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ABSTRACT

The European Parliament Interpreting Corpus (EPIC) is one of the
first machine-readable corpora available in the field of Interpreting
Studies. It was created in 2004/2006 by the Directionality Research
Group, based at the University of Bologna at Forli (Italy), and
consists of 9 sub-corpora in total: three sub-corpora of source
language speeches (Italian, English and Spanish) and six sub-corpora
of simultaneously interpreted speeches, thus comprising all possible
directions and combinations of the three languages involved. The
present paper focuses on two main areas of Corpus-based
Interpreting Studies: methodology and applied research. The first
part addresses some of the main methodological issues that arise
when creating a machine-readable corpus of simultaneous
interpreting (SI) material, particularly in data collection and corpus
design. The second pari presents the main results of one of the studies
carried out on EPIC material so far, namely a study of lexical
patterns that draws on Laviosa’s study on lexical density and lexical
variety in source and tcrget texts of English narrative prose (Laviosa
1998b). The same methodology is applied to all EPIC material,
analysed from both a comparable and a parallel perspective. The
results thus obtained shed light on the role played by translation
mode (written translation vs. simultaneous interpreting), language
combination and language direction.

Keywords: Corpus-based interpreting studies, corpus design, parallel
corpus, comparable corpus, lexical density, lexical variety.
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INTRODUCTION

“Many of the observations encountered in the EQH%MH@ on B%HMRQFW
1 data [...]. The compilation o
are based on sparse, often anecdota . on of
ili is indeed overdue, given the potentia
bilingual and parallel corpora 1is 1n . . oo
i to arrive at global inferences al
use large, machine-readable corpora iy s abo
i ” i 1998: 487). A decade has gone by,
the interpreted text” (Shlesinger o o oy, ot
i ’ i 1ds true. The corpus-based appro
Shlesinger’s statement still ho : o approach 1
i i is still far from being as develope
Interpreting Studies (IS) is sti : . eeone e
i i in Translation Studies (TS). ¢ latter,
DO o betwean o inguistics and descriptive studies has
cross-fertilisation between corpus linguistic has
i 1 and comparable corpora over
led to the creation of many paralle : . . e
i data in machine-readable form.
ars, with a large amount of authentic . :
wmwomm corpora have been exploited for a <mdnm\ of m:WOmMW mMMMM
lators’ language and translation :
range from the study of trans : shategles
i i theses (Baker 1998) an
to the testing of translation hypo ar X
i 2001; Bernardini 2004). In
lators® education (among others, Aston ; Ben (
MMUWME of IS, efforts have been made to mﬁummm Qcmabm,oo:moaobm Mm
data from professional and educational settings in order Mo st M
interpreting norms and linguistic patterns, Ucwﬁ as yet they .@m,.\o no
produced large machine-readable corpora. ﬂﬁm. possibi ity mba
mentioned by Setton (2001) in his paper on the mb&kum Mm :mmwmaw mom
i i t was made by
a. Recently, an interesting attemp .
MM%MW who compiled a machine-readable ooB@.mSEn corpus Amnm:mw
and mnm_uamé to study the difference in the wEm,Emﬂo So?mnmm. MMW H
i i in the outputs of six professio
lexico-grammatical features in pu of S DT
1 eter-translators. The corpus confams tne pt
Hmwwmﬁmaoa and six translations of the same source mo%_f.. Itis ﬂ.ﬁ mﬁmw
i i idence of the peculiaritie
arable intermodal corpus to provide evidence of :
MMB%\O different language-transfer modalities, i.e. imterpreting and
i i bjects.
tten translation, produced by the same sul . .
i Mﬂm stark contrast between TS and IS in ﬁan approach to corpus
linguistics, and the consequent lack of interpreting corpora available to
the scientific community, can be vmwmmzx nxﬁmﬁoa by the EHEQ
hurdles intrinsic to research on conference interpreting and to %ogﬁ.c
corpora in general. These difficulties are analysed in maw.mﬁoa detai mpb
this paper (see Section 1.1). Here, it will HH.BH.@J\ be mentioned that ﬂrm
extremely time-consuming task of transcribing spoken am‘.ﬁm and Jo
misconceived idea that a corpus-based approach odﬁm:._m BQ@M
quantitative analysis are among the factors that may have discourage
the exploring of this virtually untrodden path.
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To rise to this challenge of compiling an interpreting corpus, an
inferdisciplinary research group was set up at the University of Bologna
(Forli), comprising interpreter trainers and researchers, computational
linguists, corpus linguists and IT technicians’ to create the European
Parliament Interpreting Corpus (EPIC).* The interplay of individual
members’ expertise, supported by adequate funding which allowed
three of its members to work full-time on the project (one member for
one year and two for two years), was a conditio sine qua non for the
implementation of 2 project of this scope, the primary objective of
which was to study the effect of directionality and language-pair
specificities at all levels (lexical, morphosyntactical and pragmatic) by
means of corpus linguistics tools and semi-automated processes. Given
its enormous potential as a scientific and pedagogical resource, EPIC is
at present being accessed for teaching purposes, graduation theses and
scholarly research.

The research presented in this paper concerns two specific features
of interpreters’ output compared with the output of source language
speakers, namely lexical density and lexical variety. The study of
lexical density in speech is a promising approach to assess information
density in interpreting, since verbal information is mostly conveyed
through content — or lexical — words (nouns, verbs, adjectives and
adverbs) rather than function words (prepositions, determiners,

pronouns, conjunctions, particles, numerals, interjections, negatives,
etc.). Furthermore, according to Halliday (1993, as quoted in Castello
2004), lexical density is « distinctive measure of the difference between
spoken and written language since it is likely to be twice as high in the
written mode. In addition, the lexical variety parameter provides an
insight into an interpreter’s expressive skills and linguistic richness. Qur
study was inspired by Laviosa’s paper (1998b), in which she compared
lexical density and lexical variety in English narrative prose and in
English translations from various languages.

In this paper, the relationship between corpus linguistics and
simultaneous interpreting (SI) is discussed in Section 1, with special
reference to the obstacles encountered in compiling a corpus (Section
1.1) and to the development stages of the EPIC project (Section 1.2);
section Section 2 contains a description of EPIC and its search tools;
section Section 3 describes the methodology adopted to study lexical
density and lexical variety in the corpus (Section 3.1), analyses the
results obtained in the English sub-corpora of EPIC (source and target
speeches) and compares them with Laviosa’s findings (Section 3.2);
there follows an overview of lexical density and lexical variety patterns
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across all of EPIC’s nine sub-corpora in Section 3.3 and Section m%
respectively. Finally, tentative conclusions are put forward as regards
this complex scenario in Section 4.

1. CREATING SI CORPORA

Looking at the Interpreting Studies literature, Em. term :oo%sm.n MM
probably used as frequently as in Homomao.r mﬁ.& wz@:omﬁo\wm on EMH ten
translation. However, there is less m<m¢mg:ﬂ\ of mac Mzﬁm.ﬂg Mdo
interpreting corpora (Pdchhacker 2002: 104), 1e. Em%dm a ono » be
studied using corpus linguistics tools and made available to H@wﬂm cher
to replicate previous studies. Indeed, many researchers mmw rela ow\
small collections of transcripts of source ms.m target .m@ooow@mv Eonm\ ,
the relevant analogue recordings or digital mc%m files are se ME
available to the research community as a whole’. In ogmﬂ éoHamm
occurrences of specific patterns are modmwmzw moﬁmoa manually monn h
basis of ad hoc anmotations developed by individual researchers (Setton,
monr‘m.mwuwmw that so few interpreting Rmm”&orﬂm have adopted ﬁ_w@
corpus-based approach can be partially explained by the many M@mﬁo MM
and the great number of issues related to corpus design Ms corp "
compilation (Armstrong 1997). F addition to all M e ngnwa
methodological issues involved in mwowg corpora  deve omEoR
(Thompson 2005), the creation of EHQHQEW corpora raises o<mcm8w3
complex issues, which depend on the interpreting mode concerned. ror
example, building a corpus to study mﬂ&g Homo.r oodmwoo% M<o
interpreting implies a number of EmﬂrOﬂoHomHom_.oroHoom whic M
different, to a certain extent, from those E,.\o?om in the o.HnmSOd Mb a
corpus of material for simultaneous Eﬁ%aﬂEm.u whispered Eﬁ%a.w " Wm
liaison interpreting, sign language H.bﬁduaabm“ and so on. wmb
differences are due not only to the intrinsic features .om each interpreting
mode per se (comsider, for example, recording equipment H.oM
transcription visualisation options), but m&mo to the communica %\H
situations in which these services are provided. Moreover, even alte
data collection has been successfully ooBEQoP. the Soxw stage in
corpus compilation is not free of obstacles .Ammo Section 1.1 vm omé.v
With regard to the various interpreting modes .Eodno:o mm omumu
here the focus is on simultaneous interpreting. Hn particular, we descri mm
some of the challenges researchers are faced with when compiling an y
corpus. It must be bome in mind, w.oéw,\mb that most of ﬁ.n
considerations also apply to other interpreting modes. Then, we meBw
how these challenges were addressed in the development of the EPIC
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corpus, in an attempt to share a number of suggestions with readers who
may wish to use them in their own research endeavours.

1.1. Methodological hurdles

Over the last few decades simultaneous interpreting has become one of
the most widespread forms of interpreting (Riccardi 2003: 106). Since
its early days after World War I and its “official debut” after World
War II (Baigorri 2000), its use has been expanding from international
organisations to local markets in several countries, covering a virtually
unlimited number of sectors and subjects. The greater availability of
sources of SI material is both an opportunity and a challenge for
researchers. It is an opportunity in that interpreting is a very specific
activity that is more circumscribed than other forms of human
communication (Gile 2001: 7). Its growth has meant larger markets and,
consequently, a higher number of professional interpreters, who now
constitute 2 much larger population than fifty years ago, with an
mcreasing proportion of women (Baigorri 2003). On the other hand, it
13 also a challenge as the many diverse contexts mean not only different
communication patterns, but also different degrees of accessibility and
cooperation from potential providers of material (i.e. interpreters,
speakers, technical staff, organisers, etc.).

Existing sources of SI material include international settings, such
as the institutions of the European Union and the United Nations
(Baigorri 2004). In some bilingual countries (e.g. Canada), national
parliaments carry out their activities with a permanent team of
simultaneous interpreters. Universities can also be sources of SI data:
interpreter training schools are ideal places to collect material to study
trainees’ performance in a learner corpus (Lindquist 2005); moreover,
academic SI is routinely offered by professional interpreters in
universities in multilingual societies, as is the case of South Africa (van
Rooy 2005; Wallmach 2006). Finally, local markets in several countries
are “teeming with” SI interpreter-mediated events, such as court
proceedings, conferences, business meetings, TV and radio shows, film
festivals and so on.

Such a great variety of sources poses a number of common
challenges to researchers, who need to deploy different strategies to
address them effectively (Gile 1998). Challenges range from sample
representativeness (made difficult by the high number of variables), to
availability and accessibility of material (i.e. collaboration from
interested parties and consent), data collection practices, transcription,
annotation and encoding standards, and data accessibility and exchange
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(Cencini 2002). Of course, many of these oymﬂm&mm ﬂmo m@oo.ﬂ wB@E.an
rescarch in interpreting in general, even when it is omd.a.a out using
more “traditional” approaches. However, s\omcbm with corpora
presupposes collecting large quantities of data, which makes these
obstacles and challenges even more critical. . .

The following subsection briefly describes how these Ewmoc:.ﬁm
were tackled in the creation of the European Parliament H.Em:uwmnbm.
Corpus (for a more detailed account, see Monti, Bendazzoli, Sandrelli
& Russo 2005; and Bendazzoli & Sandrelli 2005).

1.2. Compiling the EPIC corpus .
The use of material from EU institutions, in our case the mEommm.c
Parliament, to study SI provides several m%m:ﬂmmomﬂ. One of them is
that there are more constant variables than in material taken from any
local market-based setting, thus ensuring mo.oa. levels of
representativeness (Halverson 1998). EP plenary .mﬁE.mm are held
regularly throughout the year and this is set to oo:n.bmo in the ?8.8.
Furthermore, the debates are structured and organised according to
established rules and procedures; participants  (e.g. MEPs,
Commissioners, and so on) have a precise political role and may take
the floor to perform specific speech events orwmod from a narrow range
of options (e.g. presenting a report, opening a session, asking a
question, raising a point of order, etc.). Topics Emocmmm&. at the mw. vary
enormously, but the communicative goals are the same In every &Bﬁm
and what is debated is usually the result of discussions held in
parliamentary committee meetings over the previous weeks or months.
Interpreters are all professionals and they are carefully m&.ooﬁma v.v\
means of specific accreditation tests. They normally work into EQH
mother tongue, though after the latest enlargement rounds refour (i.e.
working into one’s foreign language) is being :mna more commonly for
less available langnage combinations (Marzocchi & N.Euor@zo. wad.
Another advantage is that accessibility to this material is .Homm
problematic than it can be in many other settings. EP Eobm@ sittings
are broadcast live by Europe by Satellite (EbS). This satellite TV
channel allows users to select the language channel from among all the
EU official languages, so it is possible to record ﬁrm source Mmdmcwmm
speakers from the floor and interpreters from their booths by using
different TV sets. In this respect, it must be pointed out that Hooo.ba.%
both accessibility and ease of use have been greatly EHHE\QH as it is
now possible to download digital video files of the mE sittings from the
EP website (as of April 2006). All the EPIC material comes from a
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number of European Parliament plenary sittings held in 20047; EbS
broadcast only parts of the debates, so our recordings do not include the
full plenary sittings. All the material was recorded on videotapes, which
were subsequently digitised and edited by using dedicated software; the

resulting digital filss were stored In a multimedia archive (the EPIC
archive).

that they are likely to come across copyright limitations when studying

Rm:ﬁ.moamﬁ@:.&. memm;_.w,m,,:.mg&oam:a less straightforward to
obtain permission for translated text” (Baker 1996- 178), it can be all
the more challenging to obtain permission for interpreted text.
Fortunately, since all activities carried out within EU mstitutions must
comply with the principle of transparency, permission is granted to
anyone who may want to use recordings of EP debates and SI for
academic A:o:-oo:::oanmm_c purposes. Moreover, the EP Audiovisual
Services can be contacted for help in obtaining specific material.

Another unique characteristic of the EP as a source of SI material is
that there are twenty-three official languages currently in use. In
compliance with Rule 138, “All Members shall have the right to speak
in Parliament in the official language of their choice” (European
Parliament 2006: 65-66): this makes it possible to obtain and analyse
multiple target versions into different languages of the same source
speeches (Vuorikosld 2004).

Finally, it is worth highlighting that background material is also
available to describe EP communicative activities in more detail. The
EP website contains abundant documentation and information about
MEPs, procedures and activities, not to mention the verbatim reports
drafted by EP officials for each plenary sitting. These reports are a
faithful written rendition of what is said in every debate and they also
include the official headings of the agenda. The verbatim reports are
then this version is translated into all the other EU official languages. In
our case, since our intention was to collect and classify data in three
languages only (out of the then 20 official languages), the information
in the verbatim reports was used to identify the participants who used
ltalian, English or Spanish in the debate, and to select the relevant parts
of the digital recordings available in our EPIC multimedia archive.
Unsurprisingly, the written excerpts found in the verbatim reports could
not be used as “transcripts” because they did not fully reflect the
wording of each speech, nor did they include spoken language features
(e.g. repetitions, false starts, unfinished words, mispronunciations, and
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so on). Furthermore, this method to select d&ﬂ&i speeches implied
that some speech events were excluded outright, because @3\ are not
usually recorded in the EP verbatim reports (e.g. the wwamaﬂm giving
the floor to speakers and most communicative exchanges during voting
time).

Once the data collection process has been ooBEQn.&u Smmmaorwﬁm
are only at the beginning of their work. To mﬁmn.csgv ?&mo or mﬂ&ov
recordings must be transcribed for later md&v@m.. Transcription is an
extremely time-consuming activity, which can quickly lead H.om.omnowma
to reshape the size and scope of their studies, even after obtaining Eﬁmn
quantities of genuine recordings (Kalina E.Pc. In the EPIC .Eo_moﬁ
teamwork and the use of speech recognition mo@émno. considerably
helped in speeding up this labour-intensive @E. essential stage (the
transcribers involved are all trained conference interpreters and were
able to perform shadowing to transcribe interpreters’ ocau&.. In other
words, transcribers listened to target speech recordings .mna
simultaneously repeated them aloud — obviously, the .mﬁow.or recognition
software had been previously trained to recognise their voice).

Transcription conventions are likely to vary from study to study, on
account of two interrelated aspects: on the one hand, Hmwomn.owmam decide
what and how to transcribe depending on their mwoo&o research
questions and objectives; on the other .Umd&v representing m@owg
language features in writing is not a straightforward task, .mm@ooym:u\
when one attempts to produce transcripts that are voE user-friendly .mEm
machine-readable (Chafe 2005; Cook 2005; mEQEmﬂ 1998). Zmogbw-
readable transcripts are one of the fundamental ingredients of &.ooqu.o
corpora, but encoding schemes (i.e. the way structural mc.m linguistic
information is described in a corpus) are also needed in o&ﬂ to
organise material in a structured way and to be able to retrieve
occurrences automatically. Once again, there are currently very .moé
examples of shared sets of attributes (e.g. 3:3@& m@m&hmm one might
want to include and annotate, or established classifications A.um mm@oow
events, participants, etc.) and encoding moroﬁnm — one exception is the
suggested application of the Text Encoding Initiative wor.oﬂ.:o to the
Television Interpreting Corpus, in Cencini .@oowv m.Em Cencini & .>m8.d
(2002). The lack of a common standard is a major EoEmE ﬁw@b it
comes to comparing results, replicating studies ms.m merging Eﬁoagﬁ
sets of transcripts to create larger corpora. For this reason, vaoEmH
attention should be paid to saving material in widely compatible
formats (e.g. .txt for text files and .wav for audio files), so as to be able
to run them on different software programmes without problems. F our
case, we opted for an orthographic transcription with only a limited
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number of paralinguistic features (see Monti et al. 2005). Furthermore,
each EPIC transcript includes a header with extra-linguistic information
about the speech and the speaker (see Section 2.1). For the time being,
EPIC transcripts are accessible online (see Note 5), but the multimedia
archive is only accessible on the local area network (LAN) of our
Department.

A further step in the creation of an interpreting corpus is alignment.
There can be two levels of alignment. Firstly, each transcript can be
aligned with its recording (for example, by using a software programme
called Transana, see Web references). This is the best option to carry
out studies on spoken corpora, given the fact that transcripts are only a
partial representation of the actual data under investigation, i.e. the
audio/video recordings. Secondly, interpreting corpora can also be
aligned by matching source texts (STs) with their target texts (TTs). In
the case of SI corpora, this second type of alignment can be carried out
not only on the basis of content, but also on the basis of the real-time
delivery of source and target speeches, i.e. considering the time span
between the speaker’s and the interpreter’s outputs. This time-based
alignment seems possible if dedicated software is used, such as
Winpitch or Exmaralda (see Web references). At present, EPIC has not
been aligned in any of the above-mentioned ways, but it has been fully
POS-tagged, lemmatised and indexed (see Section 2.3). Therefore, it is
possible to carry out studies on the frequency of words, grammatical
structures, discourse patterns, co-occurrences and lexical density (to
name but a few research avenues), as advocated by Shlesinger (1998).

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE EPIC CORPUS

The European Parliament Interpreting Corpus is made up of nine sub-
corpora in total. It includes three sub-corpora of source speeches in
Italian, English and Spanish (indicated as org-it, org-en and org-es) and
6 sub-corpora of (irterpreted) target speeches into these three
languages, in all possible combinations and directions (indicated as “int’
followed by the language direction, e.g. int-en-it for English into
Italian). The material already transcribed and available for analysis is
just a portion of the EPIC multimedia archive, corresponding to parts of
the European Parliament (EP) plenary sittings held in February 2004.
Its current size and composition are displayed in Table 1 below:
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Table 1. EPIC size and composition

Sub-corpus No. of Speeches | Total Word Count % of EPIC
Org-en 81 42,705 25
Org-it 17 6,765 M
Org-es 21 14,406 :
Int-it-en 17 6,708 =
Int-es-en 21 12,995 ”
Int-en-it 31 35,765 E
Int-es-it 21 12,833 n
Int-en-es MHWW mqm%.mm -
W:%MHM 357 177,295 100

2.1. The EPIC header .
As was mentioned in Section 1.2, each transcript features a header

containing information related to participants and m.@mnor events. HmEm
2 presents all the fields related to participants, while Table 3 contains
all the information available about each speech event.

Table 2. Attributes assigned to participants in EPIC

Attributes Attribute Allocation Guidelines
Speaker Surname, first name
F
Gender M
Italy
Country -
Yes
Mother tongue No
MEP

MEP Chairman of the session

President of the European Parliament
Vice-President of the European Parliament
European Commission

European Council

Guest

Political function

Verts/ALE
PPE-DE
PSE
ELDR
Political group GUE/NGL
UEN

TDI

EDD

NI

i
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Table 3. Attributes assigned to Speech events in EPIC

ﬂlcimm Attribute Allocation Guidelines
Short (< 120 seconds)
Duration Medium (120 - 360 seconds)
Long (long > 360 seconds)
Timing (Total number of seconds)
Short (<300 words)
Text length Medium (300 - 1000 words)
Leng (long > 1000 words)
Number of words (Total number of words)
Slow (<100 w/m)
Speed Medium (100 - 120 w/m)
High (> 120 w/m)
Words per minute (Number of words per minute)
Read
Source text delivery Impromptu
Mixed
Agriculture & Fisheries
Topic Economics & Finance
Employment
Environment
Health
Justice
Politics

Procedure & Formalities

Society & Culture

Sciznce & Technology

Transport

(as indicated in the verbatim report) ]

| Specific topic

Interestingly, the values we had assigned to some speech event-related
attributes had to be re-ndjusted within a certain range to fit the
specificity of the material included in EPIC. More specifically, although
“duration” and “speech length” were classified as short, medium or
long, whereas “speed of delivery” (number of words per minute) as
low, medium or high, the actual ranges indicated in Table 3 can only be
considered valid within the context of EP debates, during which 150
w/m can be considered a “medium” speed of delivery. Mode of delivery
was also classified by using three categories, depending on whether
speakers could be seen reading a script (read mode), or speaking
(seemingly) without the aid of any written material (impromptu

delivery), or switching between reading and speaking off-the-cuff
(mixed mode).
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Finally, the last header attribute was reserved for comments {Table
4), s0 as to be able to include a variety of details, é?or were deemed
useful, but which would not fit in the previous categories.

Table 4. Attributes assigned to “comments” in EPIC

Attributes | Attribute Allocation Guidelines

(specify Council configuration)

(specify Commission DG) : .
Comments | (specify title) e.g. President of the Wmvz.@:o of Colombia
specify accents) e.g. Scottish accent, Irish accent
Technical problems

2.2 Speeches in EPIC

2.2.1. English source speeches and corresponding target texts . .
The sub-corpus named org-en includes source speeches delivered in
English and is the largest in EPIC, accounting for &Eoﬂ 24% of the o<oa.mz
word count. It comprises 81 speeches, 3 of which delivered by non-native
speakers (from Denmark, the Netherlands and woﬂ.ﬁ&v. Thirty-five
speeches are delivered by Irish speakers and 43 by British speakers. The
majority of speakers are men (65 vs. only 16 women). As can vm expected,
most speeches are delivered by Members of the European mermama (56),
but there are also some speeches made by European Commissioners (18)
and Ministers of the European Council (7).

Turning to the characteristics of the English source mwoooﬁomv more
than half are read from a written script (43 out of 81), whereas just over
one fourth (24) are delivered impromptu. The remaining mwoo&.ﬁm (14)
are delivered in a mixed mode, i.e. switching between reading and
improvising. In terms of duration, half of the mwo@o.?wm are medium @ov
by EP standards, lasting between 2 and 6 minutes. Twenty-eight
speeches are short, and only 13 are classified as long. Thus, average
duration is around 3 miinutes and 30 seconds.® Clearly, text length (i.e.
word count) reflects similar patterns, in that over half of the English
source speeches (44) are of medium length, 27 speeches are mwow.ﬂ and
only 10 speeches were long.” With regard to .m@omm of delivery,
interestingly, there are almost as many speeches delivered at a fast pace
(34) as at a medium pace (36). The average speed across the org-en sub-
corpus is 156.5 w/m. Finally, the topics discussed in Eomw speeches are
varied, ranging from politics to health to economics. This also applies
to the other sub-corpora of source speeches; however, in the ommo.Om
English source speeches there is a large number of speeches belonging
to the Procedures and Formalities category, which is related to
formulaic language used in the European Parliament (e.g. by the
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Chairman of a debate). This is because Pat Cox was President of the EP
and Ireland held the EU presidency at that time.

Let us now describe the main features of the output of EP
interpreters who dealt with these source texts in their booths. We shall
look at the Italian booth first and then the Spanish one. The int-en-it
sub-corpus is the largest collection of Italian target speeches. In the vast
majority of speeches it is possible to hear female interpreters (68
occurrences vs. 13 male voices). The average speed of delivery is 123.7
w/m per minute (much lower than that of the English source speeches).
Similarly, the int-en-ex sub-corpus is the largest of the three Spanish
sub-corpora in EPIC. More than half of its 81 speeches are delivered by
female interpreters (58 occurrences vs. 23 speeches with voices of male
interpreters). Interpreters work at a medium speed of about 137 words
per minute (slower than the English source speakers, but faster than the
Italian interpreters). For both sets of target speeches, although duration
is basically the same as the source speech (owing to the simultaneity of
the translation process), text length is shorter than the source speeches,
Le. the EP interpreters in the Ttalian and Spanish booths produced a
lower number of words than the English source speakers (Italian booth
— 6,940 words; Spanish booth — 4,639 words).

2.2.2. Italian source speeches and corresponding target texts

The org-it sub-corpus comprises 17 Italian source speeches delivered
by native Italian speakers. They are all MEPs — 14 men and 3 women —
belonging to different political groups. This is the smallest sub-corpus
of source language speeches, comprising, only 6,765 words in total (see
Table 1). Eight speeches are read out written texts, 6 are delivered off-
the-cuff and 3 are delivered in a mixed mode. In terms of duration, 13
speeches are classified es medium and only 4 as short (there are no long
speeches). The overall duration of Italian source speeches amounts to
almost 50 minutes, with an average duration of 3 minutes per speech.
There are 10 medium-length and 7 short speeches, with an average
count of about 400 words per speech. Unexpectedly, speed of delivery
is low in 11 speeches and medium in 6 speeches. On average, this set of
Italian speeches is delivered at a speed of about 130 words per minute —
by EP standards, this seems to be comfortable for interpreters
translating from Italian.

Let us turn to the iarget speeches into English and into Spanish.
The int-it-en sub-corpus is the smallest one in EPIC: it comprises 17
target speeches delivered by male interpreters in 8 cases and female
interpreters in 9 cases; one interpreter has a non-native accent. As
regards speed, the average value is 132.2 w/m, i.e. slightly faster than



178 A. SANDRELLI, C. BENDAZZOLI & M. RUSSO

the SL speeches average. The int-it-es sub-corpus is Eo smallest of ﬁWm
three Spanish sub-corpora. Of the 17 %o.oo.romv in ten cases the
interpreter’s voice is female, while the remaining seven Mvonowmm MM
interpreted by male interpreters. The average speed rowm is m@o:ﬂw
words per minute (note that the m:woamma speed of the Italian SL speakers
130 words per minute).

" m%m c@Mm the case Woa the previous group of ﬁmﬂm& speeches, the
duration of source and target speeches is the same, but in terms of ﬁoma
length there is a slight drop (-57 words) in the word count of Mom
English target speeches (int-it-en) mﬁ.a an increase A._u% almost o0
words) in the Spanish target speeches OE-;-Q.@. This H.EWE be an effec
of language-pair and language direction, 1n Emﬁ interpreters J\wﬁ@
working from a Romance language into a Germanic _msmc.mmo (Ita wm:
into English) in one case and from a W.oEm:oo language into another
Romance language (Italian into Spanish) in the other.

. Spanish source speeches and corresponding target texts .
%.me oww.mu m:d-ooﬁcm contains the source speeches am:éﬁ.\m in
Spanish. It is double the size of its Italian wocﬁoﬁmﬂ but it 1s
considerably smaller than the sub-corpus of English source .mvmmowom It
accounts for about 8% of the entire EPIC corpus and includes 21
speeches, with an overall duration of nearly two hours. The mnowoﬁom
are delivered by 14 male speakers and 7 female speakers. The majority
of speeches are delivered by MEPs, followed c.v\ speeches by European
Commission representatives. In addition, %o.ﬂm is one speaker i:o. does
not have any political Tole within the EU institutions and who is not
Spanish: Colombia’s President Uribe, who addressed the .Eo:mo on 10
February 2004. It is interesting to note that the mnoomw delivered by %m
only non-EU guest is the longest in terms of duration and number o
SSAW_BEW to the mode of delivery, most %mnormm are either read
from written scripts (9 instances) or ao:<o.8m in a mixed mode (7
instances). Only 5 speeches are delivered o:ﬁao.q om.ﬁrm-ocﬂ. In terms
of temporal duration, only 4 speeches are classified as long (i.e. over 6
minutes), 12 speeches fall into the medium omﬁmmoJ\ and 5 are short.
This is reflected in the text length parameter, 1.e. ”%o number of words
in each speech: there are 4 long speeches, 10 medium ones .msa 7 short
ones. Finally, the data on speed (number of words per E_.E:ov show
that most speeches are delivered at a very fast pace: in ten ﬂsm.ﬁmnomm at
more than 160 words per minute, seven speeches are ao_:\oa‘oa at
medijum speed, while only four are delivered at low speed, with an
overall average of about 152 w/m.
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Let us now consider the target specches into English and into
Spanish. In the int-es-en corpus, there are 16 speeches interpreted by
male interpreters and 5 by female interpreters, all of them native
speakers. Their average speed of delivery is 136.2 w/m. In the int-es-it
sub-corpus there are only female interpreters and their average speed of
delivery is 124.5 words per minute. As in the previously analysed sub-
corpora (see Section 2.2.1 and Section 2.2.2), both sets of target
speeches are characterised by a lower number of words than their
Spanish source speeches (-1,411 words in the English booth and -1,573
in the Italian booth). This seems to be a general trend across the whole
corpus, as the only exception was found in the int-it-es sub-corpus.

2.3. EPIC research tools and methods

As was briefly mentioned at the end of Section 1.2, the EPIC corpus is
fully POS-tagged, lemmatised and indexed. Part-of-speech tagging can
be done automatically by using dedicated software programmes called
taggers. The main stages of the tagging process are tokenisation, tag
assignment and  disambiguation (Bowker & Pearson 2002).
Tokenisation means breaking down the text into individual tokens, i.e.
words and punctuation signs, if there are any (in EPIC there is no
punctuation since it is typical of the written mode and this is a spoken
corpus). Then, the tagger assigns a part-of-speech (POS) tag to each
item on the basis of morphological and context-based cues. Different
taggers use different methods to do this.

The taggers chosen for EPIC, nawely Treefagger (Schmid 1994)
for English, Freeling (Carreras, Chao, Padré & Padré 2004) for Spanish
and the combination of taggers suggested by Baroni, Bernardini,
Comastri, Piccioni, Volpi, Aston & Mazzoleni (2004) for Italian," are
all stochastic taggers, which means that they “generally resolve
ambiguities by using a training corpus 1o compute the probability of a
given word having a given tag in a given context” (Jurafsky & Martin
2000: 300)."!

The taggers chosen for EPIC have very high accuracy rates; it must
be noted, however, that they were developed for written texts, not for
transcripts of spoken texts. We expected them to run into difficulties
when encountering certain features of our corpus that are typical of
spoken language and of the EP setting in particular. Therefore, we
carried out a study to calculate the accuracy rate for all three taggers by
selecting a random sampl: from all nine sub-corpora and manually
checking both tagging and lemmatisation results in each of them
(Sandrelli & Bendazzoli 2006). The results were Very encouraging since
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Treetagger achieved an average accuracy rate ow. So\m across &w EHMm
English sub-corpora, an average of 92% was obtained in the :w:m.d mcr -
corpora, while Freeling obtained an average of about 95% in the

i b-corpora.
mwmnmw\wwﬁr&owmu certain items in our transcripts were. found to be
problematic for all three taggers. Firstly, specific tags will mem to be
added to the taggers’ current tagsets to onmEm them to @om_ with filled
pauses (ehm) and truncated words, both of éEo.w are typical womn.ﬁmm of
the EPIC transcripts. Moreover, specific rules will have 8.@0 devised to
enable the taggers to distinguish omw:m:m.om nouns, referring to mooﬁuou
places, institutions, legislation, etc., which are very @m@.ﬁmﬁ. in our
corpus. Lists of items (nouns, verbs, or adjectives) md.a interjections
(please, thank you, hello, etc.) also misled the ﬁmmmﬂm in some ommwmm
owing to the absence of any w:boamaob.ao_mﬁoa Emoﬂnmﬁod. A on.H )
prosodic annotation (with prosodic breaks inserted in appropriate
places) may be a suitable solution to this problem.

The above-mentioned problems are examples of aspects that must
be taken into account when deciding whether ﬂo tag a corpus and g&oz
selecting the best tagger with which to do it. Although the ﬂmmmﬁm
process is automatic, improving a Smmoﬂm Huwawoa_mmoo and making

re reliable may be a time-consuming step.

Hmmcﬁwmﬂmmmmm qmdmoww\?m were also osooama by means of %.@ .E\a
Corpus Work Bench — CWB (Christ 1994), which associates positional
attributes to all individual words in the corpus and XML mﬁEoEﬁmH
attributes to the header fields in the transcripts (see Tables 2, 3 mum 4 1in
Section 2.1). This means that it is wommwﬂo to query @.5 corpus in the
CQP language of CWB, either via the Unix ooH,dBmEm line or through a
dedicated web interface available on the Forli School for HSEEOHM
and Interpreters’ development website (see Web references), to retrieve
and analyse material of interest. An example of Eo tagged and encoded
corpus can be seen below, in which the XML mﬁﬁ@:\.am are followed by
a column containing the tokens, a second column 59 the wOmAmmm.u a
third column of lemmas, and a fourth column containing a transcription
of how the word was actually uttered. Clearly, in most cases column 1
and column 4 are identical, but when there is a disfluency, column 1
contains the “correct” form of the word and the last column an
orthographic transcription of how the word was actually pronounced
(see below stupplying instead of supplying):

<speech date="10-02-04-m" 1d="005" lang="en" n%ﬁmn._mﬁmu
en" duration="long" timing="392" text HmSMmWM__EmQHGE__
length="906" speed="medium" wordsperminute="139"
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delivery="read" speaker="Byrne, David" gendexr=yM"
country="Ireland" mothert ongues='"yes" function=" European
Commission® politicalgroup="Na® gentopic="Health"
sptopic="Asian bird flun comments="Health and Consumer
protection; Irish accent"s

I PP I ) I

have VHP have have

been VBN be been
supplying vvg supply /stupplying/
[...]

</speechs

2.3.1. Search tools: The web interface

As well as allowing access to the EPIC corpus, the web interface also
features a number of information pages on the EPIC project, including
the EPIC multimedia archive, transcription criteria, EP debates, and so
on. Potential users are required to register on the web page: registration
is granted by the site administrator to anyone who may wish to use or
take a look at EPIC for research purposes.

The web interface enables users to carry out both simple and
advanced queries, and 1o produce word frequency lists. However, since
EPIC is made up of nine sub-corpora, the first step is to select one of
them and then query it. In other words, since EPIC has not been
aligned, if the aim is to compare source texts with their corresponding
TTs, separate queries must be made in the relevant corpora. Similarly, if
one wants to use EPIC as a comparable corpus rather than as a parallel
one, e.g. if the objective is to study certain characteristics of speeches
originally produced in English and then compare them with speeches
interpreted into English, the English ST sub-corpus (org-en) and the
English TTs sub-corpora (int-it-en & int-es-en) must be queried
separately.

After selecting the desired sub-corpus, if users choose the simple
query option, they can cither search through the whole sub-corpus or
restrict the search to a number of texts by using one or more of the
search filters provided. These are based on the attributes used to classify
speakers and speeches in the header of each transcript (see Section 2. 1).
For example, users may want to find all occurrences of a certain word
or phrase only in Econoniics speeches, or only in speeches delivered by
a man, or only in long speeches, and so on. .

The EPIC web interface also enables users to issue advanced
queries formulated in the CQP language of CWRB. 2 Users can search
the corpus by POS-tag(s) or lemma, or by combining a word search and
a POS-tag search: for exa mple, all the instances of the English auxiliary
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“to be” followed by an “-ing” form can be wm.ao,\.o& automatically and
compared with their Italian and Spanish renditions in the corpus. "

The results of both simple and advanced queries are Smmm?mm. Erm
KWIC (key-word-in-context) view, with the queried mgm HMH W M
middle and the specified left and right contexts. The m.cz text in J\ M )
specific occurrence was found can also be &%Eﬁa in order to mw Mm
a larger context. It is also possible 6 Em@w&” the uﬁSh, m#:ﬂ :.MH
containing speaker and speech information, the boddmr.mma E.Mw wi
no disfluencies (option “Show Word™), the transcript .,S: mwv\
disfluencies orthographically transcribed A:mroi. Ham.nmod? ), t M
lemmatised transcript (“Show Lem™), or the transcript with the part-of-
speech tags (“Show Pos”).

2.3.2. Search methods: Data extraction examples

The lengthy process required to compile EPIC (see §1.2 and 2.3.1) had

the objective of creating an electronic oo:ooao.: of .amﬁ that oocE.Aoo
searched automatically. An example of a study E.SEoU data oxqmoﬁo.d
was made easier by the fact that EPIC is a Bmogw-aommmgo oo%mwm mm
our study of disfluencies in interpreting ﬁwwcmmNNoF Wc.mmo & mmc_ % i
forthcoming). The aim was to E<omsmm8. the possible correla om
between two types of disfluencies — mispronounced words an
unfinished words — in STs and TTs, i.e. to see s&.oEQ Ebmcm_mo
production errors made by source language .mwomwﬂm induced wEN ar
errors in the interpreters’ output or éroﬁwﬂ. Eﬁmﬁamﬁam @.Hoazom t QM
own disfluencies independently. The Qmumonﬁaob.oob/\obnoﬁ mmomm
in EPIC (see Monti et al. 2005) were @.ﬁ&onma to WEQ all 1
occurrences of these two types of &mmsmboam.. goﬂm. specifically, in
EPIC truncated words are conventionally qumod,Umm with a dash éﬁ@wn
the truncation occurs (e.g. if is an interesting pro- proposal). This
feature was exploited to extract all instances of gnmﬁ& &Sam momm
the corpus, basically instructing the computer to retrieve all instances o
ing in a dash. .

Sonwm@ wmwwmwamﬁaogcbona words, the process was EmeEm:% EOHM
complex. As was explained in Section 2.3.1, the tokenised and ﬁwmmow
files of the corpus feature four columns for mm.ow.ﬁowgu mda. the mo:.n
column contains the orthographic transcription of disfluencies.
Therefore, a command was issued asking the computer to search for all
those cases in which there is a difference between column 1 and column
2 of each tokenised file. The same ﬁSommch. was Hmwomﬁm&.moH all the 9
sub-corpora, making it possible to obtain the full list of such
disfluencies in EPIC in a matter of minutes.
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Another example of how the characteristics of EPIC have made it
easier to obtain interesting data for analysis is our study on lexical
density and lexical variety (Sandrelli & Bendazzoli 2005; Russo,
Bendazzoli & Sandrelli 2006), which is discussed more in detail in
Section 3. As was menticned in the Introduction, the study was inspired
by an article on lexical density in translational vs. non-translational
texts (Laviosa 1998b), which concluded that lexical density is lower in
trauslated texts than in narrative prose originally written in English. Our
interest lay in verifying whether similar conclusions could be reached
about interpreted speeches vs. speeches originally delivered in the same
language.

Lexical density is expressed as the number of lexical words divided
by the overall number of running words in a corpus (Stubbs 1986, 1996;
Laviosa 1998b). In order to calculate lexical density in our sub-corpora,
we therefore had to count all lexical (content) and function words in
each sub-corpus. Separats lists of content words and function words
were extracted automatically thanks to the POS tags assigned to each
word in EPIC. In order to create the list of lexical words in the org-en
sub-corpus, the computer was asked to retrieve all the words whose
POS was noun, adjective. verb or adverb; as regards function words,
they include prepositions, determiners, pronouns, conjunctions,
particles, numerals, interjections, negatives, greetings, and politeness
markers. The two lists obtained were then manually checked and
“cleaned,” i.e. words mistakenly assigned to the wrong list because of
incorrect tagging were moved to the correct one.'® This procedure was
followed for each sub-corpus under analysis, and lexical density was
calculated for each of them. Unlike the previous example on
disfluencies, in this case data extraction was automatic, but also

required extensive revision work. It was undoubtedly faster and more
accurate, however, than it would have been if it had been done
manually,

Laviosa also found that high frequency words are repeated more
often in translated texts than in original prose (see Section 3.1 for more
details). In testing her conclusion against our material, we were able to
exploit the fact that EPIC has been tagged and encoded, and is therefore
very €asy to use to produce word frequency lists.

The above examples demonstrate the usefulness of the laborious
compilation process of our corpus: the two studies referred to in this
paragraph (on disfluencies and on lexical density and variety in
interpreting) would have been very complex and, above all, time-
consuming to carry out if all the relevant data had been selected
manually. The following paragraph gives a fuller account of the study
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on lexical density and variety by providing further information on its
methodology and discussing its results.

3. LEXICAL DENSITY AND LEXICAL VARIETY

3.1. Definitions and methodology .
Our research took as a starting point a study by Laviosa on lexical
density and variety in translational vs. non-nm:&mmoﬁ& texts (Laviosa
1998b). Her corpus of translated texts included narrative prose moH.b.Em
Translational English Corpus (TEC). Laviosa found four EmE._@co&
patterns in TEC, three of which were tested against our material too,
namely (Laviosa 1998b: 563): :

i) Translated texts have a relatively lower percentage of content words versus
grammatical words (i.e. their lexical density is lower); .

ii) The proportion of high frequency words versus low frequency words is
relatively higher in translated texts;

1ii) The list head of a corpus of translated text accounts for a Eﬁmmq area of the
corpus (1.e. the most frequent words are repeated more often).

In our first paper on lexical patterns (Sandrelli & wosmmN.Nom woo&u we
only looked at the English and Italian parts of EPIC, Eo_c&bm both
original and interpreted speeches. Data on Hmva.om_. patterns in the
Spanish sub-corpora in EPIC (org-es, int-en-es and int-it-es) were added
m a Jater study (Russo et al. 2006), in which we also drew some
conclusions on lexical patterns in interpreted speeches in general,
thereby shedding some light on the role played by language pair and
language direction.

It is worth pointing out that Laviosa’s original and translated texts
were all in English, whereas we analysed Italian, English and Spanish
sub-corpora (separately). In order to compare our corpus with hers, the
same methodology and the same definitions were used in our study. As
regards calculating lexical density, for example, we applied the
following definition: “Lexical density is expressed as a percentage and
is calculated by subtracting the number of function words in a text from
the number of nunning words (which gives the number of lexical words)
and then dividing the result by the number of running words” Laviosa
(1998b: 565). . .

In order to verify whether Laviosa’s conclusions on lexical variety
(her second and third finding on the proportion of high mo@:.obo% Vvs.
low frequency words) also applied to EPIC, word frequency lists were
produced for our nine sub-corpora and then the top 100 words were
selected from each of them (list heads). Then, the overall word count
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was obtained for each list head, and the percentage of sub-corpus
covered by each list head was calculated. In other words, if the 100
most frequent words in a sub-corpus account for a large part of that sub-
corpus, lexical variety is low, because it means that the same words are
used over and over again.

3.2. Results: A comparison between Laviosa’s Sindings in TEC and our

Jfindings in EPIC

In order to ascertain whether Laviosa’s conclusions on lexical density
and lexical variety in English translated texts also apply to interpreted
output, we shall take a look at the three English sub-corpora in EPIC
first, i.e. the sub-corpus of SL English speeches (org-en) and the sub-
corpora of interpreted speeches from Spanish and Italian into English
(int-es-en and int-it-en), which make up most of EPIC (sec Table 1 and
Section 2.2.1). Afterwards, we extended our analysis to the other
languages in our corpus to detect any trends emerging from the whole
of EPIC (see Section 3.3. and Section 3.4).

Before presenting the results of our study, a:few remarks need to be
made on our respective corpora. There is a considerable difference in
size between the two compora studied by Laviosa, ie. the Non-
Translational English Corpus (NON-TEC) and the Translational
English Corpus (TEC), and the corresponding EPIC sub-corpora of
English original speeches and English interpreted speeches (the latter
include the speeches interpreted from both Italian and Spanish into
English, see Table 5). One must not forget, however, that Laviosa’s
material consists of written texts, whereas EPIC contains transcripts of
speeches delivered orally and interpreted simultaneously. Therefore,
even though a corpus of as many as 3 million words does not seem
large enough to corroborate any hypotheses by corpus linguistics
standards (Baker 1998: 482), for an electronic corpus of its kind, the
size of EPIC is nonetheless considerable. As more transcripts are added
over time, hopefully our corpus-based data will become more and more
indicative of general trends.

Table 5. Total running words and lexical density in NON-TEC, TEC
and EPIC (English sub-corpora only).

Corpus Total Word Count Lexical Density
NON-TEC 729,349 54.9536606
TEC 999,945 52.87439153
EPIC-org-en 42,705 57.31179018
EPIC-int-en
(int-it-en + int-cs-en) 19,703 57.30599401
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Let us now turn to the results emerging from a anmnﬁ_wwﬁwwﬂmos%%
Laviosa’s data with our English mhﬁm@om%wmm mmdvm wﬂ% MW,@MH MMWHM o

starting with lexical density (sec Table 5). 1 . .
WMMMMMM Goomwv in translated ﬁmxwv M.mﬁ.wmm H%Mma MMEMMH%MMVEQQM%::M

iginally written in Englis . - 54.954), .
MMMM.EMM%HWW ou”ﬁ study. In fact, there is a negligible «mﬁmﬁoz Ewmﬁo.mm
density when the totality of EHmQHMWoMH wmmmowmm is compared wi

igl i .306 vs. 57. . .
oEmuwm.meW%“mememehmM%oﬁ this general finding wm that HmEo.&
density in these spoken sub-corpora is remarkably .EmrM.H ﬁ%mmo MM
Laviosa’s written corpora. This seems to counter ?mﬁocm lis mwo M s
between oral and written modalities: Ure Co.ﬁu as @roﬁmm in Caste o
2004) found that written texts tend to .Wm<m higher lexical %E:O% AMM_O
40%) and, as already mentioned, mmzﬁm% Gocuw as quote mu Ewm M o
2004) stated that lexical density in written. texts 1s likely to %v Hooom
high as in oral texts because of nominalisation processes. Stul am ( : ,
in Castello 2004: 133) calculated lexical density Eoéﬂnod mw mﬁ% MMM
texts, and found that the former range between mo& msm 65% mdm 1
latter from 34% to 58%. Qur results betray the E&Em. nMEHm:o me
texts, a majority of which are written \HM dvn m@ongAoWwMM%@ Bmwo MM\N )
lanmed on paper (“mixed”), wi : .
Wwwwwmw\avm@moornmv Swp.%r are never m.ﬁ:% improvised (see w.oMMMM
2.2.1), owing to the institutional setting Eﬁ the ongcéoﬁromo
sitnation (see Section 2.2). In an oral-to-written nobﬂﬂﬁgﬁgm:
speeches are closer to the SHE@ end. . Secondly, the r< ! Hw
overlapping results obtained for original m.d& interpreted %WMam h mw mHmo .
to confirm the suggestion made by Shlesinger (1989, 2009) J\.ﬁo ﬁ W
interpreting exerts a leveling effect: oral texts become more literate,
i ome more oral.” .

Ewnﬂﬂwwwmmwmw language-pair specific difference emerges if QHS two
EPIC sub-corpora of interpreted speeches are o.onmHma m%mﬁmﬁm y Am.mm
Table 6 below). In the sub-corpus of speeches interpreted moaw @mEMd
into English, lexical density is m:mbmv\. lower A-o.mwomosmy m\ Q_,.wmwn
the speeches interpreted from Italian into English it is actually slightly
higher than in the original English speeches (+0.41033265).

Table 6. Lexical density in each of the EPIC English sub-corpora

i Lexical Function Lexical
Sub-corpus eaﬁwﬂw " Words Words Density
org-en 42,705 24,475 18,230 57.3117901 M
int-it-en 6,708 3,872 2,836 mq.qmwwwaH
int-es-en 12,995 7,419 5,576 57.091
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This suggests that a role is played by the source language (SL): we
could hypethesise that the Italian SL speeches contained a larger
proportion of lexical words than the Spanish SL speeches, and that this
may have influenced the linguistic choices made by the English
interpreters to convey the speaker’s message. Indeed, the overall picture
of our results on lexical density across EPIC (see Table & and §3.3)
indicates a higher lexical density in the Italian ST speeches than in the
Spanish ones. So, the Si_ factor associated to target text (TT) lexical
density might be worth considering. However, a word of caution is
necessary since our corpus of Italian original speeches is at present
quite small and further data are called for before we can draw any
conclusions.

The second objective of the present paper was to verify Laviosa’s
findings on lexical variety, i.e. that translated texts feature a higher
proportion of high frequancy words versus low frequency words. As
was explained in detail in Section 3.1, the first 100 words in our
frequency lists were selected to create our list heads. Then the total
word count of each list head was considered in order to calculate the
percentage of each list head in the respective sub-corpus. We also
looked at the percentage of lexical vs. function words in the list heads.
This was not calculated by Laviosa, so no comparison is possible. The
data obtained for the English sub-corpora compared with Laviosa’s
results are presented below (Table 7).

Table 7. Lexical variety in Laviosa’s corpora and in the EPIC English
sub-corpora.

[ % of Lexical Words in | Function Words in
Sub- | List Head m“..v, List Head List Head
corpus | Word Count corpus Word | % of List | Word | % of List
Count Head Count Head
org-en 22,745 53.26 | 6,142 27.00 16,603 73.00
int-it-en 3,832 57.09 1,250 32.60 2,582 67.40
int-es-en 7,176 5522 | 2,112 29.40 5,064 70.60

NON-
2
TEC 380,226 51.60

TEC 537,900 56.20

The data in Table 7 are in line with Laviosa’s findings for translational
English. The percentage of high frequency words in the list heads is
higher for interpreted English than original English by a considerable
margin (+ 3.83% for int-ii-en and + 1.96% for int-es-en). These data
indicate that the nuclei of words most frequently used in speeches
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varied and account for a larger part of
the corresponding sub-corpora. Given such a finding, the linguistic
output of interpreters might possibly be perceived as being less refined
in terms of style, considering that linguistic variety is generally one of
its constituents.

A similar result regarding lower lexical variety in oral
interpretations versus written translations of the same source text was
achieved by Shilesinger (2009), who applied a different method — the
ratio of types to tokens — 0 calculate linguistic richness in her
intermodal corpus (see Introduction): the type-token ratio of the spoken
corpus was 0.655, while that of its written counterpart was 0.735. She
carried out both an intra-subject and inter-subject evaluation, and so the
only variable determining this finding seems to be the translational
activity.

As for the distribution of lexical and function words in the EPIC
list heads, the English source speeches show 2 lower percentage of
lexical words than both interpreted English sub-corpora. This may
indicate the tendency of interpreters to reformulate their output (by
adding synonyms oI explanations), to insert self-comrections, or to
expand and explain the source text, which would make interpreted texts
richer in lexical words (and possibly more informative) than speeches
originally produced in English.

In the list heads of each English sub-corpus, function words are
generally twice as numerous as content words (see percentages in Table
7). As already mentioned, function words include articles, pronouns,
most prepositions, conjunctions, some adverbs, auxiliary verbs (be,
have, do) and modal verbs. As Shiesinger (2009) noted “they are often
associated with the explicitness and redundancy of the spoken
language.” A corollary of the above observation about the difference in
the percentage of lexical words between the list head of our English

sub-corpora is the fact that here function words occur more often in
source speeches (73.00%) than in speeches interpreted from Italian
(67.40%) and from Spanish (70.60%). Since source speeches in EPIC
are mainly read speeches, as was observed earlier, we would have
expected to find more function words in interpreted speeches, which are
“truly” spoken outputs. This finding may be due to a variety of reasons:
corpus size effect (the interpreted sub-corpora are considerably
smaller), the above-mentioned features typical of interpreting, betier
text-condensing strategies by interpreters, or the already mentioned
interpreting levelling effect that makes oral speeches more literate and
vice versa (Shlesinger 1989, 2009). In order to test these hypotheses

interpreted into English are less
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oozoomédm the role of lexical and function words in interpreted
speeches, it would be useful to have the interpreted speeches aligned

with their source speeches . .
v B which is . N
developments. one of our intended future

WWH . Lexical &Q:E.Q.. H rends and patterns across EPIC
" %momo%c%mndm hmmmwmmum data with the results obtained for the English
corpus (the only ones that could be directly ¢ i
; ) d
mdm paragraph the ?: sel of data on lexical density in mWHO MWMM@WHM
w% Howﬁwﬁwbwdm@ﬂu A.m:\ns the very specific structure of EPIC, it is possible
k at it both in a comparable corpus pers ive, i.e. 1 i
. . e pective, i.e. b
quom_ density across the sub-corpora grouped by Edm:m%o%ﬁﬁ@%“m
:amrmw sub-corpora, the three Italian ones and the three Spanish odomw
Mwom:w a @mﬁmﬂ& mOsucm perspective, 1.e. comparisons are made between
ches originally delivered in one 1 ei i
e ey oo anguage and their corresponding
Let us start with the co i
Let mparable perspective that also inspi
.hm,MOmm s EOHW. As can be seen from Table 8 below, the trend OHWM%MMMM
Mmoﬁ _o@ o.ﬁﬂoM:m nHa that noted by Laviosa in relation to translated texts
.e. lexical density tends to be higher in interpreted in
speeches originally delivered in the same 1 T
‘ red in 4 anguage. There are only twi
M,Wmmﬂzwbw dwﬁ%@ the Spanish into English sub-corpus AEﬁ,mM-@Mv %H
exical density is slightly lower than in the .
3 - . m dl
mmwooo.wmm.onmmbmw:% delivered in English (org-en); and %co,ww mem mMM
panish into Italian sub-corpus, in which _oﬁ.nm%a ity i id
. co " ensity is decidi
lower than in speeches originally delivered in Italian Amgﬁw\mﬁ -HﬁMwu o

Table 8. Lexical density across EPIC: comparable perspective

Sub-corpus Total Running Lexical Function
Words Words Words Lexical Density
m_ﬂm.mw._w . A%%om 24,475 18,230 57.31179018
mtiten ,708 3,872 2,836 57.72212283
e H%%%mm 7419 5,576 57.09118891
orgit um o 3,997 2,768 59.08351811
nt-en-i , 21,209 14,556 59.30099259
= -8_ 12,833 7,452 5,381 58.06904075
or m:-mm W%oa 7,762 6,644 53.880327064
neit-es ,052 3,836 3,216 54.39591605
38,066 20,702 17,364 54.38449009

M mHM Mw%mwm&_m to say, af this stage, whether it is a coincidence or not
o exceptions to the trend concern hes i

o . speeches interpreted from

e same source speeches (org-es), i.e. whether lower lexical density in
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these two cases may be related in some way to the mmwmwm% ﬁﬂoﬂmwmmmwﬂs
it must be highlighted tha -
of the org-es sub-corpus. Eo<<0<m.ﬁ it o : ¢ that the sub-
igi Spanish (org-es) does
eches originally delivered in Sp (
oo%% M%M Mwmmowgnm. The group of Spanish source speakers is the only
MMM to %&cmm a non-EU guest, the President of Oo#oﬁgw whose
speech actually makes up HosmE% oEwA wochm@p Mm Ewa NQWWEW sub-corpus,
ith a duration of about thirty minutes (see Section 2.2.5). .
S&ﬁwwo same results can be analysed from an Jﬁo%ﬁmw\ﬂ w.oawmummwuow
i i Since lexical density in mnterp
i.e. using EPIC as a parallel corpus. Since | ] yin interpreted
i ith lexical density in their source sp ,
D s on boicnl 4 i d differently in Table 9 for the
Its on lexical density are grouped di /
MMWMQ Mwmw_md&n each sub-corpus of source speeches is followed by the
corresponding sub-corpora of interpreted speeches.

Table 9. Lexical density across EPIC: parallel perspective

Total Running Lexical Words ﬂ::nﬁou Lexical Density

Sub-corpus Words Words

42,705 24,475 18,230 [57.31179018
wﬂ\m%”: um“qmm 21,209 14,556 mo.womwwwww
in es 38,066 20,702 17,364 {54.38
::-m.:- 6 wmm 3,997 2,768 |59.08351811
wqmmmms m“\\.om 3,872 2,836 mq.qwmwwmww
in it 7,052 3,836 3,216 |54.395
orores E“ 406 7,762 6,644  153.88032764
.on\m.mamm.m: Hm“mom 7,419 5,576 m‘\.ofwwwww
mm?mm-ﬁ 12,833 7,452 5,381 |58.069

The first aspect that can be noted is ﬁm.mﬁ all wmw HMo%.OmHM cNMm:MMMM%M%

ir respective co S,
wmwnmmWomﬁMM MB:MWMHQWWHEE&MQE@ %oam in EHQH&@@ sub-corpora is
~w$oa than the number of running words in the original mcv-oow%owﬂ
This seems to indicate a certain m.EoEn of text oo.BEmmmSH.Hb 2l
language directions, with the mxoownob of the Italian ::M @mEm@nH >
corpus (+287 words). In this @maoim.a case, the .Em er Mﬁwmmmboo
running words is to be attributed oxoycm:\o@ to the EOHMN%H P csence
of function words (+448) compared with the corpus o 98 ian source
speeches. However, it is interesting to see ﬁmﬁ the only o mnm MWM oren
increase in the number of function cMoEm Mw mﬁwwb Mwmwmﬁ M& o Bt
int-it-en sub-corpus, i.e. the corpus of spee oghon

me source speeches (org-it). It seems .ﬁrmﬁ coE.Eo pani

Mn%md Em@umwwpwmms Eﬁaaﬁ%ﬁm at work on those vmﬁaoamm Hﬁmwmb M%Mowwm
(org-it) were forced to make use of more function words than , l.e.
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more function words than those used in the Italian source speeches and
proportionally more function words than those used when interpreting
from other languages (compare with the other data in the table). This
could be related to the characteristics of the Italian source speeches in
question. For example, it could be hypothesised that in these Italian
speeches links were not always explicit enough, or that the average
length and complexity of Italian sentences forced Interpreters to break
them down into more manageable units and to add conjunctions. A
detailed analysis of thesc Ttalian source speeches is needed before a
satisfactory explanation can be found.

3.4. Lexical variety: Trends and patterns across EPIC
As illustrated earlier (Section 3.1), the second objective of our study
was to verify Laviosa’s findings on lexical variety, ie. that translated
texts reveal a higher proportion of high frequency words versus low
frequency words. The results obtained on lexical variety in the whole of
EPIC are discussed here following the same order of presentation as in
the previous section on lexical density (Section 3.3), i.c. by considering
EPIC first as a comparable and then as a parallel corpus.

Looking at lexical variety in the EPIC list heads from a comparable
perspective (Table 10), we obtained the following results:

Table 10. Comparable analysis of EPIC Iist heads.

[ . Lexical Words Function Words
List Head| % of L s
Sub- Word Sub- in List Head in List Head
cerpus Count corpus Word | % of List | Word | % of List
p Count Head Count Head
org-en 22,745 53.24 6,142 27.00 16,603 73.00

int-it-en 3,832 57.09 1,250 32.60 2,582 67.40
int-es-en | 7,176 55.222 2,112 29.40 5,064 70.60

org-it 3,365 49.74 892 26.50 2,473 73.50
int-en-it | 17,353 48.51 4,771 27.50 12,582 72.50
int-es-it 6,264 48.82 1,572 25.10 4,692 74.90

org-es 7,825 54.30 1,719 22.00 6,106 78.00
int-it-es 4,021 57.00 1,033 25.70 2,988 74.30

int-en-es | 21,087 55.40 4,922 23.34 16,165 |  76.66

As can be seen in the third column of percentages, the results obtained
for the English list heads are similar to the results obtained for the
Spanish list heads, i.e. speeches interpreted into these two languages
feature a higher percentage of high frequency words than source
speeches in the same languages (in other words, the TL list heads
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account for a larger area of each respective mcc-o.oeﬁv.m mem MMMM
that both interpreted English m:w M%WMH&@MWMMMW Mﬁmimw i,
ical variety than original English and oz
Wﬁnwwﬂwwmvm mHMMEmm on translational mwm:mg. ww MQMWMM mﬁwm.
opposite trend was found in the Italian Bmﬁnmr Here, the oﬂom mETg-
target speeches from both English and Spanish source mvaﬂ hes (int-en.
it & int-es-it) cover a smaller area of each respective mcH “ %moﬁoo
their percentages of high momcmﬂo% éoﬁm NWHWMHMMH Mwwwm Mmm anm,\n °
es (org-it). In other words, origina . .
WWMMMW%MRM oW. lexical <mnma\.9mn E.ﬁ%amﬁ& bﬁmbmﬂ MWHW MWMM
suggest greater attention to lexical wmmumoﬁwwmmwwﬁ e pa
i irrespective of language-pair . ‘ .
EHHWPHM ﬁwwv WMM Mmmﬁdcaod omm:HmﬁomH vs. function ﬁ.\oam Emﬁo rmﬁ
heads, there seems to be a higher percentage &. .ﬂoﬁnmﬂ SMH ] Mwwom
inversely, a lower percentage om ?Momob égﬁw Mm MHMMQQMMWM Mw@ona s
than in original speeches of t ¢ same la . rend_is
icularly marked in the Italian into Spanish m.Em.Em Tta ian in
MMMMM%&W@&OF whereas it is less 50 in the English into mﬁmﬂwwmwww
the Spanish into English direction. This may R.mwoﬁ a oomuzm mEEmn Em
as the sub-corpus of Ttalian source speeches is Ecmr smaller n the
Spanish and English ones, or an Ebco.:oo of H.oﬁo& patterns
Ttalian source speeches (as suggested omurmﬁ.mgcob 3.2). el
Iet us now consider the data on list heads from mrwmawi el
perspective, i.e. comparing results oEmEm.m from source m%ooo%mwﬁ o
the results obtained from their corresponding target speeches.
below presents the overall picture:

Table 11. Parallel analysis of EPIC list heads

Lexical Words Function Words
List Head) % of in List Head in List Head :
m%m:m Word | Sub- |0 o S Tist | Word | % of List
cor

Count corpus Count Head Count Head

org-en 22,745 53.26 6,142 27.00 wwwmmw mew
int-en-it | 17,353 48.51 4,771 27.50 :mvaw qm.om
int-en-es | 21,087 55.40 4,922 23.34 S .

org-it 3,365 49.74 892 26.50 W,MMW Mwww
int-it-en 3,832 57.09 1,250 32.60 w,omm E.wo
int-it-es 4,021 57.00 1,033 25.70 Joa ,Nw.oo
org-es 7,825 54.30 1,719 22.00 6, .

29.40 5,064 70.60
int-es-en | 7,176 55.22 2,112
WM\TMMMH 6,264 48.82 1,572 25.10 4,692 74.90
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Starting with the two sub-corpora of target speeches from English (int-
en-it & int-en-es), the percentage of high frequency words in the int-en-
it sub-corpus is markedly lower than the percentage in the org-en sub-
corpus; the opposite is true of target speeches into Spanish. This means
that lexical variety in Ttalian interpreted speeches is higher than in
Spanish interpreted speeches from the same source language. If we look
at the internal distribution of lexical vs. function words in these list
heads, there is almost no variation in Italian interpreted speeches in
comparison with the English source speeches. The only difference
concerns the number of both lexical-and function words (Italian target
speeches feature a considerable reduction). The situation is different in
the int-en-es sub-corpus, in which the percentage of function words is
higher than in the English source speeches (76.60% s, 73.00%),
meaning that there is more widespread use of high frequency fimction
words.

In the sub-corpora of target speeches interpreted from Italian (int-
it-en & int-it-es), the percentages of high frequency words are higher
than in the source Italian speeches (org-it), and they are also very
similar to the percentages found in the English and Spanish target
versions (respectively, 57.09% and 57.00%). This means that, in this
case, the two sub-corpora of interpreted speeches display less lexical
variety than the sub-corpus of Italian source speeches. However, the
internal distribution of lexical and function words in the list heads is
different in the two target languages: the English list head is
characterised by greater use of high frequency lexical words, whereas
the Spanish one is characterised by greater use of high frequency
function words than their corresponding source material.

Finally, lexical variety appears to be lower in the Spanish into
English direction and higher in the Spanish into Ttalian direction
compared with the percentage of high frequency words in the org-es list
head. Looking at the internal composition of this last group of list
heads, both sub-corpora of target speeches present a higher percentage
of lexical words than the source speeches, with a considerable increase
in the Spanish into English direction.

Overall, what can be szen by analysing the list heads in EPIC is
that lexical variety in the TT's is generally lower than in their STs . This
trend is particularly marked in the sub-corpora of target speeches
interpreted from Italian as there was a considerable increase in the
percentage of high frequency words in both sub-corpora. The only
exceptions to this pattern are the speeches interpreted into Ttalian from
both Englisk and Spanish (int-en-it & int-es-it) as the list heads for
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these two directions account for a lower @m.aooammm of mﬁu%oawcm EMM
their corresponding source speeches. HEm seems to in, HMM e HMMS
lexical variety in the output of Hﬁm:ms.EﬁmHﬁHQ@Hm than ] omm%HO
speeches delivered by English and Spanish language speakers in .

4. CONCLUSIONS

The present paper examines some of the many EoEOQOHomwomH Mmms@w MM
Corpus-based Interpreting Studies and Eoﬁmom an wx.mﬁm eo mmm ied
research, presenting a study on Hoxop.o& aowmm %vum lexical variety
liament Interpreting Corpus . A
mﬁo%wwbow“mon and mmmwﬁoﬁgna of EmoE.bm”-RmmmEm corpora Hm%@mm
straightforward in Interpreting Studies than it 1s m Hﬁmz&mﬂoﬂ mﬁE nwnmmm
This is mostly due to the greater HEEU@H. .ow Ew&o&oﬂomu.om ur >
researchers have to overcome when ooBm:Em an E\Mmﬁﬂoﬁbm .ooncﬁ.
These range from the high number om <mﬂm§8. B<ou<o% Mﬂ a M
collection, to corpus design, transcription, annotation standards, an
ibility and exchange. )
mmﬁmmwmwmwwmw\Nm of the mammﬁ attempts to overcome such o@ﬂm&mﬂ
Despite its current limited size (approximately .H 77,000 ﬁwwgm m<wawnm
and partial accessibility (transcripts can be queried throug m.mo - mﬁro
interface, but video and audio digital files are only accessi .M‘ on o
LAN of our Department), it is a first step towards provi HEm @o
research community with a freely accessible &oo.ﬁﬂoEo tool to _um
exploited for both research and QE.EH@ purposes. It Em?awmhmom%wvw
corpora of source speeches (in HSHE.P English .mbm @mﬂu.m am i
sub-corpora of target speeches (covering all possible combina %nw d
directions between the three languages o.oﬁoogn&. The corpus ommh
feature any type of alignment yet (neither Sﬁ-ﬁo.-mocbmu nor ﬁow - oHh
text, be it content-based or time-based). .Eoéo/\oﬁ :m.mqpoﬁmomﬁwﬁom i
possible to carry out research from multiple perspectives, L.e. ° Mmd
be used as both a comparable and ﬁﬁm:& corpus. m:hwﬂaowmwm cm
application to be considered is using EPIC as an Eﬁnndowmm mﬂwmw@
(Shlesinger 2009), studying EP mmwﬁno Muo%MwoMm MNWQ speeche
i anslations published in the verba Tts. .
éﬁnmﬂw European Wmﬂmmﬁ\ﬁﬂ as a oogﬁmom?\@ WmB@NoHW Wﬂﬂﬁ mm
plenary sittings as a communicative situation proved 8. e w % !
source of SI material for several reasons: it ensures high U@<o S M
representativeness in terms of wmao.%mamu text types, mvooo. ma\ﬁmm.wm
interpreters’ levels of expertise, working oocaﬁonmu and so on; ma mzmm
can be easily accessed and permission to use it for academic purpos
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can be obtained; plentiful background materia) is available on the EP
website and in relevant publications (e-g- the verbatim report and its
translated versions); it is a unique comnmmicative context, in which the
same source speech is now interpreted into 22 different languages
during plenary part-sessions.

In the second part of the paper, we presented a study on lexical
density and lexical variety in EPIC, whose results are compared with
those obtained by Laviosa (1998b) in a study on translational and non-
translational English narrative prose. Our results on lexical density go
against Laviosa’s conclusions on translated texts, as lexical density
tends to be higher in the English interpreted speeches than in English
original speeches in EPIC. Indeed, this is a prevailing trend across the
whole of EPIC.

The higher lexical density found in interpreted speeches seems to
blur the distinction between oral and written texts based on this
parameter (Ure 1971; Halliday & Martin 1993), although Stubbs ( 1996)
indicated less clear-cut thresholds. Our data seem to support the
suggestion that interpreting tends to make oral: texts more literate and
literate texts more oral (Shlesinger 1989; 2009). Furthermore, higher
lexical density could be scen as an indication of interpreters’ more
detailed presentation of information items, or possibly, as evidence of
typical interpreting features, such as repairs, i.e. stylistic or semantic
self-corrections and additions of lexical material to make the message
more explicit or produce synonymic pairs. These operations are
regularly observed in our teaching and professional settings, and are
widely documented in the literature (among others, see Petite 2003,
2005; Bendazzoli 2002 on repairs; Schjoldager 1995/2002 & Micheli
2007 on additions). Clearly, these hypotheses on interpreting patterns
will have to be tested by carrying out specific studies on the presence
and frequency of such verbal material in interpreted speeches.

However, the result obtained is significant in itself, i.e. a difference
has emerged concerning lexical density in two types of Translation
modes — written translation and simultaneous interpreting. Such a
difference is not entirely surprising, given the body of existing literature
on cognitive processes and strategies in translation and interpreting (see
for example Danks et al. 1997).

It is also worth highlighting an exception to the pattern on lexical
density. In the sub-corpus of speeches interpreted from Spanish into
Italian, and, to a lesser extent, in the sub-corpus of speeches interpreted
from Spanish into English, lexical density was found to be lower than in
speeches originally delivered in Spanish. It is impossible, at this stage,
to provide a satisfactory explanation for this difference, which does not
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appear to be language-pair-related. It would seem to be more closely
linked to the nature of the Spanish source speeches in question. o
Another tentative conclusion that could be drawn from mEmH st M
relates to lexical density and the very nature of texts. Ure, Halli M% wnﬁ
Stubbs observed that lexical density is related to the mo ma o
expression: written texts are more dense Emﬁ mﬁuowg texts S:MH . uw
Castello 2004). However, ooBﬁmd.um thoﬁ s rtesults on mﬁoﬂ
density in English narrative prose in TEC with our oédaam_wz Mn oMo
spoken English sub-corpora in EPIC, the pattern suggested by e
authors does not seem to be confirmed. H.dmomau the ﬁﬂoﬂmﬁmmmm g
lexical density found in our corpus are _.dmrma than Eom.n oun ) y
Laviosa (around 57% in both original m:m H.EQ@HQ@& English mwowﬁo es
in BPIC vs. 54.95% and 52.87% in oDmE&.mda translated texts HHM
TEC). Interestingly, lexical density patterns in EPIC mnm o.Odwmw.omn
within individual languages (about 57% in English, 58-59% in ta Hm
and 53-54% in Spanish). This further confirms %mﬁ speeches W?omﬁrw
interpreted at the EP are closer in matwre to written texts along the
written-to-oral continuum (source speeches are often Hom.m or Emmgﬁ ﬁ
in a mixed mode, mostly at neck-breaking speed): here lies the greates
i interpreters. )
mwmmwﬂﬁﬂmﬂwwboﬁoﬂoﬁomﬂ density in speeches Eﬁaﬁaoﬁm.ﬂbﬁo the mwamm
language generally seems to be affected only to a EES.& QMHM,\ oow
language pair and corpus size. For nxm.nﬁﬁv 58%8ng e e
cognate languages (from Italian into mvamE or ._uogog a mmﬂ.:wg °
and a Romance language (from English into Spanish) ?omzoo mE: .w
percentages of lexical density (54.39 and 54.38 Hom@ooﬁ/\@&o,mmﬁmgm
the fact that the average speeds of Eo. source %mood.mm i om.n
considerably (130 w/m vs. 152 w/m). Spanish Eﬁmdﬁ.ﬂmau Emmﬁooﬁ:\w
of the language from which they work, seem to display a om.nm an
tendency to convey information with the same lexical @ocm;%. s Mm
further confirmed by the absence of a @o.ﬂom:&.oo%cm size effect .?o.ﬁm
that the int-en-es sub-corpus is more than five times as big as the mt-it-
® OH%W.O analysis of the entire EPIC corpus :.mm .,caocmE to the surface a
general tendency towards text compression in interpreted mwmmmrmmv mw
indicated by the lower word counts in the mc@-ooﬁoﬂ 0 rﬁmamw
speeches compared with their source mm@norow. Ob.on again, Hﬁ. ere Mm
only one exception to this pattern, this time concerning the Italian into
Spanish sub-corpus, which is slightly Hmnmmﬁ than its source msﬂ.wmaﬂcm
(org-it). We have verified that this increase is caused by a much higher
number of function words, in contrast with all the other Ezmsmmm
combinations and directions. In other words, the general tendency is for
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both lexical and function words to decrease in interpreted speeches,
resulting in an overall drop in word counts.

However, it should be borne in mind that overall word count is not
a meaningful data per se. It must be correlated with other information in
order to obtain a clearer picture. In our case, we calculated the
percentage of high frequency words in each sub-corpus (through the
creation of list heads) to obtain an indication of lexical variety. The two
are inversely correlated, i.e. a high percentage of high frequency words
in a sub-corpus means that a small number of word types (100 in each
list head) is used very frequently across the sub-corpus, and therefore
that lexical variety is low. The main conclusion that can be drawn from
our data in this respect is that the speeches interpreted into Italian
during these particular EP sittings displayed more lexical variety than
the speeches originally delivered in Italian on the same occasion. This is
in contrast with the trend that can be noted for interpreted English and
interpreted Spanish, in which lexical variety is lower than original
English and original Spanish, in line with Laviosa’s conclusions for
translated English. ’

The present investigation into lexical patterns in a trilingual corpus
has highlighted interesting frends in the language used by speakers and
interpreters within the context of the European Parliament. It is worth
stressing that it was only possible to bring these pattemns to the surface
by means of corpus linguistics tools. The creation of large machine-
readable corpora may be seen as a daunting task, in that it involves
many theoretical and practical issues, some of which were discussed in
this paper. However, this next step in Interpreting Studies seems crucial
now if we wish to detect and investigate interpreting norms and test
hypotheses on the basis of extensive quantities of genuine data. Such
epic efforts call for the collaboration of interdisciplinary teams, in
which expertise and creativity are pooled, and require substantial
funding. Our EPIC experience shows that the manifold research and
training applications of these projects make it worth the effort.

NOTEs

L. The Corpus-based Approcch is the title of the insightful special issue of
Meta edited by Sara Laviosa (1998a). It includes several outstanding
contributions, which testify to the degree of theoretical debate and
practical applications achieved in Translation Studies almost a decade ago.
The contributors tackled many topics, including methodological issues
such as adequate representativeness of the data collected in relation to the
object of enquiry (Halverson 1998), data-based evidence of translating
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patterns such as normalisation (Kenny 1998) mvaww%mwam:omm of corpora
icati i ini Zanettin .
tions in the training of translators (
Wv%&wwm% zmosﬁ of the manually collected and m:md.\m.om corpora. are
3535&0 achievements: two examples are the ﬁﬂmSmSM HMRM?_Q.”%
i Sergio (2007), the largest of its kind,
corpus collected by Strantero D mooreters . Taly, and
including the very first TV appearances ; .
ﬁmom_aomﬁ,m collection of transcribed European wmﬁmﬁm:ﬁmwwmmmwmwo%
i inni Swedish (122 source langua
English, German, Finnish and oo,
ir i ions i four languages (Vuorikos .
and their interpretations into the same . NN
irectionali h Group: Marco Baroni,
Members of the Directionality Wmmmm.qo. A . Cand
i i i Monti, Gabriele Mack, Elio
dazzoli, Annalisa Sandrelli, O:mﬁ:.m , Gal .
Wmmmwwwa Peter Mead, Silvia Bernardini and Mariachiara Russo (Project
Wwwmawm an on-line free resource nNow M.Zm:mZm at Arﬁm”\.\ww?mwmmmm
online.sslmit.unibo.it/index.php>. This Project was made poss M‘ mmE&
to two research grants provided by EM. mocm_ﬂ mmvmw_momwu mw St
istict iversi logna directed by Uml \
Umanistici of the University of Bo . .
thanks to a research assistant mnroymam?w provided Huw\ Mﬁmw WMMWHHH_M@“& o
AR .
ides this limitation, in IS there are few examples ‘ .
W%wmoa of transcripts that are also aligned with their Rm@moﬂw\% audio or
video files. One such example is the corpus used by vamwﬁw %Wo ).
EP material is also used in SI training (de gm:.cﬁ J Q%Nm :mwowﬁmn: o-dy
i rt-session an -
More specifically, we recorded one part-se ! [ wouday
ion i March, one in April and on
rt-session in February, two part-sessions 1n 5 4 L
Wﬂ EW\. The July part-session is already part of the following parliamentary
term (2004-2008). . ) . .
Am&mmmm data reflect the specificity of the EP sefting, m:»omm 5_ BOMM
conference interpreting settings speakers tend to take the floor for long
iods. .
M.MMOmMmE discrepancy between the figures related to duration and Sma
length is caused by the fact that the number of <<oa.m in a speech depends
not only on its duration, but also on the mv.mmw@.n s delivery rate. diforent
Fairly obviously, in order to tag texfs m 9@.08.& _m.mmcmmmw ifferen
tagsets and rules must be used because of grammatical differences between
uages.
WSNEMH words, a training corpus is manually annotated m:m.ﬁro: awm
tagging algorithm extracts rules from it. When the ;ﬂ% Moﬁcﬁm HW n.Mmmwm
isi i hat it has “learnt” fro
tagger takes decisions on the basis of Wl .
WMEW%M corpus. When a tagger encounters at unknown word, it performs
ili ulati i likely tag.
bility calculations and assigns the Eoﬂ . . .
quwwmonw\m&o: sheet with query suggestions 1s m<m:md~n‘ Jz ﬁmro sm.m_u m:MQ
i i f the multiple functions
Certain words proved problematic _um.omc.mm o functions
i tives or pronouns; adverbs or
an have in a sentence (e.g. adjec ) : ‘ ;
Moaczo:ozmw adverbs or prepositions, etc.). The issue is also discussed in
Castello (2004).
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14. The fourth finding concemned the number of lemmas in the list heads of
pect was not taken into account in our

translated texts. This particular as
study (see Section 3.1).
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Editorial

Special Issue on Translation and Corpus
Linguistics (Part II)

The special editors of this volume would like to thank International
Journal of Translation — 1IT for inviting us to edit the present issue, a
sequel of the first issue edited by Maria Calzada Pérez and Noemi
Marin Cucala. We are also greatly indebted to Carmen Pérez Basanta
and Maria Calzada Pérez, Chairs of the International Seminar whose
papers are published here, for kindly giving us the opportunity to
present this monograph of selected papers.

The papers included in this volume were presented at the
International Seminar “New Trends in Corpus Linguistics for Language
Teaching and Translation Studies. In Honour of John Sinclair, ! held
on 23-25 September 2008 at the University of Granada, Spain.
Considered by many as one of the fathers of Corpus Linguistics, John
Sinclair, looking back on the evolution of the discipline, wrote:

Thirty years ago when this research started it was considered impossible to
process texts of several million words in length. Twenty years ago it was
considered marginally possible but lunatic. Ten years ago it was
considered possible but still lunatic. Today it is very popular. (Sinclair
1991:1)

Almost twenty yeats later, it is not only popular but most disciplines
related to language have steeped themselves in Corpus Linguistics
thanks to the worl: developed by this “giant of English Language
Studies.” Translation Studies are among them. The clearest proof is the
selection of papers for this issue. To paraphrase Newton, today more
than ever we can say that if we have seen a little further it is by standing
on the shoulders of giants such as John Sinclair.

The compilation presented here offers a broad range of topics
stemming from Corpus Linguistics (CL) and its multifarious
applications by the Translation Studies (TS) research community. It
opens with two different approaches to corpus methodology: the first
paper, ‘Towards a Science of Corpus Amnnotation: A New
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