encoding Speaking
L anguage
M other Relatively low Relatively low Relatively low Relatively low
Tongue difficulty (but difficulty (but difficulty (but difficulty (but
may have may have may have may have
exceptionsi.e. exceptionsi.e. exceptionsi.e. exceptionsi.e.
when it is whenitis whenitis whenitis
replaced by a replaced by a replaced by a replaced by a
later acquired later acquired later acquired later acquired
|language) language) language) language)
Dominant Relatively low Relatively low Relatively low Relatively low
Language difficulty (but as | difficulty (but as | difficulty (but as | difficulty (but as
alater acquired | alater acquired | alater acquired | alater acquired
language that language that language that language that
replaces the replaces the replaces the replaces the
mother tongue, mother tongue, mother tongue, mother tongue,
language language language language
competence may | competence may | competence may | competence may
vary duetoage | vary duetoage | vary duetoage | vary dueto age
of acquisition) of acquisition) of acquisition) of acquisition)
A Language | Relatively low Relatively low Relatively low Relatively low
difficulty difficulty difficulty difficulty
B Language | Not a mother Not a mother Not a mother Not a mother
tongue/dominant | tongue/dominant | tongue/dominant | tongue/dominant
language but language but language but language but
with perfect with perfect with perfect with perfect
commend as commend as commend as commend as
quality justifies | quality justifies | quality justifies | quality justifies
one can clearly
and accurately
interpret into B
language; prone
to have more
problemsin
tenses,
vocabularies,
collocations,
accent, idioms,
articles,
preposition and
Pronunciation
more so than A
C Language | Onetotaly Onetotally One does not Unlike working
understandsthe | understandsthe | know it well into B language,
C language C language enough to work | one does not
into C language | know it well
enough to work
into C language

Source: Compiled by this study
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Compelled by the fact that language terms have yet to reach any clear
consensus, such as the ambiguity of the term mother tongue and A language as
mentioned earlier, it is necessary for the purpose of this study to establish aworking
definition for mother tongue, dominant language, A, B and C language (See Table 2.3)
for discussion on directionality in the subsequent chapters to base on, until further
clarification of the language termsin the future. Note that the working definitions are
generally formulated on the basis that some are the most frequently cited definitions

in 2.2.1 and 2.2.2.summarized by this study.

Table 2.3 Working Definitions for mother tongue, dominant language, A, B and C
language for the Purpose of this Study

Mother tongue: One’ s language of primary competence as the language |earned
mother (the home language) which is the same as the public standard
code of the society that one lives and is educated in

Dominant language: Dominant language which may or may not be one’ s mother
tongue. When itis not the mother tongue, it is defined as
acquired later and replaces the mother tongue as the language of
educationwhich becomes one’ s language of primary competence

A language: Interpreter’ s mother tongue as defined above

B language: Interpreter’ s additional active language other than the language of
primary competence. The interpreter should have a perfect command
with the B language to enable the task of AB retour as quality justifies

C language: It is not a language of primary competence which differs from B
language in the sense that B is an active language and C is a passive
language; the interpreter does not know the C language well enough to
work into it (i.e. A-C or B-Cisnot practicable).

Source: Compiled by this study
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Chapter Three Directionality in Sl

This chapter reviews the previous discussions/debates concerning
directionality as background knowledge to begin with. This study then questions
whether working into A is a standard by identifying some of the factors that may have

affected interpreting process across language direction.

3.1 Directionality: IsThere an Issue?

Thetask of interpreting always proceeds from one direction to another (From
a source language to atarget language) and as Bartlomigjczyk (2004b) indicates,
whether to simultaneously interpret into one’s A or B language has been a
controversial subject over the years. Before approaching the issue of directionality,

one must first ask: is there a difference between working into A and working into B?

3.1.1 Argumentsfor Interpretinginto A

This section presents the views supporting the direction of B-A. There are two
major claims for working into A, most oft-cited considerationis B-A renders a better
quality of language production. Also, some believe that B comprehension is easier to

achieve than B production.

3.1.1.1 Quality Language Production

The first and foremost argument found supporting B-A by is the concern for
quality language production. Since the very beginning of interpreting research, most
authors were convinced by the superiority of B-A combination (Bartlomiegjczyk
2004b). For example, Herber (1953, cited in Bartlomiejczyk 2004b) believed that

working into A “so far as possible and with few exceptions” (p. 239), should be
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strictly applied in simultaneous and consecutive interpreting. In addition, Seleskovitch
(1978) claimed that working into B produces inevitably flawed speech and the

interpreter’ s native language had an influence on the foreign language production.

With today' s anple opportunities to travel abroad and massive foreign media
coverage, the clam that working from one’s A has the advantage of better input
comprehension which helps rendering a higher interpreting accuracy cannot
effectively convince EMCI (2002) although EM CI does acknowledge interpreting into
B on the basis of the concern for market reality. Seleskovitch and Lederer (1998, cited
in Szabari 2002) believe B-A generates the best result of a familiar interpretation to
the listener or user who does not need to reformulate or reinterpret what is being heard.
Seleskovitch and Lederer further suggest that the main problem of A-B isthat the
mother tongue has an effect on the B language output in which the interpreter strives
to “convey it in all of its dressing”, and such interpretation is likely to contain alien
tools exist in the source language, making it more difficult for the listener to
understand (p. 15). Working into B is also a more energy-consuming direction for
interpreters, which leads to more rapid performance deterioration, again according to
Seleskovitch and Lederer. In fact, some mention the claim that working into the non
dominant language places an “extra cognitive burden’ on the interpreter, leading to
“loss of quality.” (Szabari 2002; Chang 2005, p.15) The drawback of “extra cognitive
burder” when working into B may be supported by Kurz (1992, cited in
Bartlomigjczyk 2004b), who measured the brain activity (EEG) of an interpreter who
only worked mentally without actually uttering the output in both directions.
Interestingly, it was discovered that more brain areas were involved as the interpreter

worked from A to B than from B to A. KurZ s discovery may explain why interpreters
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in Donovan's user survey al show a preference of working into their nother tongue
as they fed “it is less tiring, one is less tense and has more flexibility.” (Donovan

2002, p. 7)

The unnatural B language productionis also suggested by Campbell (1998,
cited in Szabari 2002). Gaiba (1998) mentions that those who do not support working
into B suggest that this direction often has the problem of delivery; for instance, the
foreign accent perceived in the interpreter’ s B production. In fact, it is acommonly
held opinion that when interpreting into B, the production is more likely to be
problematic under stress (Dornic 1978; Selinker 1972 and Dewaele 2002 cited in
Chang 2005). The general assumption based on the argument as reviewed is that when
oneinterprets into A, what he/she also offersis amore fluent and natural production
comparing to production in B. In other words, it seems that oneislesslikely
challenged in the A production with all else being equal, which lead to the next

argument in 3.1.1.2.

3.1.1.2 B Production vs. B Comprehension
Another familiar argument for working into A is that accurate comprehension

in B can be achieved with a greater likelihood than accurate production in B. This
means that B receptive skills are higher than B productive skills, thusit is

“ advantageous to have B-language text as the source text to be understood”, while
having to produce messagesin A (Gerver 1976, cited in Tommola & Heleva 1998,
p.178). Others further suggest that it is not only the syntactic structure but also the
prosodic features of B that necessarily draws away an interpreter’ s attention while

interpreting in the direction of A-B (Schweda-Nicholson 1992, cited in Chang 2005).
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Alfred Steer also believesthat “arefined and elegant delivery” is harder to achieve

with B production (Gaiba 1998. p. 48).

To sum up, two general ideas support working into A. First, the linguistic
quality of delivery whenworking into A is much more dependable thus the language
production is relatively more natural and familiar to the listener who shares the
interpreter’ s mother tongue. The additional argument is that accurate B

comprehension is easier to achieve than accurate production in B.

3.1.2 Argumentsfor Interpreting into B

This section discusses various views and facts supporting the direction of A-B.
This study identifies three major supporting arguments for A-B in the literature
review. They are related to market demand, the advantage of native understanding of

input and content accuracy as interpreting priority

3.1.2.1 Market Reality

Market reality may be one of the most important arguments for accepting AB
retour because it is the most oft-cited concern according to this study's literature
review. In the past, the exponent and translation of Buddhi st scripture in China as well
as how the Spanish trained the Natives to be the interpreters as mentioned (See 2.1.2)
are both good examples for the necessity of working into a foreign language in order

to accommodate market in the past.

Today, interpreting into B is known as retour interpreting. “Retour interpreting

is particularly useful to provide relays out of less well-known languages into more
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wide spread languages.” (SCIC website) Working between A and B (Or interpreting
in both directions) is aso called AB retour (AllIC website). The reality requires AB
retour is based on the fact that as more and more countries establish channels to
communicate for various purposes, it is difficult to find interpreters who speak a less
well-known language as his/her B or C. Therefore, “A-B combinations are an absolute
necessity for some languages’, such as those of the many EU new members
(Bartlomigjczyk 2004b, p. 247). It is sometimes “a practical necessity” (EMCI 2002;
Tommola & Heleva 1998) because there may not always be enough interpreters who
are the native speakers of a certain language; therefore, those who know the language
as a second language may be required to work in both directions. For example, in
Taiwan, a shortage of English-native interpreters is a fact so usually a Taiwanese
interpreter (Whose A is Chinese and B is English) must work both ways (Chang
2005). A similar problem also exists in other Asian countries such asin Koreasinceit
is difficult to find interpreters whose B or C is Korean while their A is a more well-

known language (Lee 2002).

Not only in Asia but in fact as Szabari (2002) points out, a similar need for
retour interpreting exists in Europe today. Minns (2002) contributes such reality to
“the accession of new member countries to the EU as well as the overall phenomenon
of globalization” (p. 35) Thus for practical reasons, retour interpreting is now also
adopted by some international organizations and private market contracts (EMIC
2002; Donovan 2002). Practicing and teaching techniques of working into B have
been receiving increasing attention and discussion than ever. For example, EMCI
accepts retour interpreting as a fact and has been in the discussion on issues relating to

associated training requirements (Donovan 2004). AlIC aso recognizes that the
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European Commissions accepts interpreting into B provided that the language that is
worked into is English, French or German now also known as retour languages (Al1C
website). Apparently, a strict application of working into A is not an option since it is
difficult to find native speakers whose A is, for example, one of the retour languages
and at the same time also have a less sought-after language as an additional B. The
truth is, market demands AB retour is no longer news. AllC recognizes the need for
AB retour. It mentions that Chinese is becoming more important while Japanese is
also much in demand but few interpreters can speak either language as an active
language except for interpreters who have the language as their mother tongue (AlIC
website). Strictly working into A is practically difficult, if not totally impossible, in

virtually many parts of the world.

3.1.2.2 Native Under standing

The most difficult part in B-A Sl isinput/source text comprehension (Weller
1991, cited in Lee 1999; Chang 2005). In addition, Seleskovitch (1978, cited in Lee
1999) believes that the greatest difficulty in Sl isthat the interpreter is not alowed to
work at his’her own speed. In terms of time pressure, Gile (1995) also indicates that
Sl ishowever different from “translation work, in which at least sometimeis
generally available for research and consultation of native speakersin case some
words or structure are not understood...” (p. 84); itisaview that is also shared by
other scholars such as Hamers & Blanc (1989). Good listening comprehension is
importantin Sl partially because Sl is a completely different sociolinguistic setting
from reading given that a reader can “pause or go back for further understanding”
(Lee 1999, p. 261) which issimply impossibleto do in SI. Theway Sl is carried out

does not allow as much time (As written trangdlation) to think and work, as Gile further
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comments, “atranglator has the advantage to have the chance to select atext to be
worked on but the same advantage does not apply to an interpreter so comprehension
of the source language must be very good even though it is not fully put to use.”

(p. 84) In addition, Gile (1995) cautions that working form B into A’s problem is*“an
uncertainty factor: speeches may be quite easy most of the time but professional ethics
require that the interpreter be able to handle difficulties when they do arise.” (p. 84)
This piece of comment supports the advantage of native understanding which almost
functions as “insurance” for listening comprehension although “accidents” may or

may not happen despite whether the interpreter has such insurance when interpreting.

Another advantage of working into B is a better understanding of the source
text, which in fact isacrucial stage in interpreting (Szabari 2002; Denissenko 1989,
cited in Chang 2005). Studies show that at least 80% of the cognitive effort is put to
work at the listening and understanding of a speech during interpreting and only 20%
at the stage of production (Padilla 1995, cited in RejSkova 2002). Szabari (2002)
added the fact that Russian interpreters in the days of the Soviet Union also favored
working from their mother tongue because of better comprehension in the source
language as an additional example supporting this direction. This study considers the
advantage of native understanding when working from A as a strongest argument at
the cognitive level not only because it is an oft-cited point of view but it is compelled
by the fact that comprehension is the first and foremost concern in interpreting
(Seleskovitch 1978, cited in RejSkova 2002). What we have seen here is how the
nature of SI works closely with native listening to generate an argument for working
into B. Given that Sl isan immediate transdating mode which does not allow the

interpreter to pause for input clarification, the processing advantage of native listening
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seems to stand out more than nonnative listening. Comprehension in Sl, as crucial and
yet difficult asit is, may be best overcomeif interpreting isfrom A to B where native
understanding is put to work, as al other things being equal. Based on the word
trandation task carried out, Kees de Bot (2000) believes that although moretimeis
needed to retrieve the right word from the dominant into the weaker language, “the
advantage of a better and deeper understanding of the incoming message more than

compensates for this.” (p. 85)

3.1.2.3 Content Accuracy

An additional argument supporting working into B is that content accuracy of
an interpretation is more important than style of language production and the possible
linguistic flaws in B production should not be used to challenge such priority, as this

study sums up for the following studies.

As far as users are concerned, content accuracy is what users expect from an
interpreter who should be able to convey the speaker’ s message instead of aword-for-
word translation of what the speaker said (Donovan 2002). Donovan's study presents
a survey conducted in Paris at around some 30 events at which interpreters worked
into English and French, users, in this case delegates, did not perceive directionality,
accent or grammatical errors as a quality issue. What the users expected, other than
the quality of presentation (i.e. “smooth delivery, synchronicity, lack of hesitatior’
(Donovan 2002, p. 5)), was accuracy of the renderings in the sense that the speaker’s
message is conveyed. In terms of how users perceive grammatical errors, which B is
prone to more so than A (Adams 2002), Kurz (1993) also reports that correct

grammatical usage is considered less important or even the least important quality
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criterion by certain user groups. Content accuracy is almost viewed as the basic
requirement that the users expect from the interpreting service as Donovan noted and
thus this study believes content accuracy is the most important criterion to evaluate
interpretation quality on the basis of user’s point of view. Donovan indeed marked
that wsers rated content accuracy and presentation quality to be essential and they did
not seem to be concerned with interpreter’ s language direction. An inference may be
drawn on the basis of the above studies and that is, as long as quality justifies, users

do not necessarily consider interpreting into B unacceptable.

Denissenko (1989, cited in Szabari 2002) suggests that “ conveying a full or
near full message even in a somewhat less idiomatic or slightly accented language
serves the purpose much better than an incomplete or erroneous message albeit
elegantly worded and impeccably pronounced” (p. 15) and Shlesinger (1997, cited in
Szabari 2002) who believes in the latter case that the listener may go even unnoticed

that the message is distorted or |ost.

Other arguments favoring A-B point out to a slightly different direction. A
theoretical discussion supporting working into B focuses on the role of nonverbal
components of discourse. Seel (2005) is another example. The rationale behind Seel’s
study is the idea that interpreters working in the direction of B-A do not necessarily
have the required knowledge of the source culture and therefore do not have the
advantage of taking non-verbal clues as completely and as rapidly asworking in A-B.
Another shortcoming of working into A asit isalso criticized for is a weaker memory
capacity for receiving input in B compared to input received in A (Call 1985). The

memory capacity for one’s native language is nine words but only five words for
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second language (Griffiths 1990). Aided by literature as reviewed, three maor
arguments and concerns favoring working in to B are sorted out (See Table 3.1) as (1)
driven by market redlity, (2) a better input comprehension and (3) content accuracy is
more important than linguistic flaws. Table 3.2 again uses Yagi's four tasks in Si

(1999) to summarize the arguments supporting both directions respectively.

Table 3.1 Most-cited Claims for working into B

1. Market Factor — As market in many parts of the world requires: Not all
languages have an equal amount of B or C interpreters

2. Skill Factor — (a) Better input comprehension
(b) Content accuracy is important in interpreting and linguistic

flaws, athough may be a more likely occurrence in A-B,
should not be used to challenge such priority

Source: Complied by this study

32



Table 3.2 Pros and Cons of Both Directions as Claimed

B-A Source A-B Source
Combination Combination
Listening | May pose Gile 1995 Better dueto Denissenko
uncertainty factor native 1989; Szabari
understanding 2002, etc.
of input
Decoding | May pose Gile 1995 Better dueto Denissenko
uncertainty factor native 1989; Szabari
Receptive Gerver 1976 unglerstanding 2002, etc
skills are better of input
than productive
skillsin
thisdirection
Encoding | May be Call 1985; Better dueto Call 1985;
challenged due to native input for
nonnative Griffiths 1990 | working Griffiths 1990
input for working memory is more
memory isless satisfactory in
satisfactory in thisdirection
thisdirection
Thisdirection Kurz 1992
may be more
tiring
Speaking | Usersexpect Donovan 2002 | May be Seleskovitch &
interpreter challenged due Lederer 1998;
conveying to nonnative
message instead language Campbell
of worrying about production 1998, etc.
AB retour
Accuracy ismore | Shlesinger
valuable than 1997
hampered but
fluent message
*Market | Required Bartlomigjczyk | Required Bartlomigjczyk
reality (2004b); (2004b),
Chang 2005, Chang 2005,
etc. etc.

Source: Compiled by this study
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3.2 Factorsthat Determine Sl Directionality

As discussed earlier, a difference exists between working into A and working
into B based onthe pros and cons of either direction. The issue of directionality is also
driven by the availability of interpreters who can speak a certain language
combinationso AB retour isinevitable in many parts of the world. As we take the
matter one step further, factors which seem to affect Sl directionality surface and their

existence question the direction of B-A ever assuming the standard role.

The effect of these factors can be observed and assessed in the end product,
that is, the SI performance, in terms of content accuracy and presentation quality.
Note that many surveys conducted in the past by numerous authors such as Gile, Kurz,
Buhler, Kopczynski and AllC Research Committee report mentioned by Donovan
(2002) have generally indicated an “emphasis on content accuracy and the need to
focus on specific requirements of listeners.” For instance, AllC reported “the criterion
most frequently mentioned by participantsin evaluating Sl is accuracy of content.”
(Donovan 2002, p. 2) Additionally, Seleskovitch (1986, Cited in Kurz 1993) believes
that “interpretation should always be judged from the perspective of the listener and
never asan end in itself” (p. 314) when the * ultimate goal must obviously be to satisfy
our audience.” (Déjean le Féal 1990, cited in Kurz 1993, p. 314) Therefore, this study
makes use of Donovan's findings (2002) regarding user’ s expectations and needsin
Sl as benchmarks to examine the factors which are identified to have an effect on the
quality of AB retour. According to Donovan, users have two major expectations of
interpretation: content accuracy and quality of presentation (See 3.1.2.3 for more
details), this study thus points out how the identified factors may affect the tasksin Sl

inrelation to these expectations.

34



3.2.1 Language-Specific Combination

Based on the findings of an Arabic/English SI study conducted by Al-Salman
& Al-Khanji (2002), a mgority of participants in the SI study showed higher
interpreting efficiency (on the basis of the strategies they adopted) in the direction of
A-B rather than B-A. When interpreting from English (B) to Arabic (A), more
reduction/unsuccessful strategies (i.e. message abandonment, incomplete sentences
and literal interpretation, etc.) were adopted than achievement/successful strategies
(i.e. anticipation and approximation, etc.). Yet when working from Arabic to English,
“the reduction strategies found in the Arabic interpretation did not appear in English
interpretation, and their occurrence here was frequently low.” No incomplete
sentences were observed when EnglishVB is the target language. Al-Salman & Al-
Khanji also provided questionnaires for the interpreters to fill out. The majority of
respondents/interpreters reported to feel more comfortable interpreting from their
native language into the nonnative language. Al-Saman & Al-Khanji (2002) aso
drew the conclusion that “it may not always be the case that people generally perform
the same task (in speaking or in interpreting) less well in a second language than in a
first.” (p. 624) Based on Donovari s findings on interpreting quality as users judged,
the performance of the interpreters in Al-Sadman & Al-Khanji’s study are aso
considered better when interpreting into EnglistVB for less reduction (unsuccessful)
strategies were employed (i.e. lower frequency of literal translation and no incomplete

sentences, etc.).

Al-Saman & Al-Khanji brings up an interesting comment by indicating that

even in the case when Arabic is the dominant language, production in Arabic may not

be as easy as comprehension in it because a difference exists among the use of
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colloquial, standard and classical Arabic especially when it is the target language.
This may be further supported by the questionnaires in which 90% of interpreters
reported to have better oral fluency when working into English (B) and 70% indicated

syntactic demand hampered transfer strategy when interpreting into Arabic (A).

Al-Saman & Al-Khanji took the time to describe the three registers of Arabic.
Colloquial Arabic is what the Arabic native speakers “begin developing as they
acquire the language, and it serves as the medium for most spoken interaction
throughout life.” (p. 621) Standard Arabic on the other hand, is similar to learning a
foreign language because it is “learned rather than acquired.” (p. 621) Therefore, more
educated people may be able to orally use the standard form of the language in formal
discussions as required more effectively than the less educated ones as Al-Salman &
Al-Khanji suggested. Regarding the third type of Arabic use, the classical Arabic, itis
totally a different and even not a “spoken language.” (p. 622) It seems that classica
Arabic hasits own rules of syntax and vocabulary and the use of it can also depend on
context based on Al-Salman & Al-Khanji’ s account. The three uses of Arabic are very
different phenomenon as the two researchers indicate. When interpreting from English
to Arabic, code switching may be required and most of them occur, for example,
when the spesker starts to read from the written text which usually has more
“sophisticated vocabularies, more complex syntax and more complex semantic and

pragmatic implicatures.” (p. 621)

Al-Sdman & Al-Khanji’s study shows that working into A can be more

difficult in some cases (i.e. English as the source language & Arabic as the target

language) and produce less efficiency in interpreting as reduction (unsuccessful)
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strategies are adopted more frequently when interpreting from English to Arabic
because the language characteristics can affect the encoding stage in Sl. For example,
code-switching is more frequently adopted when interpreting into Arabic “as an easy
way out to use the informal form of Arabic instead of the demanding standard Arabic”
(p. 619) and interpreters summarized the message they failed to convey in the
standard Arabic. This may be additionally supported by the questionnaires which
showed 80% of interpreters pointed out that they resorted to non-standard slang when
immediate retrieval of an equivalent failed when the target language was Arabic. The
possibility is that the issue of directionality may be more complicated than just the
discussions between working from and into native language, as Bartlomigczyk
(2004b) stats near the end of the study that such “intrinsic qualities’ (language
specificity) “may sway interpreters opinions and preferences regarding the language
combinations they work in quite independently of the given languages being native or
nortnative for them.” (p. 247) Al-Saman & Al-Khanji’s study shows that working
into A can be more difficult in certain language combination (i.e. Arabic A/English B).
Whether this is also true for other languages certainly is a matter that requires future

research.

Note that Gile (1997) addresses the same concern by introducing the term
“language specificity”. With other things being equal, some languages may be easier
to work into because it requires “fewer processing capacity related problems in
productioni’ (p. 210) while others are easier to work from due to “lower requirements
in comprehension.” (p. 210) Such differences are contributed to “word length,
redundancies, lexical coverage, syntactic flexibility, and so on” (p. 210) Gile further

implies that one should take language specificity into consideration and question
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whether work into B necessarily generates poor production quality since language
specificity may offset the drawbacks related to an interpreter’ s deficiency in his’her B
language. To illustrate the “intrinsic requirement of specific languages in terms of
listening effort and/or in terns of the production effort’, Gile uses Chinese and
Japanese as languages that “ could be more vulnerable in the listening effort because
of the lack of redundancy’ and because the two languages have many “short words
and homophones and few grammatical indicators.” On the other hand, languages may
pose higher production effort if they have “a limited vocabularies and a rather rigid
grammar that imposes strict conditions on order of elements in the sentence aswell as
grammatical agreement conditions.” (p. 209) The idea of language specific
combination determines directionality is further discussed by Bartlomigczyk (2004b),
who also suggests the language-specific factor may be at work in the task of
interpreting. AB retour may have been under the influence of what the source and the
target language are since various language combinations do not seem to pose equal

level of interpreting difficulty in AB retour.

“Some languages, (e.g. English) seem to pose fewer difficulties
and involving less production effort astarget language than
others, and some require extralistening effort (e.g. Chinese and
Japanese) or an extrastrain on the memory effort (e.g. German)
assourcelanguage.” (p. 247)

Chang (2005) conducted an SI study focusing on the impact of interpreting
direction on Sl performance and interpreters strategy use. Chang uses propositiona
analysis (for semantic content) and error analysis (for linguistic quality) as criteriato
measure participants’ Sl performance. Seven out of nine interpreters showed
consistently better performance in terms of higher output propositional accuracy when

interpreting from English to Chinese. On the other hand, in terms of error analysis of
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language (errors per minute), all interpreters made more errors when interpreting from
Chinese to English, athough those who reported equal dominance in both languages
showed a smaller gap in the number of language error across language direction. For
all except one participant, “ the frequency of presentation errors did not seem to be
affected very much by interpreting direction.” (p. 64) Again when content accuracy is
used to measure the interpreters’ performances in Chang' s study, performance yielded
better results when interpreting from English to Chinese on the basis of more correctly
rendered propositions. Note that Chang (2005) also mentions the language effect on
directionality as observed and it echoes with Gile and Bartlomigjczyk in suggesting
how Chinese may be alanguage more difficult to listen to (i.e. compared to English)

asfollows:

“The language in which the source text was delivered, i.e. Chinese
or English, appeared to be more important to the interpreters’
processing of information. As aready exemplified above, Chinese
and English require theinterpreters’ attention to different

areas, both in terms of comprehension and production. Without
exception, all participants claimed they needed to “listen harder” for
Chinese.” (p. 102)

It is interesting that al participants who were professiona interpreters in
Chang's study were indeed native speakers of Chinese with three of them actually
either reported dominance in English or reported equal dominance in both languages.
However, al of them unanimoudly indicated that Chinese was harder to listen to
compared to English, regardiess in which language direction they performed better.
When interpreting from Chinese to English, interpreters made more inferences as the
participants described “many words left unsaid” and sometimes “illogical”.” (p. 106)
Change’s study serves as empirica evidence that supports Gile (1997) and

Bartlomigjczyk (2004b) who are convinced that some languages, such as Chinese,
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require more listening effort as a language-specific factor that may thus influence the
task of interpreting. In other words, directionality may be subject to the type of
language involved since some languages do not seem to pose equal or similar levels
of difficulty regarding interpreting tasks. A-B or B-A may not always be a better or a

worse direction to work in for it may involve the actual language combination at work.

3.2.2 Context

Chang (2005) presented her Chinese/English Sl research findings, which
suggest interpreter use different strategic approaches to deal with different
requirements of interpreting into A and interpreting into B; this result concurs with
that of Bartlomigczyk (2004a) in a Polish/English SI study. The maority of
interpreters in Chang's study received a higher score in terms of prepositional
accuracy while interpreting into Chinese. Chang additionally presents three important
determinants affecting directionality in Sl as observed. They are contextual factors,

persona factors and norms.

The first condition, the contextual factors, refers to the context of interpreting.
For instance, time, place, and participants that are involved in the interpreting
situation are found to pose more effect on the direction of interpreting from Chinese
to English than the other way around (Chang 2005). For example, the place where the
experiment took place in Chang' s study was an artificial setting and when the Chinese
speaker started by greeting which literally trandated as “*Hello, everyone’, almost al
participants recalled “for not being able to decide whether to say ‘good morning or
‘good afternoon’ " as hesitation occurred. Note that according to Donovan (2002), one

of the two major expectations from users is presentation quality which includes
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fluency (i.e. lack of hesitation). It seems that as Chinese being a more difficult source
language, hesitation can arise during the stage of encoding and thus the performance
may be penalized by users standard. Chang also mentioned that many participants
felt “uncertain about which pronoun to use for many of the Chinese null-subject
sentences because of a lack of sufficient information about the composition of the
audience.” (Chang 2005, p. 101) Al-Salman & Al Khanji’s findings also seems to
echo with Chang on the part that context can aso influence directionality. The three
varieties of Arabic (the colloquial, standard and classical Arabic), which shift from
one to another based on context, creates more interpreting difficulty when Arabic is
the target language (As opposed to English). Evidence of such difficulty is that the
interpreters in Al-Salman & Al-Khanji study also filled out a questionnaire and 70%
indicated that their switch mechanism was at its best when interpreting from Arabic to

English.

Features of the source text are also considered as contextual factors. For
example, numbers were found to be problematic in both directions as far as the
Chinese/English language combination is concerned as Chang records that the
“interpreters made more errors and omissions when it came to numbers.” (p.102) In
addition, what seems to make Chinese harder to listen to, other than the factor of
language specificity as Gile and Bartlomigjczyk point out, may also be contributed to
one of the contextual factors (Who the speaker is) as Chang sees it. All
interpreters/participants in Chang's study on the part of retrospective interview
commented on the problem of “ Chinese speakersin general being * bad speakers'.” (p.
101) “For example, the interpreters reported to have more experience with “bad

speakers’ of Chinese texts in the way that the speeches were disorganized and lack of
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logical connections.” (p. 96) Many even mentioned the challenge posed by
interpreting from Chinese to English when it comes to Question and Answer sections.
“They had to consciously process the disorganized comment form the audience and
produced a coherent English interpretation” (p. 97), as one participant even believed
that the English listeners might in fact understand the message through the
interpretation better than the Chinese listeners. Also on the basis of the opinions of the
participants, Chang (2005) further specifies that Chinese as a language is harder to
listen to (Comparing to English) due to the fact that the language itself has the
tendency of “omission of subjects, loose use of connectives, and the rich meaning
encoded in some Chinese usage” (p. 97), resulting in one of the reasons for Chinese
speakers being considered bad speakers in general, as unanimously indicated by
Chang's participants (Regardless of their English proficiency) that “one needs to
spend more effort understanding Chinese in order to interpret it into English.” (p. 98)
This piece of evidence reflects what Gile and Bartlomigjczyk mention how Chinese
may pose more listening effort as a source language under the consideration for
language specificity. In other words, Chinese is more difficult to listen to as a source
language because of its specific language characteristics which subsequently creates a
negative impact on the way Chinese speakers conduct their speeches in genera (As

one of the contextual factors affecting directionality).

3.2.3 Personal Factor

Chang' s account for the second factor which determines directionality isa
personal factor, including the interpreter’ slanguage proficiency in the source and the
target languages and his’her prior knowledge to the speaker, the topic and the

characteristics of the two languages that the interpreter works with. For instance, most

42



interpretersin Chang study “also reported adjusting their lag during interpreting based
on their confidence in their memory in either language.” (p. 102) In terms of language
proficiency, most of the participants in Chang' s study reported to have made use of
various interpreting strategies because they were aware of their B language deficiency.
Some interpreters avoided unfamiliar expression by adopting strategies such as
omission, paraphrasing or generalization. Such awareness of AB language gap affects
their use of strategiesin different directions * especially in terms of producing B

language....” (Chang 2005, p. 93)

“Moreover, there was astrong correl ation between theinterpreters
self-perceived gapsin their A and B language proficiency and

the gapsin the percentage of propositions they actually rendered
when interpreting in different directions.” (p.120 & p.121)

3.2.4 Interpreting Norms

Last but not least, the third factor that isidentified to pose impact on
directionality isthe interpreting norms, which refers to what the interpreters believe
their interpreting output should be like and what strategies are available to achieve the
goa (Chang 2005). The interpretersin Chang' s study were found to share very similar
ideas towards their interpreting output; for example, they believed interpreting should
be “fluent, understandable, without long pauses, and in complete sentences.” (p. 104)
They also indicated that literal translation should be avoided and the focus to convey
important messages was the goal which Chang believed was the result of their training

and years of experience.

The linkage hereis, when interpreters hold a certain belief towards how to

performin acertain direction, such belief no doubt has an impact on that particular
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direction. Donovan (2002) also mentions that most interpretersin the survey tend to
focus on getting the message across instead of worrying too much about the style of
their delivery as they worked into B. This may be the result of one of the teaching
strategies adopted for interpreting into B known as the KISS principle: “Keep in short

and simple.” (Adams 2002; Minns, 2002; Rejskova 2002)

“ Stay away from colloquial expressions, they may be too colloquial
or simply wrong for the native speakers of the language (including the
interpreter relying on your input), and - replace idiomatic phrases,
proverbs with a more straightforward, lessembellished message.”
(RejSkova 2002, p.33)

“However, a‘ B’ remains a B, when in doubt, students should “KISS'.”
(Minns 2002, p.37)

“When working into B, heis best advised to use only previoudy
“verified" solutions, i.e. those which he had aready heard uttered
by native speakers. The booth is not the place to test whether the
listeners understand linguistic solutions the interpreter tries out for
thefirst time.” (Szabari 2002, p.17)

Interpreting norms like these which have been implemented to interpreters
since they were beginners definitely shape the way they interpret in a certain direction.
This may also explain why Chang (2005) observed that the interpreters in her study
were inclined to avoid unfamiliar phrases and adopt various strategies, such as
paraphrasing and generalization, when work into B as mentioned earlier. Chang
additionally marks the observation of the “language norms of the source and the target
languages which also affect the interpreters’ comprehension and production process.”
(p. 105) The interpreters in Chang' s study paid more attention to their grammar,
sentence structure and logical links when working into B. They also considered it was
“important to go beyond the surface of the original Chinese text and to express both

the explicit and implicit message obtained in the text” when interpreting from Chinese
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to English (p. 105). The present study suspects the fact that Chang reports more
attention is allocated to “making cultural adaptations” when working into A (p. 105)
may be due to the fact that B-A islessrestricted to the effect of KISS principle asa

possible explanation.

3.2.5 Experience

Compared to the inexperienced interpreters, Lawson (1967) believes the more
experienced are less sensitive to the effect of directionality. Barik (1994) carried out a
Sl study examining the relationship between various proficiency levels of interpreters
and omissions, additions and substitutions they make. Although directionality was not
aconcern in the study, Barik did reported an observation in which he discovered that
the more experienced interpreters made “ about the same omission measures’ in both
language directions, while the less experienced interpreters interestingly did better
interpreting from A to B, “making fewer omissions and omitting less material in that
situation than when translating from their weaker into their dominant language...... ”
(p. 134) The amateurs were in fact even more likely to render a word-for-word
trandation instead of “interpretation’” of the source message in B-A comparing to A-B,
while the professionals were “ substantially more in agreement with the idiom of the
target language.” (p. 135) Once againin terms of interpreting quality from user’s
standpoint, et us not forget Donovan (2002), who clearly indicates that users do not
want aliteral trandlation from the interpreter; instead, they expect task be donein
“getting the speaker’ s point across.” (p. 5) Therefore, Barik’ s findings here may be
referred to the fact that the less experienced interpreters rendered a better interpreting
quality in A-B asfar as users are concerned. Also when working in A-B, the less

experienced interpreters on average showed fewer disruption and fewer serious errors
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(p. 136) based on Barik’ s error index (See Appendix | f or Barik’ s error index as

summarized by this study). Although the experienced interpreters might be more
seriously penalized by the error index compared to the less experienced in some cases,
Barik did put foreword the fact that the error index itself was mostly concerned with
changes in meaning, not the overall interpreting performance. This meant that the
amateurs' trandations were lessintelligible and those of the professionals were more
flexible and thus prone to paraphrasing which was something that the error coding
system could not reflect. Barik did admit that the error index was not to be taken asa
perfect one since it only calculated errorsin ageneral way and could not reflect the
overall quality of the interpretation In general, Barik' s study may suggest that the
more experienced interpreters performed relatively steady in AB retour but the less

experienced were less so in that A-B seemed to generate more satisfactory results.

A dlight advantage of working in A-B was recorded by Tommola and Heleva
(1998), who conducted a Sl study (English/Finish) on directionality concerning
linguistic complexity of the text with trainee interpreters. Tommola and Heleva (1998)
assessed their performances with propositional accuracy. The results indicated a

dlightly higher accuracy in the interpreters' renderings while in A-B than B-A.

“...linguistically more complex source texts produced alower
propositiona accuracy score than did linguistically simpler and

more redundant texts. However, there was no statistically

significant effect of the language direction in which interpretation
proceeded, although the data revea ed a dight trend suggesting that
when the subjects wereinterpreting from their mother tongue into
their B language, more propositions were correctly rendered.” (p. 184)

The two authors also suggest it is possible that source text complexity may pose less

negative impact on more experienced interpreters because their lexical access and
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syntactic parsing “are more automatized and modularized.” (p. 184) The implication
here is that experienced interpreters can process a message more effectively than
inexperienced interpreters “who may be faced with information overload which has an

adverse effect onthe quality of the performance.” (p. 184)

More recent psycholinguistic researchers, such as Kees de Bot (2000) who
also believes that such asymmetry effect across language direction can be reduced
with increased proficiency of the interpreter. Kees de Bot conducted aword
trandation task (Dutch/French) for the groups of intermediate participants, advanced
participants and near-native participants in terms of their language proficiency. While
each group has 14 subjects, they “sat in front of a screen on which a stimulus word
was presented. They had to say the translation of that word as quickly as possible” (p.
81). Theresults showed that a clear effect on trandlation direction but the “ difference
diminishes with increasing proficiency.” (p. 82) A verification task was also
conducted to test if participants had the lexical knowledge of the words tested but had
difficulty rendering the translationin due course. The verification task had the same
grouping but involved different individuals who must indicate if the Dutch word and
the French word both shown on the screen were trandation equivalents. The results
showed a“significant effect of level of proficiency, in particular for the lowest level
of proficiency” the reaction times were significantly prolonged (p. 83). What is
important about Kees de Bot' s study is that although shorter reaction times were
observed in the direction from the weaker into the dominant language, such effect was
reduced as proficiency increased. Again Kees de Bot discusses the possibility that

experience may be afactor that influences directionality; the more experienced
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interpreters may be less sensitive to the effect of interpreting direction compared to

the inexperienced.

In addition, Kurz and Farber (2003) conducted a Sl study which involves
seven native German interpreting students and seven native English interpreting
students. Unlike Barik who applied error index as assessing criteria, Kurz and Farber
measured the performance in terms of completeness and content accuracy. The results
showed that students performed better in A-B and supported those of Barik in 1994 on
the part that the less experienced interpreters seemed to perform more satisfactorily

when working into B.

Lee (2003) had nine beginning SI students from Monterey Institute of
International Studies to interpret a Korean speech into English and another speech in
the opposite direction. Semantic error frequency, language quality & delivery
parameters were the assessing criteria. Lee discovered that when student interpreters
working into A, more meaning errors were observed than working into B. More
language and presentation problems were found in A-B for these student interpreters.
Lee s observation may also suggest that experience does play a part in the quality of
directionality and that students are prone to producing more meaning errors in B-A.
Again o tranglate the results into Donovan's findings based on users' standpoint, the
interpreting efficiency is probably higher in the A-B direction in this particular study
since content accuracy is considered the basic requirement (As Donovan indicates)

that a good interpretation cannot do without.
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Leardini (2003) conducted an observational study investigating Sl at two
medical conferences. All the Ss were performed by the same group of interpreters
who had English A and Italian B as they worked both ways. Frequency of departures
and error types were measured in the study and the findings indicated that
directionality did not affect these interpreters in the completeness and fidelity of their
renderings. Once again more proof pointing to the direction that the more experienced
interpreters seem less influenced by language directions. In other words, interpreters
with more experiences seem less affected by AB retour while the less experienced

ones generally show a more desirable performance in the A-B direction.

Bartlomigjczyk (2004b), after conducting a directionally study using
guestionnaires survey, provided results which showed that most professional
interpreters preferred working into A but only half of the student interpreters felt the
same way while 26% indicated they preferred A-B. Bartlomigjczyk attempted to offer
an explanation for the phenomenon Such a difference between the two groups “ might
be explained as a result of students having too high an opinion in their own mastery of
their B language.” (p. 246) This means that students may not know the many errors
they make in B but they do notice them when working into A. A second possibility
contributing © the difference is that “there is a stage in interpreting training where
students do perform better interpreting into a foreign language.” (p. 246) Professional
interpreters generally thought that they performed better when working into A as
82.9% indicated so. No professional interpreters seem to suggest they perform better
when working into B. More important, 39% of those professional interpreters who
indicated a preference working into A actually reported that such difference (into A

and into B) was small for them (reflected in grades by only one point).
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This study found something interesting in Bartlomigjczyk's study and before
the discussion proceeds, the researcher of this study wishesto first explain why taking
the group of student interpreters as an example for the following discussion instead of
using the professional ones. The truth is, 35 out of the 40 professional interpreters
involved in Bartlomigjczyk’s questionnaire survey were indeed AlIC members and
whether their opinions regarding directionality stood neura was unclear but it was a
concern noted also by Bartlomigjczyk. Therefore, this particular group of respondents
was disregarded in the following discussion. The student interpreters were recruited
from two different schools that did not particularly encourage work into A or into B
and students were required to be able to work in both directions by the schools so

their opinions were more likely to remain neutral on the issue.

Now, what's interesting about Bartlomigjczyk’s survey results is that an
indication of the 53 student respondents who show mixed opinions towards
directionality is made. “26% of the students respondents thought themselves to be
equally good (or equally bad) in both directions, and 74% made a distinctionin their
estimation depending on the direction: 48% though they interpreted better from B into
A, 26% from A into B.” (Bartlomigczyk's 2004b, p. 242) The research of this study
finds the disagreement intriguing and subsequently looks into the background
information of these student respondents. Most of them had learnt interpreting for 3-4
terms and were between the age of 22~24. The only significant difference posed by
these 53 student interpreters as could be viewed from the study was that they had
different language combinations. As Bartlomigczyk’ stated, 32 of the student
respondents (From the University of Silesia) had Polish A and English B while some

of them aso had an additional B or C language(s). The other 21 subjects (From the
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Vienna Institute) in fact had “awide variety of A, B and C languages’ (p. 242) while
all of them had German as A or B. Other A and B involved including English, French,
Hungarian, Polish, Russian and Spanish as listed by Bartlomigczyk. While
respondents/participants in many other sudies as reviewed earlier in this study often
indicated a consistent agreement concerning directionality and their language
combination in each of these studies did not vary (Meaning only one language
combination in each study was tested), the researcher became curious again in the
possibility that specific language combination may be another factor at work when it
comes to the issue of language direction in interpreting. The general observation in
Bartlomigiczyk’'s study is that students’ opinions are not similar to those of the
professional interpreters in terms of interpreting across language direction and it
remains consistent with what this study is inclined to suggest that experience as a

factor isvery likely to have affected interpreting across language direction.

It is important to note that this study certainly is not suggesting all
inexperienced interpreters necessarily perform better in A-B (although it appears to be
the genera trend in the studies as reviewed) or all experienced ones always come up
with nearly equal performance in both directions, but merely discussing the possibility
that the less experienced interpreters can be more “sensitive’ to the effect of language
direction in SI in comparison to the more experienced ones who seem to perform
more “steadily” and reduce the “gap” more effectively in AB retour. S| performance
thus seems to be affected by their interpreting experience. Table 3.3 organizes the
above studies that point to the direction suggesting experience may be afactor at work

in AB retour.

51



Note that Donovan (2002) specified that users, other than demanding
presentation quality, “went to the trouble” (p. 5) of pointing out by accuracy they
expected an interpreter to convey the speaker’s message instead of rendering a literal
trandation. Such expectation for production is also found in the self-constructed
norms that interpreters develop as their experiences increase and gradually change the
way interpreters approach how they want to interpret/speak according to Chang
(2005). To probe further into the matter, Chang states that self-constructed norms of
interpreters can be established as the interpreter becomes more experienced and these
norms have an impact on how interpreters wish to approach the task of interpreting.
For instance, many interpreters in Chang' s retrospective interview indicated that as
they became more experienced in interpreting, they began to focus on the need of the
audience (users) and the need to get the message across instead of worrying about
how well they could translate the words or every word (Better quality in terms of
content accuracy according to Donovari s users expectations), as they gradually came
to believe what interpreting should be like. Whether this may be one of the reasons
that the more experienced interpreters perform more steadily in both directions than
the inexperienced is another interesting point that no doubt deserves further research

attention.
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Table 3.3 Results of the Studies Pointing to the Factor of Experience

Data & Results | | anguage Criteria of Study Results
Combination | Assessment

Authors

Barik English/French | Frequency of error | The less experienced:

(1994) and error types perform better in A-B;

* S Sudy The more experienced:
performed similarly in
both directions.

Tommola& English/Finnish | Propositional The less experienced:

Heleva accuracy Performed dightly

(1998) of content better in A-B.

* 9 Sudy

Keesde Bot French/Dutch Reaction times Shorter reaction times

(2000) were observed in B-A
and yet such effect was

*\Wor d- reduced as language

Trandation Task

proficiency increased.

Kurz & Farber English/German | Completeness & The less experienced:
(2003) content accuracy Performed better in
A-B.

* 9 Sudy

Lee English/Korean | Semantic error The less experienced:

(2003) frequency, quality | when working into A,
of language more meaning errors

* S Sudy & occurred; in A-B, more
delivery linguistic as well as
parameters presentation problems.

Leardini English/Italian | Frequency The more experienced:

(2003) of departures and | performance is about
error types the same in both

* 9 Sudy directions.

Bartlomig czyk Various Self-assessment The less experienced:

(2004b): combinations regarding 48% preferred working

*Questionnaire
Survey

performancein
both directions

into A, 26% into B,
26% believed they
were equally good/bad
in both directions.

The more experienced:
82.9% preferred into
A, 17.1% believed they
were equally good in
both directions.

Source: Compiled by this study
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3.3 Directionality: An Issue Morethan Native vs. Non-native

This chapter presents the discussion on directionality. Market reality for one,
was and still isafact today that AB retour in many parts of the world. Working into A
could not have been a standard practice or a tradition if strictly putting it to work is
practically difficult, if not totally impossible. Some places indeed consider working
into B as a dominant practice under certain situations (i.e. Major international events)
in Central and Eastern Europe (Szabari 2002) and there are those who basically stand
neutral on the issue by indicating the necessity for AB retour (i.e. the Institute of
English, University of Silesia, Poland and the Institute for Trandation and Interpreting,

University of Vienna, Austria, Bartlomigjczyk 2004b).

Directionality may be affected by various factors so the quality of AB retour,
(content accuracy and presentation quality based on users’ account (Donovan 2002)),
may not be consistently better or worse in either direction. Other than the fact that
market reality demands AB retour in many places around the world, the interpreter’s
experience, specific language combinati on, interpreting context, personal factors and
norms together may determine Sl directionality to alarge extent. In other words, SI
directionality isa complex issue rather than ssmply tangling on native and non-native
languages can explain; the depth of the issue is very likely to have gone beyond the
discussion of native vs. nonnative languages. Neither A-B nor B-A always produces a
better interpreting quality; therefore under this rationale granting interpreting into A
the standard status cannot effectively convince this study. All these raise further doubt
that working into A was ever aworldwide standard put into practice by membersin

the interpreting community as it was suggested in the literature.
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Chapter Four Methodology

This study starts off with a brief review of the history of interpreting as to
when and how it was done. The present study hopes to sort out important facts and
clues from past works for research direction on the basis of the literature review so
accumul ative debates and empirical studies regarding directionality are an important
part of examination for any particular point of interest related to the subject of
working into A as a standard. This study is also interested in revealing the actual
extensiveness of working into A as acknowledged and put into practice in the
worldwide field of interpreting today thus a supplemented qualitative questionnaire
survey (the Internet survey) to either support or refute the research question that this
study has come to according to the literature review. This chapter discusses the
research design of this study. It starts with a section on the research framework,

research method and research instrument employed by this study.

4.1 Resear ch Scope

Working into A and into B each has its advantages and drawbacks and
directionality has long been an issue of debate over the years. Asreviewed in Chapter
Three, working into A has its distinct advantages as claimed, however, strict practice
of this direction may not be possible in various parts of the world due to the market
demand for AB retour. In addition, whether working into A indeed assumes the
standard role as it is seemingly claimed in the literature is another point of interest. To
answer these questions, this study intends to gather and evaluate the opinions and
facts from membersin the field regarding the issue of AB retour. Data collected from

targeted groups are analyzed and compared for results. The objective is to unvell
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either any pattern or inconsistency, if there is one, regarding the actual practices and

views about interpreting direction.

4.2 Resear ch Question
This study attempts to gather and evaluate opinions and facts of practice from
members in the field concerning the issue of directionality. Based on the literature

review in Chapter Two and Chapter Three, this study assumes that:

® Workinginto A as astandard may be a clam well-noted but not as many actually

support or practiceit.

4.3 Resear ch Method

Literature review and a qualitative survey were this study' s research method
while the former takes on a heavier portion than the latter. According to Neuman
(2003), qualitative research often depends upon “interpretive or critical social
science” and qualitative researchers focus on “detailed examination of cases’ and
often present “authentic interpretations that are sensitive to specific social historical
contexts.” (p. 139) The research tool adopted in this study is analysis of secondary
data (literature) and questionnaire. Survey research can be applied to various sizes of
groups. Its aim is to reveal facts or phenomenon among the targeted group/sample
instead of focusing on any particular case study. It also generates the highest external

validity among all types of empirical research (Chang 2004).

This study adopts sample survey. The way to conduct sample survey is to

select several representative samples out of the population through either random or
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non-random sampling method in order to reveal certain facts or attitudes. The
followings are some of the reasons for this study to adopt sample survey according to

Chang (2004, P. 375):

® Low cost and less demand of human resources
® Research time is considerably reduced due to fewer subjects involved and the
results are valid in terms of timeliness.

® Quality research data also due to fewer subjects involved.

In terms of types of survey research, four general categories are identified:
guestionnaire survey, Internet survey, visiting survey and telephone survey (Chang
2004). This study makes use of Internet survey to administer questionnaires to the
respondents through the convenience of electronic mail. According to Chang, an
Internet survey can be conducted through ways such as setting up personal Web
server, BBS and electronic mail (p. 280). Chang further specifies that Internet survey
poses the advantages such as (1) the lowest cost, (2) The fastest collection of data
which is aready in the form of electronic files and requires no additional manual
work for key-in, (3) the widest sample distribution which virtually covers al over the
world and (4) the best anonymity of respondent’ s identity (p. 381). The one drawback
of Internet survey as Chang cautions is that it may have problems in its sample
selection; for example, the sample may be composed of Internet surfers who may not

be located again for additional questioning.
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4.4 Administration of the Questionnaire

This study makes use of severa strategies to encourage response rate. First,
there are only three questions contained in the questionnaires for al respondents; the
respondent is only required to check one of the provided responses for each question
although some questions may also require a subsequent short answer. Instruction as to
how to make response and definition of the key terms are stated on top of the
guestionnaire. Other precautions are also taken to encourage the return of the
guestionnaires such as stating the identity of the research institute and offering
incentives (Chang 2004). In the email (the introduction letter), the respondent is
informed that the survey is concerned with a thesis research. On the first page of the
questionnaire, the research institute, in this case the name of the researcher and the
affiliation, are specified. What is more, the names and professional titles of the
research supervisors are both listed clearly on the top of the questionnaire to raise a
sense of trust out of the respondent. The researcher also offers to send the survey
results via email upon respondent’s request as an additional incentive to increase
response rate. A list of all other invited respondents is also attached to the email
(except for the pretest) so that the respondent knows who else is involved in this
worldwide survey and that this is a chance in which their voice can be heard. Yet
perhaps the most effective way to encourage response rate, as Chang (2004) suggests
and this study certainly applies, is to foster a sense of altruism by informing the
respondents that their participation is an important contribution to the research. While
Chang (2004) also cautions that it is difficult to control who actually fill out the
guestionnaire in amail survey, al questionnairesin this study are sent straight to each
and every respondent’ s personal email box instead of having someone else (i.e. the

department’s secretary, etc.) to forward it to the targeted respondent. The results
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showed that all returned questionnaires were directly replied through the personal
email boxes of the targeted respondents as originally sent. Note that some of the
guestions may pose a problem to respondents who lack the knowledge to reply. This
means that the respondent does not know the answer “but someone in the selected
household does’. One of the solutions to deal with such problem is to “identify and
interview the household member who is best informed.” (Fowler 1993, p. 87; Chang

2004)

To fulfill research confidentiality and anonymity, the respondents in this study
cannot be linked to their responses in any ways and the respondents are assured of it
“as almost all surveys promises.” (Fowler 1993, p. 90) The respondents are also
informed to state their answersin details so that the researcher can better avoid having

to contact the respondent twice for of an ambiguous answer they made the first time.

4.5 The Respondents and the Selection

In order to obtain the required data, this study intends to send out
questionnaires and collect data form those who are in the position to reply. The
selected respondents come from three different populations: 1). Directors of
interpreting schools/institutes, 2). President/Director of related organizations and 3)
conference interpreters. The selected respondents are the key persons who have the
knowledge and are in the position to answer the questions. The focus is not how many
respondents are involved in this survey but who and what they represent. It is not the
guantity but the quality of the responses of those who have the knowledge to reply
that is of top importance in order to build up the linkage between the facts gathered

from literature in this study and the real world practice.
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The questionnaires go out to a total of 17 different countries across four
continents. It is the hope of this study to invite more respondents from a wider
geographical scope. Two key criteria are takeninto account in respondent selection as

follows:

1. Questionnaires must be sent to as many names via email as obtained within the
limited timeframe. For this study to remain neutral on the subject, the survey
should include the respondents whose standpoints and practices are clearly
against/not in favor of the research question.

2. For therest of the invited respondents, their views and actual interpreting practices
should remain unknownto the researcher until their response. In other words, this
study attempts to avoid being put under the suspicion that the survey mostly
invites those who do not support strictly interpreting into A as previously

identified and thus favors the research questionfor results.

4.6 Questionnaire Design

The three questions contained in the questionnaire are based on the research
guestion derived from the literature review in this study. Several important points are
also taken into consideration in the design of questions as proper measures (Fowler
1993). First, inadequate wording should be avoided. For example, questions that are
incomplete or those with improper optional wording or poor wording. This study
therefore makes sure that all questions are formulated in clear and complete sentences
with one question asking for one definite answer only. Next, in the attempt to ensure
“consistent meaning to all respondents’, the way to do it isto keep away from “poorly

defined terms” (p. 74), thus key terms such as A language and B language are first
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defined on top of the questionnaire using AlIC’ s current definitions. The third isto be
very careful with “The ‘Don't Know’ option” (p.76); it means that sometimes
respondents do not want to reply as required or “legitimately do not know” the answer
(p. 76). The best way to approach the problem is to first provide a “standardized
screening question” (p. 76) to all respondents and see if they are familiar with the
subject in question. This study thus designs the screening question (Have you ever
heard of the notion suggesting that interpreting into A is the standard practice?) as
the first question in the questionnaire to make sure all respondents do have some
knowledge about the argument to begin with. The three questions only vary dlightly
for the three intended groups and are indeed very similar in nature. The first question
across the three groups is the same and it is the screening question &s stated above.
The second question differs only in the way the respondent is addressed; for example,
for the group o school directors, Question 2is “Can (name of the school) put the
interpreting direction as supported strictly into all related practices?” but for the
presidents/directors of various organizations the same question is “Can (name of the
organization) put the interpreting direction as supported strictly into all related
practices?”. Question 2 requires al respondents to clearly state the reason(s) for their
response. Again the wording in Question 3 is different except the difference is to a
larger extent for the group of interpreters. For the school directors Question 3 is “Can
(name of the school) put the interpreting direction as supported strictly into all related
practices? (Please do not answer this question if the response you made in Question 2
was “ We support interpreting in both directions” or “We do not take a side on this
issue”) and for organization presidents/directors it is similar “Can (name of the
organization) put the interpreting direction as supported strictly into all related

practices? (Please do not answer this question if the response you made in Question 2
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was “ We support interpreting in both directions” or “We do not take a side on this
issue” ). For the interpreters participating in this survey, Question 3 swording is “Do
you insist on interpreting only in a certain language direction when interpreting
assignments arereferred to you?”, while basically Question 3 in al three groups aims
to reveal if astrict practice of working into A is possible for the intended respondents.
A short answer question also came with Question 3 for al respondents and the only
condition in which they were not required this attached question was if their
indication in Question 2's provided responses was either “ We support interpreting in
both directions” or “We do not take a side on this issue.” (See Appendix for the

three versions of questionnaire)

In addition, this study insists on using only one language, English, for the
guestionnaire survey due to a concern raised by Fowler (1993). Respondents
answering questionnaires in different languages may pose an “extreme challenge’
because “it is doubtful that adjectival rating scales are ever compatible across
languages.” (p.77) Therefore, all the respondents answered the questionnaire in
English as the questionnaire was formulated. Last but not least, Fowler mentioned
“ Standardized expectations for type of response.” (p. 78) That is, it is essential to
design good survey questions that refer to the same thing to all respondents who
should be able to perceive an adequate response. It can be done through using close
guestions which provides the respondent a set of alternatives to choose as the answer
to a question or through making use of open questions that are specific. This study
uses the provided-response type of questions and the specific open questions for the
survey as mentioned earlier. Two out of the three questions are attached with anopen

question (short answer question as mentioned earlier) which simply asks the
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respondent to state the reason(s) for the response they made. The advantages of open
guestions are that they allow not only unanticipated answers from the respondents but
also provide “more closely the real views of the respondent...., who aso like the
opportunity to answer some questionsin their own words.” In addition, when possible
answers are more than numerous, the choice of replacing provided response with open
guestions is appropriate (Fowler 1993, p. 82), such asin our case when the respondent

is asked to state the reason(s) for their response.

This study’ s questionnaires are generated in the way which is also supported
by Chang (2004) who stated three similar key points in the design of questionnaire

content:

® Questions asked must be essential concerning the research question
This means that the designated questions must be necessary and relevant to the

research. Some question designing techniques include do not ask or paraphrase
the same question twice and each question should pose a clear objective instead
of “By theway” kind of inquiry.

® Question adequacy: To word the question adequately and reduce question
complexity, etc.

® Questions must be to the respondent’ s knowledge to reply: For example, does the
respondent have the knowledge to answer the questions in the questionnaire?

Can they recall the required information in order to make reply, etc.?
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4.7 Pretest

A pretest of the questionnaires was sent to the first respondent via email.
Slight changes in the questionnaire were made after it was sent to the first respondent
who was not informed of these changes because they were of trivial significance, such
as one typo and phrasing of a sentence as later discovered. Although the pretest did
not include the questionnaires for the other two groups (only the group of interpreters),
the functioning of the questions for the three groups of respondents was indeed very
similar in nature except that wording was not exactly identical as explained earlier.
The first pretest respondent indicated that she was aware of the standard claim of
working into A but she supported interpreting in both direction for reasons quoted
below. The first pretest respondent was not required to answer Question 3 due to her

response in Question 2.

“An interpreter must be able to interpret both into his’her
A and B languages. The speaker almost always takes questions
from and has some form of discussion with the audience.
It'd be senseless to require an interpreter to interpret only
into his’her A or B language”

After examining the reply, dight revision of a question and phrasing were made; for
example, requesting the respondent to provide the reason(s) for the response they
made clearly in details. The researcher consulted the first respondent through
telephone to know if there were any perceived problems from the questionnaire. The
revised questionnaire was then e mailed to a second pretest respondent. The second
respondent replied the next day and telephone consulting with the second respondent
was also conducted. The second respondent in the pretest had no knowledge of
working into A as a standard whatsoever and indicated that she did not take a side on

the issue for reasons as follows:
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“Under the premise that only accurate enough interpretations
are considered, it is my guessthat if an interpreter is
capable of interpreting accurately enough between a certain
set of languages (namely the interpreter’s A language and
B language) in whichever direction, his or her B language
should be at least of acertain level, in which case he or she
should be able to speak the B language adequately.
Therefore, if aninterpreter chooses to interpret in one direction
only, it may be more due to persona reasons or principles,
rather than because of limitations of hisor her language abilities.
Thus, in my opinion, choice of interpreting direction should be
treated as personal preference, and nothing more.”

Both pretest respondents chose an answer in Question 2 that did not require
them to answer Question 3 as indicated. To avoid the possibility that respondents
might choose an answer because they knew by selecting this option the effort to
answer the next question could be waived, such indication was erased from Question
2 and moved to Question 3. A short-answer question was deleted for similar reason.

The format of the questionnaire and wording were also modified as well.

4.8 Data Analysis

This study analyzes and compares the primary data contained in the collected
guestionnaires for results against the claim that working into A is a traditional
standard in the interpreting field. All data are cross-compared to revedl if thereis any
general agreement or inconsistency in the respondents’ opinions as well as their actual

practices as to how many support or refute the claim.
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Chapter Five Resultsand Analysis

This chapter presents the survey results. Two sections are in this chapter: the
responses from the school directors and the conference interpreters. Both group’s

responses are anayzed respectively.

A total of 36 copies of questionnaires across the three groups of respondents
were sent out. 24 copies were sent to the group of school directors, six copies to the
group of organization director and another six for the group of interpreters. The names
and emalil contacts of the school directors were easier to obtain for this study so more
intended respondents were derived for this group. Eleven questionnaires were
returned and ten of them valid. The ten respondents are from nine different countries
across four continents: North America, Europe (Western Europe, Central Europe and
Northern Europe), Asia (Eastern Asia and The Middle East) as well as Oceania
(Australia). To state the questionnaire response rate for each group, seven out of 24
copies of questionnaires sent to the group of school directors were returned and all
were valid. The response rate for this group is 29.2%. Regarding the group of
organizations, originally six copies of questionnaires were sent out and two replied
that the nature of their organizations were not suitable to answer the questionnaires
because the organizations were interpreters of cultural and heritage instead of
languages as this study had mistaken Therefore the two were subsequently removed
and two new ones were added to the list of intended respondents. The response rate of
this group is 0%. One guestionnaire did come back from this group but it was indeed
invalid. For the group of conference interpreters, six copies of questionnaires were

generated and three were returned. They were al valid questionnaires. The response
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rate for the group of conference interpreters is 50%. All the responses were examined
on the basis of this study' s research questions as derived from the literature review.
To ensure anonymity, every respondent is assigned a code name based on the

sequence of their reply. See Appendix  for all of the original responses compiled by

this study. Note that those who do not support/practice uni-directionality are not
required to answer Question 3. To ensure anonymity, the responses may be subject to
dlight modificationon the part that the original response may reveal the respondent’ s

identity.

5.1 Responses from the Group of School Directorsand Analysis
A total of seven respondents who are school directors participate in this survey.
The respondents from this group are coded as S1, S2, S3 and so on as the coding is

based on the sequence of their reply.

Their replies to Question 1 indicate that the claim of B-A as a standard is
widely known as noted by professionals in charge of interpreting schools and
ingtitutes across different cortinents. Although one respondent (S1) chose the option
‘Other’ for Question 1, the reasons S1 put forward not only shows that S1 was aware
of the claim but also seemed to acknowledge the validity of it. It should be noted that
S1 acknowledged the quality of interpreting into A under the assumption that A
production is more resourceful while all other things being equal so far as theway A

and B languages are defined.

In Question 2, rone of the schools supports uni-directional practice athough

respondent S4 does specify that the school supports both directions only when the
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quality of A-B justifies as a precondition. It is interesting that S3 checked both
“Interpreting into A” and “Interpreting into B” instead of “We support interpreting in
both directions.” S3 reasoned that their school’s interpreting course aimed at
interpreting into A and from C, yet they had separate courses for interpreting into B
and for AB retour. It seemsthat this school evaluates directionality as context requires.
For example, at their exam interpreting into B is not compulsory but for a different
course interpreting into B is provided. In community interpreting, AB retour is
required for dialogue interpreting. For the purpose of convenience, this study is

inclined to interpret S3' s response to Question 2 as supporting both directions.

Regarding Question 2 market reality turns out to be the maor concern for
these schools to support AB retour. Market reality is a factor that sets the interpreting
practice in the way that AB retour is necessary and required. None supports strict uni-
directional practice (Into A or Into B only) in this group. Many schools in this survey
state the fact that AB retour is necessary when less-well known languages are
involved. Neither interpreting into A nor interpreting into B alone can satisfy market
demand. S2 also states that they do not expect the same proficiency in B and A. All
the schools and institutes in this survey generaly give their support to AB retour even

though all have heard of the standard claim

5.2 Responses from the Group of Conference Interpretersand Analysis

This group’s response rate is 50%. The way respondents are coded is also
based on the sequence of their replies (11, 12 and 13). The three respondents indeed
station in different countries across three continents. The survey results in Question 1

showed that respondent 12 indeed had never heard of the into-A-as-a-standard claim.
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|2 neither took a side on directionality nor did he practice uni-directional interpreting.
This was also the indication in one of pretest respondents. As this is a qualitative
survey research instead of quantitative, this study cannot draw a conclusion as to how
many members in the field are/are not aware of the standard claim; what we can say

based on the results is that there are those who have never heard of the claim before.

I3 was aware of the standard claim but he neither lended his support to it nor
did he practice uni-directional interpreting not only because he was taught in AB
retour but it had always been the practice for Chinese/English combination as the
respondent indicated. Both 12 and 13 agreed by mere coincidence that the reasons they
did not insist a direction when interpreting was that uni-directional practice was
impossible due to exiting market mechanismand demand. 11 supported and insisted
on interpreting into A quite clearly. It should be noted that as much as 11 agreed with
the quality of interpreting into A, this respondent also recognized the fact that AB
retour was a necessity when there was a shortage of interpreters who could work into

A from acertain language.

5.3 Reaultsand Analysis

Most of the respondents who know about the standard claim do not strictly
support nor practice unidirectional interpreting and the most-cited reason for the
response in this survey is market reality as provided by the respondents from both
groups. None from the group of school directors supports the idea of only working
into A under al conditions; in fact, many of them recognize the practice of AB retour.
The only respondent (From the group of interpreter) who is not aware of the claim

does not choose a side on the issue of directionality but also acknowledges that it is
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impossible to function as an interpreter to work only in one direction. Evidence

suggests that many are aware of market demand for the practice of AB retour.

Based on the practices and reasons provided by the respondents, this study is
inclined to identify Asian market as another place currently rely heavily on the
practice AB retour. S7 pointed out the fact that the School had “different practices for
different languages’; for example, all students at the School must be able to work both
ways in Cl (Consecutive interpretation) regardless of their language combinations but
AB retour isusually practiced for both Sl and ClI with Asian languages. In addition, |3
points out that AB retour is aways the case in Chinese/English combination and S1
agrees by indicating the overwhelming demand for AB retour in the combinations of
Chinese/English and Japanese/English. Other than Europe as the literature review has
suggested and some of the respondents also indicated in this survey, Asia may be
another market that also demands AB retour. Many “smaller” languages have a
serious shortage of interpreters whose A is a more common language (i.e.English) as
we have been informed over and over again through out the literature and survey

conducted by this study.
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Chapter Six Conclusion

This chapter presents the conclusion and limitation of the research.

Suggestions for future studies are also highlighted here.

6.1 Conclusion

Directionality has been along debated issue. Interpreting into A and
interpreting into B have been the center of the discussion and concern. Some believe
that interpreting into A is the standard way of practice and actually follow; for
example, one respondent in the survey took time to state that the interpretersin their
country usualy work into A although they must have the ability to work into their B
language sometimes. ASTTI even supports the practice of B-A to the degree that the
organization actually draws it down as one of the admission criteriafor its active
members. Many empirical studies are carried out and have revealed important clues.
These clues are examined by this study and they turn out to be the factors that may
determine directionality, especially when it comes to questioning the validity of
claiming working from one’ s foreign language into mother tongue is a standard as

many have heard.

Foreign monks who came to Ancient China teaching Buddhist scripture but
did not speak Chinese relied on the assistance of interpreters who might as well be
another foreign monk that learned Chinese as aforeign language. In the West,
Christopher Columbus had to train the natives in the Americas to speak Spanish so
that through them communication between the Spaniard and the Native Americans
was possible. The Nuremburg Trial in 1945 was when simultaneous interpretation

first appeared as we know it today. Interpreting into a foreign language was the
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direction the Trial adopted because it was found that interpreting into B yielded a
better quality thus all Sl interpreters were asked to interpret into their foreign tongue
inthe Trail. Today, Globalization and accession to international or regional
organizations (i.e. EU) require interpreters of smaller languages to practice AB retour.
These facts and evidence tell us one thing: interpreting isatask also subject to market

demand so far and should not be marked otherwise.

Many placesin fact have never credited working into A as a standard code.
Countriesin Central and Eastern Europe have always practiced working into B that
has now even become the dominant direction in some cases. Graduate interpreter
training in Germany have never switched their focus on the teaching of working into
B (Szabari 2002). Some schools in Eastern Europe have always believed in the quality
generated when interpreting from A (Donovan 2002). Many of the respondents
regardless which group they represent in our survey clearly specify that although they
are aware of the standard claim, they justify interpreting in both directions and the
most oft-cited reason is market reality. In other words, market reality still setsthe

practice of AB retour in many parts of the world today.

The truth is, in our small number of survey respondents, two (including
another respondent from the pretest) in the interpreter’ s group reported they had never
heard of the standard claim. Both of them chose not to take a side on the issue of
directionality but they did specify that they worked in both directions when
interpreting assignments were referred to them. One of them, again as we have heard
many times from other respondents, contributed his reason of practice to the market

for the necessity of AB retour and the other smply believed that interpreters should
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be able to work both ways and any insisted direction was aresult of personal
preference. All these facts and evidences indicate two things: interpreting into A was
never atradition to begin with and the task of interpreting is subject to market reality.
In contrast to taking a side on directionality, there are also those who do not support
any particular interpreting direction and they practically stay neural on the issue. For
instance, institutes in Europe such as the Institute of English, University of Silesiain
Poland and the Ingtitute for Translation and Interpreting, University of Viennain
Austria do not systematically favor working into either direction and the truth is they
expect their graduates to work in both directions. (Bartlomiejczyk 2004). The survey
results of the present study also support the existence of those who do not take a side
on the issue as three respondents fromthe group of institute directors and interpreters
indicate. According to the three retour languages (English, French and German) as
mentioned by AlIC and the survey results (i.e. one respondent pointed out that their
school required AB retour in Asian languages for both SI and Cl), this study has
reasons to believe that other than the many European countries, Asia, where most
countries do not have any of the three retour languages as a public standard code, is

another market in demand of AB retour so far today.

Asfar aslanguage is concerned, not only do we need a clearer definition for
the working languages of interpreters but we may want to reconsider the language
terms such as mother tongue, of which the definition appears to slide among various
existing common definitions resulting in the inconsistency of granting one the title of
being the native speaker of a particular language; for example, an interpreter may be
recognized as having alanguage as his/her A (either itis his’her mother tongue or

dominant language based on the existing definition identified by thefield of
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interpretation), and yet the very same person may turn out to be unqualified to claim
the native status of that language in the eyes of another. More important, as the
current A language definition seems to yield acceptance to either the interpreter’s
mother tongue or the dominant language (As the language | ater replaced the mother
tongue), the gap between mother tongue and dominant language in terms of language
competence is distinguished by age of acquisition according to the Critical Period
Hypothesis. In other words, the present language classification for interpreters may
not be a credible system and thus urgently requires more research attention The fact
that this study must first work out temporary definitions for language terms for the
rest of the discussions regarding directionality to be based on shows the language

issue requires further research urgently.

What about interpreting into A as a standard since the claim is that this
direction generates better interpreting quality than the other way around? To answer
the question, we must go back to the important clues derived out of the literature.
These clues or factors so far identified are experience of interpreters, specific
language combinations, context, interpreting norms and people that are involved in Sl
They may affect the quality of AB retour in terms of content accuracy and/or
presentation quality. What is important about these factors is that they do not have
much to relate to the discussions on the advantages/problems for the source and target
languages being native or nonnative to the interpreter. The purpose and function of
this study issimple. It isinviting us to take a different and closer look at directionality,
including the validity of interpreting into A being always a “better” direction as
claimed. The quality of interpretationis more than what native and nonnative

input/production can justify. It can be challenged by other elements and what happens
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is that the “end product’ may be affected by these elements. Interpreting into A or

interpreting into B thus cannot always be a better or aworse direction to work in

6.2 Research Limitation

This research adopts a qualitative questionnaire survey so the survey results
cannot reach a quantitative conclusion. Neither the researcher nor the respondents had
a second chance to make additional clarification as visiting interviews allow unless a
follow-up isin the arrangement. Information contained in the returned questionnaires
might be incomplete in the sense that it was unlikely the collected data represented the
respondents’ full knowledge on what was asked. In addition, some of the factors
identified by this study require future research for addition support of their validity.
For example, more studies should be designed to test the factor of experience across
language direction (and perhaps its interaction with different language combinations if
thereis one) since all of the previous studies reviewed were not specifically designed
for such objective, except for Barik (1994) who had close enough results to suggest a
performance difference across language direction (English/French) on the basis of the

experience of his S| participants.

6.3 Suggestion for Future Studies

Theinterpreting quality of a certain language direction (A-B or B-A) may not
always be better or worse and knowing this sets us free. For example, in terms of
course arrangement, we no longer have to worry as much about finding a
teacher/instructor who must have a particular A and B in order to teach a coursein the
direction of B-A without taking other things into consideration, such as experience

and expertise. Market reality is an intriguing phenomenon; for instance, we
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understand that interpreting in both directions is a must for small languages. However,
Mandarin Chinese is by no means a small language ssmply considering the number of
itsworldwide (native) speakerstoday. Why isit still difficult to find, for example,
English A interpreters who have Chinese as his’her B or C (i.e. in Taiwan) (Chang
2005)? What can possibly cause this curiosity? In addition, the factors identified in
this study require further exploration for more support; one exampleisthat language
combinations which favor interpreting into A and those into B or the ones that pose
similar difficulty at the linguistic level should be identified. Once such identification

ismade, interpreter’ straining may be planned and carried out more effectively.

Furthermore, how do the factors interact with one another, if they do at al?
Does one dominate the other and how (i.e. Can one be used to offset another or more)?
Interaction of factors that determine directionality is definitely a seek-out point for
future studies. Are there other factors that have yet to surface? Chatilov (2003)
discoversthat native listeners do not need to hear the whole word or phrase in order to
understand what it means (The study was carried in the context of listening
comprehension, not in SI). The perception of the main part, mostly the root morpheme,
is enough for a native listener to achieve comprehension. Then, by following the
word-form rules of a given language the native listener quickly and accurately
understands the word or phrase. A nonnative listener, on the other hand, needs more
time to extract the meaning of what is heard and consequently it slows down the
comprehension process. In other words, native listeners have better and faster
linguistic anticipation compared to nonnative listeners, asin one of the two kinds of
anticipation (The other is extralinguistic anticipation) an interpreter uses to predict

what a speaker islikely to say next (Besien, 1999). Conrad (1981) also indicates that
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the difficulty for a nonnative listener lies in extracting semantic information from the
source text. Despite the fact that neither Chatilov’ s nor Conrad’ s study was tested and
measured in the context of Sl, the results may serve as evidence that point to the
disadvantage listeners are exposed to when listening to a nonnative language
especially when input rate is high. Therefore, apart from what we have aready known
fromthe early daysthat SI performance deteriorates as speech rates increases (Gerver
1969), how do input rates affect interpreting performance across language direction?

Too many important questions anxiously await future research to take a closer ook.

Interpreting into A was never a golden rule. Having a better understanding of
the factors that are likely to affect Sl directionality and knowing how to make good
use of these factors bring us better prospects of gain than simply worrying about not
having enough interpreters speaking a“rare” B or C. From here, we can carry out
interpreting as a task and training more successfully. We need to start asking
guestions other than simply examining our interpreters through the * native-nonnative

glasses’ before we can see the best interpreters have aways been there.
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Appendix I:

Barik’s Errorslndex

Barik’ s Insignificant Omissions

Type of omission Reason

Example

Omission of connective

Not disruptive

and

Omission of fillers

Superfluous and often
untranslatable

well, now, you see, €tc.

Omission of definite
articles, etc.

Not disruptive

the, g, etc.

Omission of specification

Its reference is understood |This young man—> The
from the context (p. 125)

young man

Skipping omission

Does not change the
grammatical structure of the|conjunctions, etc.
clause and thus | oss of
meaning is minimal

adjectives, prepositions,

Source: Compiled by this study

Barik’s Omissions that affect the meaning of the original message

Type of omission

Reason

Comprehension omission

Aninterruptionin trandation or a
disointed speech is observed where
omissions “involved larger units of
material, resulting in adefinitelossin
meaning.” (p. 123)

Delay omission

Some of what the speakers said did not
register with the interpreter who would
then wait until a new unit comes out or
simply bypass what has been lost. A
digointed speech is observed.

Compounding omission

Some of what the speakers said did not
register with the interpreter who would
then combined bits and pieces which
generates a dightly different meaning.

Source: Compiled by this study
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Barik’ sinconsequential additions

Type of addition

Example/Reason

Qualifier addition

adjectives or adverbs

Elaboration addition extraneous but unaffected to the speaker’s
intended message.

Addition of connective and

Addition of specification this/that—> the

Addition of preposition

Not disruptive

Trandation of language-specific
items not required in the target
language (p. 127)

the

Source: Compiled by this study

Additions that affect the meaning of the original message

Type

Definition

Relationship addition

Some new meaning or relationship is
introduced (i.e. causal relationship) but the
gist is kept

Closure addition

Insubstantial additions serversto givea
closure but its presence may be due to
misinterpretation, rephrasing or omission
of previous parts of the text that affect the
meaning of the message

Source: Compiled by this study
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Barik’ s Inconsequential Substitutions

Type

Reason

Mild phrasing change

The interpretation is slightly changed but
the gist of what the speaker said is not
affected

Substantial phrasing change

Errors of thistype create a somewhat
different meaning but the overall gistis
retained

Mild semantic error

Some lexical item was inaccurately
trandlated which only changes the
intended meaning a bit. “ The inaccuracy is
restricted to the lexical item or expression,
and does not affect the rest of the unit
whichitispart.” (p. 128)

Source: Compiled by this study

Barik’ s Substitutions that affect the meaning of the original message at word level

Type (at word level)

Reason/Definition

Gross semantic error: Error stemming
from assumed misunderstanding by the
interpreter

The interpreter misunderstood some
lexical item due to “a homonym or near
homonym, or because of confusionin
reporting with a near-sounding word
(p. 128)

Gross semantic error: Error of meaning,
not caused by confusion

Substantial semantic errors not likely
caused by confusion

Gross semantic error: Error of false
reference

Errors of thistype “possibly stemming
from confusion and having its basisin the
text.” (p. 128)

Gross phrase change: error due to
mistranslation, miscomprehension,
lagging or omission of some item

Create amore considerable deviation from
the original message (compared to the
other type) i.e. “meaningless or confused
trangdation, reversal of meaning,
transforming a question into a statement,
etc.” (p. 132)

Source: Compiled by the study
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Appendix

Questionnairefor the Group of School Directors

Once again thank you for taking time to participate. This questionnaire aims
to reveal the opinions as well as the actual practices of professionals and
institutesin the field of interpreting worldwide on the issue of
directionality. The responses you made cannot be linked to you in any ways.
Information contained in the reply is solely for the analysis of this research.
An electronic copy of this survey results will be e-mailed to you by smply

making the request as indicated at the bottom of this questionnaire.

Research Supervisors: Prof. Chung-tien Chou, Department of English and Director of
Mandarin Training Center, National Taiwan Normal University,
Taiwan.

Prof. Tze-wei Chen, Graduate School of Translation and Interpretation,
National Taiwan Normal University, Taiwan.

Thesis Researcher: Yu-mei Renee Jen

Graduate School of Translation and Interpretation
National Taiwan Normal University, Taiwan.

Questionnaire

‘A’ language refers to an interpreter’ s mother tongue and ‘B’ language is the second
active language with which the interpreter has a perfect command although it is not
the mother tongue. Please answer the following questions by inserting an * X' in the
bracket while some questions may also require a short answer. Notethat theterm
“interpreting” in this questionnair e refersto smultaneous inter preting but it
can include other interpreting modesin general such as consecutive
interpreting.
1. Haveyou ever heard of the notion suggesting that interpreting into A languageis
the standard practice?
()Yes

( ) No

( ) Other (Please specify) :
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2. Which interpreting direction does (Name of the School) support?

( ) Interpreting into A language

( ) Interpreting into B language

() We support interpreting in both directions
( ) Wedo not take aside on thisissue

( ) Other (Please specify) :

Please state the reason(s) for your response in Question 2 in details.

Answer:

87




3. Can (Name of the School) put the interpreting direction as supported strictly into
all related practices? (Please do not answer this question if the response you
made in Question 2 was “ We support interpreting in both directions” or “ We do

not take a side on thisissue”).

() Yes, wecan put it strictly into practice without exceptions.
() Yes, wecan put it into practice but not strictly without exceptiors.
( ) No, we cannot put it into practice.

( ) Other (Please specify):

Please explain and state the reason(s) for your response in Question 3 in details.

Answer:

Would you like to receive a copy of the survey results for your future reference
through e-mail when this research is concluded?

() Yes, please. () No, thank you. ( ) Other (Please specify):
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Questionnairefor the Group of Organization Presidents/Directors

Once again thank you for taking time to participate. This questionnaire aims
to reveal the opinions as well as the actual practices of professionals and
institutesin the field of interpreting worldwide on the issue of
directionality. The responses you made cannot be linked to you in any ways.
Information contained in the reply is solely for the analysis of this research.
An electronic copy of this survey results will be e-mailed to you by smply

making the regquest as indicated at the bottom of this questionnaire.

Research Supervisors: Prof. Chung-tien Chou, Department of English and Director of
Mandarin Training Center, National Taiwan Normal University,
Taiwan.

Prof. Tze-wei Chen, Graduate School of Translation and Interpretation,
National Taiwan Normal University, Taiwan.

Thesis Researcher: Yu-mei Renee Jen

Graduate School of Translation and Interpretation
National Taiwan Normal University, Taiwan.

Questionnaire

‘A’ language refers to an interpreter’ s mother tongue and ‘B’ language is the second
active language with which the interpreter has a perfect command although it is not
the mother tongue. Please answer the following questions by inserting an * X' in the
bracket while some questions may also require a short answer. Notethat theterm
“interpreting” in this questionnair e refersto smultaneous inter preting but it
can include other interpreting modes in general such as consecutive
interpreting.

1. Haveyou ever heard of the notion suggesting that interpreting into A language is
the standard practice?
()Yes

() No

( ) Other (Please specify) :

89



2. Which interpreting direction does (Name of the Organization) support?

( ) Interpreting into A language

( ) Interpreting into B language

( ) We support interpreting in both directions
( ) Wedo not take aside on thisissue

( ) Other (Please specify) :

Please state the reason(s) for your response in Question 2 in details.

Answer:
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3. Can (Name of the Organization) put the interpreting direction as supported
strictly into all related practices? (Please do not answer this question if the
response you made in Question 2 was “ We support interpreting in both

directions’ or “ We do not take a side on thisissue” ).

() Yes, wecan put it strictly into practice without exceptions.
() Yes, wecan put it into practice but not strictly without exceptiors.
( ) No, we cannot put it into practice.

( ) Other (Please specify):

Please explain and state the reason(s) for your response in Question 3 in details.

Answer:

Would you like to receive a copy of the survey results for your future reference
through e-mail when this research is concluded?

() Yes, please. ( ) No, thank you. () Other (Please specify):
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Questionnairefor the Group of Conference Interpreters

Once again thank you for taking time to participate. This questionnaire aims
to reveal the opinions aswell asthe actual practices of professionals and
institutes in the field of interpreting worldwide on the issue of
directionality. The responses you made cannot be linked to you in any ways.
Information contained in the reply is solely for the analysis of this research.
An electronic copy of this survey results will be e-mailed to you by smply

making the reguest as indicated at the bottom of this questionnaire.

Research Supervisors: Prof. Chung-tien Chou, Department of English and Director of
Mandarin Training Center, National Taiwan Normal University,
Taiwan.

Prof. Tze-wei Chen, Graduate School of Translation and Interpretation,
National Taiwan Normal University, Taiwan.

Thesis Researcher: Yu-mei Renee Jen

Graduate School of Translation and Interpretation
National Taiwan Normal University, Taiwan.

Questionnaire

‘A’ language refers to an interpreter’ s mother tongue and ‘B’ language is the second
active language with which the interpreter has a perfect command athoughit is not
the mother tongue. Please answer the following questions by inserting an * X' in the
bracket while some questions may aso require a short answer. Notethat theterm
“interpreting” in this questionnair e refersto smultaneous inter preting but it
can include other interpreting modes in general such as consecutive
interpreting.

1. Haveyou ever heard of the notion suggesting that interpreting into A languageis
the standard practice?

()Yes
() No

( ) Other (Please specify) :
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2. Whichinterpreting direction do you support?

( ) Interpreting into A language

( ) Interpreting into B language

() I support interpreting in both directions
() I do not take aside on thisissue

( ) Other (Please specify) :

Please state the reason(s) for your response in Question 2 in detalils.

Answer:
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3. Doyouinsist oninterpreting only in a certain language direction when
interpreting assignments are referred to you?

() Yes I do.
( ) No, I do not.
( ) Other (Please specify):

Please explain and state the reason(s) for your response in Question 3 in details.

Answer:

Would you like to receive a copy of the survey results for your future reference
through e-mail when this research is concluded?
() Yes, please. () No, thank you. () Other (Please specify):
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Appendix

Overview of Responses from the Group of Schools Directors

Response Question 1: Have you ever heard of the notion suggesting that interpreting
into A language is the standard practice?

N= 7  Yes(85.7%) No (0%) Other (14.3%)

S1 N

Source: Compiled by this study

* S1'sreasonsfor responsein Q1 as‘Other’:

“It iswidely accepted in the profession (and specifically by itsinternational
representative organization, AllC), that the B into A direction offers greater potential
for the highest quality interpretation, on the basis of the definitions of A and B
languages. This proviso is key since it assumes that comprehension of the two
languagesis virtually equivalent, while production into the A language will always
draw on much richer resources and therefore will be both more elegant and precise,
all other things being equal. Since the difference is mainly due to linguistic resources

available for output, the discrepancy between B>A and A>B will be greater for
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flowery, literary and polemical speeches (oratory) than for technical or factual,

informative discourse.”

*S6' s additional comment in Q1: “ Thisisthe standard suggested by AllC, however,

interpreters with small languages work in both directions, so in my country this

requirement has never been a standard.”
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Response to Question 2: Which interpreting direction does your school support?

N=7 Into A(0%) IntoB(0%) Both(71.4%) Do not take aside(14.3%) Other(14.3%)

S1 i

g 8 ¥ 8 8

Source: Compiled by this study

*SA' sresponsein Q2 as‘ Other’: “We support interpreting into A and B when the
quality of the B language justifies this. Otherwise, we support interpreting into A only

(in simultaneous).”

Note: For purpose of convenience, this study isinclined to interpret S3' sindication in

Q2 as supporting both directions
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Reasons for Response in Question 2

S1: “The market for CH-EN and JA-EN inter pretation overwhelmingly requires
interpretersto work in both A>B and B> A directions, since unlike the situation with
European languages, for example (especially the EU), thereis an almost total
absence of interpreters with an A in one language (in this case, English). Everything
must be done to remedy this imbalance, and to encourage more interpretersto learn
additional languages, so that more B> A inter pretation can be provided, and relay can
be minimised in multilingual conferences (again, a widely shared goal to ensure

greater accuracy). However, we are aware that thisisalong-term goal.”

S2: “Interpretersin our country mainly work towards their A language (dominant
language), but must also be able to work occasionally into their B language. But in

our School, we do not expect the same proficiency in B thanin A.”

S3: “Our course for Interpreting aims at students who interpret into their A language
froma C language. Interpreting into a B language is not a compulsory part of the
exam. We offer a short course separately into B as a part of continues further
education. We also offer courses for public service interpreters (community
interpreters) who are mainly trained in dialogue interpreting between an A and a B

language.”

S “Interpreting into B iswidely practiced and is acceptable as long as quality is

maintained. The B must be fluent and precise. The interpreter must be able to convey

fully the speaker’ s meaning in the target language, whether itisan Aor aB.”
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Reasons for Response in Question 2 (Continued)

S5: “Because the market in our county is small and limited in itsfinancial resources.

Therefore one should be able to interpret into both one's A and B languages.”

S6: “Itisa must for a small language. In our market there are very few non-native
interpreters who can work into the native language of our country. EU institutions
(EC, Parliament...) try to solve the problemwith relay interpreting — whichisa

method that we also teach in the Institute.”

S7: “We do not take a side on this issue because we have different practices for
different languages. For European languages, people usually work into their A
languages, particularly at international organizations or at conferencesin Europe,
but even for these interpreters, there are more and more conferences where they are
asked to work into both directions. At our school, all students, regardless of their
language combinations, work into both directions for consecutive inter pretation.
For Asian languages, the usual practice isto work into both directions, either for

consecutive or simultaneous inter pretation.”

Source: Compiled by this study

Note: For purpose of convenience, this study isinclined to interpret S3' sindication in

Q2 as supporting both directions
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Responses to Question 3: Can your school put the interpreting direction as supported
strictly into all related practices?

N= 7 Y es (0%) No (0%) Other (0%)

S1 (Answer not required because of response made in Q2)
S2 (Answer not required because of response made in Q2)
3 .

A (Answer not required because of response made in Q2)
S5 (Answer not required because of response made in Q2)
S6 (Answer not required because of response made in Q2)

S7 (Answer not required because of response made in Q2)

Source: Compiled by this study

*S3' sreasonsfor responsein Q3: Not provided. Further information is added by S3:
“Within the framework of the consortium for the European Mastersin Conference
Interpreting (EMCI) there has been study concerning “ interpreting into B” led by a
school in Paris. One can also add that the interpreting services within the European
Union emphasis interpreting into A as the main type of interpreting. But they also
encourage their interpretersto acquire a B language strong enough to function in
interpreting into that B language. It makesit easier to compose inter preting teams

that can cover a wide range of languages.”

Note: For purpose of convenience, this study isinclined to interpret S3'sindicationin
Q2 as supporting both directions thus S3' s responsein Q3 as‘ Yes can be seen as ‘ not

required’ astherest of the respondentsin this group.
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Overview of Responses from the Group of Conference Interpreters

Responses to Question 1. Have you ever heard of the notion suggesting that
interpreting into A language is the standard practice?

N= 3  Yes(66.7%) No (33.3%) Other (0%)

11 N

Source: Compiled by this study
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Responses to Question 2: Which interpreting direction do you support?

N= 3 IntoA(33.3%) IntoB(0%) Both(33.3%) Do not take aside(33.3%) Other(0%)

Source: Compiled by this study

Reasons for response in Q2:

I1: “ Asageneral ruleit isalways better to interpret into the A language.
Exceptionsto thisrule are:

- interpreting into a strong B, but only from the A language (as opposed to C into B)

- interpreting in both directions in the case of languages for which there are no

inter preters who can provide inter pretation from a given language into the required A

language’

12: “Inmywork asinterpreter thisis not and has not been an issuein that there has
never been any demand/need for Conference interpreting. The nearest to it is
whispering interpreting in Court, which | do not equate with Conference

interpreting.”

I3: “ | was taught to interpret in both directions, and it has always been the practice
in Mandarin/English interpreting. It isthe only way that one would be accepted in

the practice.”

Source: Compiled by this study
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Responses to Question 3: Do you insist on interpreting only in a certain language
direction when interpreting assignments are referred to you?

N= 3 Y es (33.3%) No (66.7%) Other (0%)

11 N

Source: Compiled by this study

Reasons for response in Question 3

I 1:* In simultaneous inter preting the language combination should always correspond
to the cases mentioned above. An exception can be made for liaison interpreting, for

example, one-to-one conver sations during coffee breaks or meals.”

[2:“In interviews with professonals eg doctors, lawyers, social workers,
psychologists etc, where most/all my work is done, it would not be practicable to be a
uni-directional interpreter. Even if you fee that you are much more
comfortable/confident in interpreting in a particular direction, assisting with
communication in these situations would be impossible if you were not bi-

directional.”

13: “Itisnot possible to insist a certain direction in the market. Thereis market

mechanism and as a service provider, one should follow the practice.”

Source: Compiled by this study
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