
EDITORIAL 
 
 
 

The present issue of the Interpreters’ Newsletter is devoted to methodological 
aspects of Conference Interpreting Research (CIR), a topic put forward in the 
past mainly by Gile (1983, 1994, 2004) but also in other publications (Gambier 
et al. 1997; Gile et al. 2001; Schäffner 2004) and which has gathered 
momentum over the past few years reflecting a greater interest in and awareness 
of methodological questions. The papers included in this issue illustrate how 
CIR is evolving and how researchers are meeting the challenges entailed in the 
choice of methods and tools to be used for investigation and analysis of 
conference interpreting. 

The contributions cover a series of areas – prosody, fluency, transcription 
tools, norms, personality traits, corpus linguistics, questionnaire-based surveys 
and statistics, with a clear predominance of fields where computer-based 
instruments are put to fruitful use. Interestingly, in some instances, existing 
tools mainly used in other disciplines have been adapted to meet the specific 
needs of CIR. 

Barbara Ahrens describes difficulties related to the analysis of prosody in SI, 
from corpus recording to digitizing and transcribing the data, and comes up with 
possible solutions based on the use of appropriate software. In this respect, 
mention should be made of PRAAT, a computer program especially designed 
for speech analysis. 

Another approach to prosody and its representation for CIR purposes is 
adopted by Philippe Martin, an outsider to interpreting research who illustrates 
the linguistic point of view in the description of prosody and analyses 
differences between read and impromptu speeches. Caterina Falbo, who has 
been collaborating with Martin, in her article describes how Winpitch has been 
adapted to meet the specific needs of transcribing interpreted texts and outlines 
the problems most frequently encountered. 

Peter Mead’s contribution deals with methodological aspects in the study of 
interpreters’ fluency and adopts a practical approach to its assessment, while 
providing a useful point of contact with linguistic research. In particular, he 
concentrates on five temporal variables, three of which – speech rate, duration 
of pauses and mean length of run – seem to be the most relevant in the 
assessment of fluency.  

Šárka Timarová’s paper shows how corpus linguistics tools may be used in 
interpreting research, not only for quantitative but also for qualitative analyses. 

The electronic analysis of a corpus – made up of four oral speeches in 
English and their interpretation into Italian Sign Language – also underlies Jane 
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Kellett’s research aiming at producing a tri-lingual (Italian, English and Italian 
Sign Language) multimodal electronic glossary for interpreters. The methodo-
logy used is described in her paper in great detail. 

The importance and usefulness of the translational norms paradigm in 
Descriptive Translation Studies and its relevance to conference interpreting are 
discussed by Carlo Marzocchi who stresses the need for a wider application of 
this notion. 

Nancy Schweda Nicholson presents a study on personality characteristics of 
interpreter trainees. The tool used is the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI). 
While admitting that language knowledge may be more important than personality 
type and that the MBTI is not to be viewed as a replacement for a traditional 
screening test, the author believes that a personality inventory might be useful to 
both trainers and trainees. 

The present issue concludes with a sort of querelle. Franz Pöchhacker’s paper 
reassesses and criticizes studies on interpreters’ and users’ quality expectations and 
preferences with the aim of consolidating and refining research practice and results 
and with an emphasis on statistical procedures for the analysis of survey data. Delia 
Chiaro and Giuseppe Nocella are among the authors discussed by Pöchhacker. 
Indeed, the paper they published in Meta is used as a starting point for 
methodological reflections. Chiaro and Nocella, who had read Pöchhacker’s 
manuscript, asked us for an opportunity to reply to Pöchhacker’s criticism. We 
have duly obliged, hopefully contributing thereby to greater transparency in the 
debate on methodology involving scholars and researchers.  
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