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Abstract 

While there have been recent calls for an “outward turn” in (written) translation studies, 
interpreting researchers have mostly taken an inward-looking view of interpreting and 
investigated it as a semi-closed system and an arguably self-interested practice from within. 
This is despite the fact that interpreting in various forms and settings has since time 
immemorial been a co-constructing factor in the transfer of knowledge and also a vital shaper 
of history, (geo)politics, culture, religion, communication, and our human civilization. Going 
from “within” to “beyond”, this article conceptualizes interpreting as a consequential 
socio-political and historical shaping force and a source of inter/trans-disciplinary 
conviviality and argues for an outward turn in interpreting studies (IS). This article reviews a 
few pertinent recent studies with interdisciplinary and outward-looking features that have 
endeavoured to answer the important “so-what” question in IS. These studies highlight the 
vital role and far-reaching impact of interpreting and interpreters in shaping different spheres 
of human communication and civilization across time and space. The article also points out 
directions to move IS forward from a predominantly inward-looking practice. We argue that 
it is high time we ventured out of the comfort zone, got off the well-trodden path and took an 
outward-looking view of interpreting so that the sub-discipline can have more meaningful 
and mutually enriching dialogues with other disciplines and subject areas. 

Keywords: interpreting studies; outward turn; interdisciplinarity; outward-looking 

 

1. Introduction 

Moving beyond the different levels of “equivalence” and a prescriptivist approach, translation 
studies has along the way witnessed its fair share of “turns” and “paradigm shifts” in its 
relatively short history. These, for example, include the “cultural turn” (Bassnett and 
Lefevere 1990) and the more recent “sociological turn” (Wolf and Fukari 2007) and “power 
turn” (Strowe 2013; Tymoczko and Gentzler 2002). Indeed, from the very genesis, given its 
essentially complex and multifaceted nature, translation studies was established as an 
“interdiscipline” (e.g. Snell-Hornby, Pöchhacker and Klaus 1994) that drew heavily on 
adjacent areas and neighbouring fields such as comparative literature, philosophy, and 
linguistics in general. However, while translation studies has never been a completely closed 
field, it must be recognized that the relationship so far between translation studies and other 
disciplines is largely a one-way process. That is, while the field has imported massively from 
other adjacent disciplines, it has, according to Zwischenberger (2019), rarely exported much 
so far. Particularly, in recent years, it has been increasingly recognized that translation studies 
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risks becoming a self-contained, inward-looking, complacent and as a result isolated 
discipline as it has been so keen on being respected through establishing itself as a distinct 
field (Bassnett 2011; Vidal Claramonte 2019). Against such a backdrop, there have recently 
been calls for an “outward turn” in translation studies (Bassnett and Johnston 2019; 
Zwischenberger 2019) and the proposition of the idea of “post-translation studies” (Gentzler 
2017). This is despite the fact that there are still opposing voices from scholars who take a 
narrow view of translation, for example, as relating to the more vocational and professional 
aspect as clearly recognized by van Doorslaer (2020). 

    The idea behind these new “outward” developments is that translation studies needs to 
be more open-ended, mobile, and engaged in fundamentally more trans-disciplinary 
dialogues (Nergaard and Arduini 2011). A number of interdisciplinary and trans-disciplinary 
studies bearing traces of this outward turn in translation studies include Brownlie’s (2021) 
article that focuses on the role of languaging, translanguaging and discursive cross-culturing 
as resources for the empowerment of Congolese women, Marais (2014; 2019)’s articles 
exploring the relationship between translation and development, and Todorova’s (2018) study 
that explores the processes of translation and localization relating to civil society in 
the Southeast Europe setting, drawing specifically on experiences of civil society 
development in Macedonia. Similar interdisciplinary studies that broadly fall within this trend 
in translation studies also include various articles (Baker 2020; Buts 2020; Jones 2019; 
Karimullah 2020; Pérez-González 2020) that are part of the larger Genealogies of Knowledge 
project led by the University of Manchester. Well aligned with the trend of digital 
humanities, these articles have addressed the vital and complex role that translation and other 
forms of mediation play in guiding our understanding of key aspects of social and political 
life from various perspectives. 

Compared with the significantly more explored and theorized written translation, for 
various reasons, interpreting studies (IS) represents a late comer, which has also witnessed a 
few “turns” (Pöchhacker 2008). Interpreting studies, from the outset, did not completely shy 
away from interdisciplinary attempts. Interpreting studies, like its written counterpart, has to 
some extent borrowed concepts, theories, and approaches from adjacent disciplines and 
further afield in order to help us gain more in-depth knowledge of the different aspects of 
interpreting from within. However, notably, the relationship is far from mutual and the 
contribution of IS to other disciplines and fields has been minimal (with only a few 
exceptions as mentioned in Section 4 below). Against such a broader context and in view of 
the so far largely inward-looking1 nature of interpreting studies investigating interpreting as 
a largely self-interested practice, this article provides a relatively new conceptualization of 
interpreting studies that consolidates it as a (sub)discipline2. Looking beyond interpreting as a 
semi-closed system in an inward-looking manner (e.g., focusing on the various [inter]lingual 
elements and the interpreting practice, process, and profession per se), this article 
fundamentally argues for the need to conceptualize interpreting as a major driver and 
powerful shaping force in mediating and contributing to different external dimensions and 
facets of our world. A handful of interdisciplinary and trans-disciplinary studies that 

 
1 “Inward-looking” here should be understood in a relative sense, rather than an absolute one. As explained in more detail later, interpreting 
studies has so far mostly focused on the internal aspects and dimensions about the interpreting process, profession and practice from within. 
Indeed, IS has had “dialogues” with other disciplines, mostly through borrowing concepts, methods, and theories from different fields to 
help gain a deeper insight into interpreting. However, that relationship is more of a one-way dialogue, rather than a dynamic and mutually 
beneficial process. 

2 There are some debates whether interpreting studies is a standalone discipline or should be subsumed under translation studies. In this 
paper, the term “(sub)discipline” is used, following Pöchhacker (2008). 

https://benjamins.com/online/etsb/publications?f_PublicationContributors.contributor_id=10555
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potentially fall within this outward turn in interpreting studies are discussed, which are 
studies that not only contribute to interpreting studies itself but also contribute considerably 
to other disciplines. This article goes on to explore a few possible future directions, avenues 
and topics that can potentially be subsumed under this new trend. It is hoped that this 
relatively new conceptualization can help us expand our horizon, get out of the disciplinary 
comfort zone, and get off the well-trodden path so as to discover the brave new world in the 
landscape of interpreting studies. Only in this way, this young (sub)discipline can truly move 
forward and have a wider impact. 

 

2. Interpreting Studies: An Overview of its Perspectives and Approaches  

Interpreting predates written translation by millennia (Cronin 2002) and has since time 
immemorial been practiced as a vital source of communication across linguistic, ethnic, 
religious and civilizational boundaries. However, despite such historical antiquity and current 
relevance, compared with its more established written counterpart, interpreting studies has 
been a relatively late starter and is significantly less researched. Traditionally, scholarly 
attention has largely focused on anecdotal or reflective accounts of interpreting from 
interpreters of different levels of experience and background (e.g., Dai 2004). Parallel to this, 
interpreting studies has also mostly examined the (inter)lingual and linguistic dimensions. 
Scholars have, for instance, focused on the different levels of “equivalence”, interpreting 
error analysis, the “correct” strategies to adopt, the best and most accurate interpretation, and 
interpreting quality assessment, often taking a ST-oriented and/or prescriptivist view of 
interpreting.  

    Meanwhile, there is another major underlying theorization, perceiving interpreting as a 
semi-closed system and standalone process, product, practice and profession in its own right. 
Within this broader conceptualization, important topics have been explored relatively 
systematically in studies galore, drawing on different methodological approaches and 
theoretical perspectives. Interpreting scholars have explored topics that involve the various 
aspects and issues of the interpreting process such as note-taking (Chang 2015; Chen 2020), 
cognitive load (Plevoets and Defrancq 2018), working memory (Köpke and Nespoulous 2006; 
Wang 2016), terminology preparation (Xu 2018), multi-tasking (Strobach et al. 2015), accent 
(Cheung 2013), utterance fluency (Han et al. 2020), pauses (Wang and Li 2015), disfluency 
(Plevoets and Defrancq 2016), non-fluencies (Dayter 2021), such (universalist) interpreting 
features as interpretese (Shlesinger 2008) and explicitation (Gumul 2021; Tang and Li 2017), 
interpreting norms (Wallmach 2000), skill acquisition (Moser-Mercer 2008), interpreter 
competency and aptitude (Bontempo and Napier 2011), interpreting strategies (Li 2015a), 
ethnics in interpreting (Gil-Bardají 2020), interpreter training and teaching (Li 2015b; Liu 
2005), interpreting quality assessment (Huang 2009), interpreting quality perception (Cheung 
2015), professionalism (Bahadır 2010), the development of such interpreting associations and 
organizations as AIIC (Keiser 1999), and accreditation (Chen 2009; Ordóñez-López 2021). 

    Among these important studies, notably, a salient and dominant line of research so far 
takes an experimental approach (Gile 1998). Rather than using real-world interpreting data, 
this line of experimental research, according to Wang and Tang (2020), is usually 
“decontextualized” and draws on relatively small-scale data taken from a controlled 
laboratory setting. Often, the interpreting data are produced by language students or trainee 
interpreters instead of professional interpreters, not to mention real-life interpreting settings 
and socio-cultural contexts. Therefore, despite the seemingly scientific and rigorous research 
design, such an experimental approach may sometimes suffer from issues of ecological 
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validity (Mellinger and Hanson 2022), generalizability, and thus wider significance 
(Baekelandt and Defrancq 2021; Wang and Tang 2020). 

    Unlike this more experimental and decontextualized approach, IS has relatively recently 
started to focus on the interactive, communicative and mediated nature of interpreting notably 
in public service interpreting or dialogue interpreting in a range of different settings, often 
taking a descriptive and product-oriented approach to real-world data (Angelelli 2004; Mason 
2001; Roy 2000; Wadensjö 1998; 2001). Drawing for example on Conversation Analysis, 
this line of research has established interpreters’ active mediation and agency role in the 
triadic communication process (cf. Mason 2001) as legitimate and visible participants 
(Wadensjö 1998) and vital co-constructors (Berk-Seligson 1990). Without doubt, this 
represents a major shift from Reddy’s (1979) conduit metaphor that interpreters are 
translating machines that are expected to “just translate, translate everything, translate 
adequately” (Wadensjö 1995, 115) without much agency. Drawing on authentic data, this line 
of research, given its clear focus on interpreter’s agency and mediation, may be understood as 
a great improvement over previous (de)contextualized and prescriptive approaches in 
showing interpreters’ actual involvement in a range of real-life settings. These studies 
essentially debunked the myth surrounding the role of interpreters. However, these studies, 
usually focusing on dialogues or interactions in one-off interpreting events, may still be seen 
as an approach looking from within (in the sense that they contribute minimally to other 
disciplines). This line of inquiry nevertheless has led to more and more empirical studies that 
draw on authentic interpreting data and arguably has paved the way for other more 
outward-looking approaches as discussed later. 

    Also challenging the traditional and long-held commonplace beliefs about interpreter 
being neutral and impartial are a range of studies which look at the (macro-)sociological 
aspects of interpreting. Viewing interpreting as a situated, contextualized, and interpersonal 
type of communication, these studies examine interpreting and interpreters’ role through 
sociological lens. These involve exploring such topics as norms (Diriker 2004; Wang 2012) 
as well as drawing on Bourdieu’s concepts field, capital and habitus (cf. Inghilleri 2003; Ren 
2020) and the work of Anthony Giddens (Tipton 2008). Given the extensive (one-way) 
borrowing from other disciplines, these studies may still be viewed as containing 
considerable inward-looking elements, where the predominant focus is on better 
understanding interpreters and interpreting. 

    These product-oriented and socially-oriented research trends mentioned above have 
served as the precursors of a more hardcore (critical) line of research in interpreting focusing 
on such issues as mediation, manipulation, agency, power, representation, gender, identity, 
discourse, and ideology in various political, conflictual, sociocultural and institutional 
contexts. Partly in response to Cronin’s call for a brand new “cultural” or “social” turn in 
interpreting studies to explicitly address questions relating to ideology and engage with such 
relevant issues as power, class, gender and race (Cronin 2002: 387), this more critical line of 
research involves a narrative approach or a (critical) discourse analytical approach. In a 
narrative approach (Baker 2010; Boéri 2008), interpreters are believed to play a crucial role 
in both disseminating and contesting (public) narratives within and across national 
boundaries (Baker 2006).  

    Similarly, taking a constructivist view of language, (critical) discourse analysis is also 
used to explore interpreters’ discursive and ideological mediation in a wide range of political 
and institutional settings. Within this relatively new area, qualitative critical discourse 
analysis has been carried out notably in a European setting (Beaton 2007; Beaton-Thome 
2010, 2013; Schäffner 2012). For example, Beaton’s (2007) and Beaton-Thome’s (2010) 
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studies illustrated how the EU’s institutional hegemony and ideological discourse at the 
European Parliament are further reinforced by the simultaneous interpreters through using 
various linguistic devices and discursive means (e.g. repetition, metaphor strings, and 
personal pronouns). 

    More recently, in view of the fact that manual CDA analysis often may lack objectivity, 
systematicity and representativeness (Billig 2008; Stubbs 1997; Widdowson 1998), a 
corpus-based CDA approach has been increasingly applied to the investigation of 
interpreters’ agency and ideological mediation in various settings. These data-based studies 
have, inter alia, systematically explored China’s interpreter-mediated political press 
conferences (Wang and Feng 2018; Gu 2018; 2019; 2020a; Gu & Tipton 2020; Li 2018; Hu 
& Meng 2018) and other high-profile diplomatic settings such as the Summer Davos (Gao 
2020; 2021). Given the fact that research “on ideology and interpreting is still in its infancy” 
(Martin 2016, 239), these empirical corpus-based CDA studies represent a welcome move in 
examining issues of power and ideology within interpreting and in looking at interpreting 
itself as a dynamic, situated, interactive, communicative and mediated social activity. 
However, despite the welcome change, some of these recent studies, while recognizing the 
sociocultural, political, and ideological aspects and the essentially mediated nature of 
interpreting, still tend to focus predominantly on the interpreting itself, with limited attention 
to the more dynamic interactions between interpreting and the “external” aspects, facets and 
elements of our world.  

    In other words, interpreting, by and large, has thus far been perceived in a more or less 
narrow and inward-looking way as a semi-closed system, process and practice in its own 
right that is relatively independent of the broader contexts. This is perhaps understandable, 
given that IS as a relatively new sub-discipline needed to explore different aspects and 
processes of interpreting from within and establish its identity in the early days. 

 

3. Towards an Outward Turn in IS: Conceptualizing Interpreting as a Vital 

Sociopolitical and Historical Shaping Force and a Source of Inter/trans-disciplinary 

Conviviality 

The literature review above has established that, despite the rapid developments in recent 
years, interpreting studies is still very much explored as a semi-closed and self-interested 
practice in a relatively self-sufficient manner, without engaging adequately with the impact of 
interpreting on other external elements in our world. A closer look at interpreting-mediated 
international diplomacy and politics, for instance, would reveal that the current 
inward-looking perspective of interpreting is far from being sufficient for a complete account 
of the complexity of interpreted events and their potentially far-reaching impact on different 
levels.  

    For example, in 2021, high-level U.S.-China talks were held in Anchorage, Alaska, 
representing the first major face-to-face encounter between the Chinese side and officials 
from the Biden administration amid a broader context of tensions and conflict between the 
two superpowers. This meeting was mediated by two female interpreters from both sides. 
Notably, deviating from the common practice, China’s top diplomat unexpectedly delivered a 
lengthy response to the U.S. delegation’s opening remarks, without pausing for the interpreter 
to render his statements into English until the very end. When reminded that his message 
needed to be interpreted, he responded and asked whether this was necessary. There are 
multiple ways to view the roles of the interpreter in this example. For instance, the presence 
of the interpreter gave him an excuse to speak at length in Chinese in front of the U.S. 
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delegation. His intended audience may have been domestic Chinese listeners in China. The 
lengthy remarks also showcased the Chinese interpreter’s ability to perform consecutive 
interpreting for an extended period of time. This, to some extent, potentially also 
demonstrated the superiority of the Chinese interpreter over her U.S. counterpart and by 
extension also the great strength of China’s diplomacy in general as a rising power. 
Furthermore, the extra media attention the Chinese interpreter received from both China, the 
US and around the world added another layer of interest to the interpreter-mediated event. 
The performance of the interpreter on such occasions may well have a fundamental impact on 
the dynamics of the meeting per se and may as a result effect change in terms of the two 
countries’ bilateral ties and geopolitics and history in general. 
    This example from the high-stakes setting of diplomacy and politics points to such 
issues as symbolism, diplomatic power, rhetoric, institutional identity and affiliation, 
patriotism, and targeted communication, beyond just faithfulness and accuracy at a linguistic 
level and individual interpreting processes (e.g. note-taking and working memory). As can be 
seen from such diplomatic and political events with high stakes, interpreting is a key venue 
that not only involves linguistic issues but also entangles with politics, diplomacy, power, and 
conflicts in a complicated way. This therefore points towards a glaring lack of macro-level 
theorization that looks beyond this inward-looking perspective from “within”. This also 
highlights the need to further expand the remit of interpreting and focus on the vital shaping, 
enabling, empowering, and transformative role of interpreting and interpreters in effecting 
change in different aspects and dimensions of our increasingly complex world. This new 
outward-facing conceptualization opens up new doors and permits more engaged and 
inter/transdisciplinary investigations into the role of interpreting as a shaper of the trajectory 
of the human race that might concern historical contact, civilizational knowledge exchanges, 
intercultural communication, international diplomacy and politics, the spread of religions, 
socio-political changes and transformations, wars and conflicts, peace-making, and ultimately 
human development. As interpreting studies has come of age after decades of development, it 
is necessary and vital to expand IS beyond the traditional foci to forge more open, dynamic, 
intellectually stimulating and forward-looking interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary 
partnerships and dialogues with other fields and disciplines, such as anthropology, history, 
diplomacy, the social and political sciences, media and journalism, global studies and 
development studies, as illustrated in Figure 1. According to Wang (2018), there are various 
approaches to TIS. This outward turn advocated here is more or less in line with the 
pragmatic and communicative approach as well as the socio-cultural approach articulated by 
him that are attentive to the communicative and external social aspects of our world. 
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Figure 1: Win-win dialogues between an outward-looking IS and other disciplines 

    Admittedly, IS research may be seen as operating on a continuum and some are more 
inward-looking and some are more outward-looking. Those more inward-looking studies 
might also have an interdisciplinary element and involve contributions from other disciplines 
in order to help us gain additional insights into interpreting from within (e.g., those using 
neuroimaging tools). However, one of the defining hallmarks of an outward-looking IS is 

the involvement of a significant amount of collaboration and, more importantly, 

contributions to other disciplines and fields, rather than just focusing on interpreting as a 
process, practice and profession in a self-interested way. Given the essentially outward and 
mutually enriching nature of this proposed line of research, it promises to help us push 
disciplinary boundaries and answer the all-important “so-what” question from a more 
interdisciplinary perspective. Arguably, there are finite aspects and elements to interpreting 
per se. That is, after knowing the internal dimensions and aspects that are important to 
interpreting performance, process, and training, interpreted texts might exhibit certain 
common or universalist features, and the fact that interpreting is often not ideologically 
neutral, etc., a natural and obvious question to ask is where do we go from here?  

    This is indeed a valid question because interpreting as a special type of translation is by 
definition about the facilitation of communication between different languages/varieties and 
cultures and in different socio-political contexts and settings over certain historical periods 
(House 2016; Valdeón 2021). In other words, interpreting is ultimately a vital instrument and 
an important means to an end, rather than an end in itself. The value of the “means” must be 
judged by its impact on the “end”. Precisely for this reason, the outward turn for interpreting 
studies seems to be the answer and is a natural step and inevitable path when different 
internal aspects of interpreting are being more or less explored and exhausted from within. 
Arguably, it is only when interpreting is explored vis-à-vis other external subjects, disciplines 
and areas in a symbiotic and mutually enhancing manner that its broader impact and 
real-world relevance can be truly felt. 

Unlike previous turns (e.g., cultural turn and sociological turn) and research trends (e.g., 
digital humanities related research) which seemingly advocate TIS research to shift to one 
particular direction or methodological approach all of a sudden, what is advocated here is 
more of an important conceptual and broad attitudinal change from the one that we have been 
taken for granted and been so used to for a long time. As opposed to being a strictly 
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prescriptivist call that IS should go into only one particular direction, the current outward 
view towards IS is supposed to be horizon-broadening and enabling. As such, under this 
relatively new conceptualization, researchers are emboldened and empowered to explore 
multiple topics and directions simultaneously relating to various aspects of human existence, 
intercultural communication, and civilizational exchanges beyond the previous narrow views 
of interpreting per se in an inward-looking fashion. Methodologically, given the wide range 
of potential topics that can be explored, various methodological approaches can be adopted, 
ranging from qualitative to quantitative and from inductive and deductive. 

 

4. Emerging Inter/trans-disciplinary Studies that Have Looked Outwards in IS 

Having conceptualized interpreting from a relatively new perspective, a few existing 
inter/trans-disciplinary studies from different socio-political contexts, historical backgrounds 
and geographical locales that encouragingly have headed in this direction are discussed here. 
These few extant studies have intersected with and contributed to such areas and disciplines 
as history, diplomacy, the social and political sciences, as well as media, journalism, and 
communication studies. These for example include Lung’s (2006) study on how an 
interpreter shaped historical records in Latter Han China, Lung’s (2016) study exploring 
Sillan interpreters in first-millennium East Asian exchanges, Gaiba’s (1999) study examining 
the effect of interpreting on the proceedings at the Nuremberg Trial, Guo’s (2015) study 
investigating into the vital role of Chinese interpreters who interpreted for the enemy in the 
course of the Second Sino-Japanese War (1931-1945), Jager’s (2015) study focusing on 
Indian women like La Malinche that served as interpreters and language mediators to help 
colonial powers achieve their economic and political goals during the European empires’ 
colonial conquests, Wolf’s (2016) study which systematically investigated a significantly 
under-explored part of the Holocaust that is the crucial role of interpreting and language in 
general in Nazi concentration camps, and Davies (2022)’s work exploring interpreting and 
interpreter at the First Frankfurt Auschwitz Trial. Similarly, Wang and Xu’s (2016) 
micro-historical study has focused on the role of interpreting in shaping the trajectory and 
process of the Korean armistice negotiations. Wang and Tang’s (2018) study has explored the 
consequential role of interpreting and interpreters in the early Sino-British contacts in the 
18th and 19th century. It is conventional wisdom and taken-for-granted belief that history has 
largely been written by kings, emperors, presidents and other important movers and shakers 
(e.g. Napoleon, Queen Victoria, the Prophet Muhammad, Genghis Khan, Mao Zedong, and 
Adolf Hitler). While this might still be true to some extent, these interdisciplinary studies 
highlight the vital role of interpreting and interpreters in shaping the trajectory of history in 
various ways. Without them, the world as we know it today would not be the same. In other 
words, interpreting is in many cases the “missing link” or the missing parts of the jigsaw. A 
more outward-looking IS can without doubt help connect the dots and enable us to have a 
richer and more holistic and balanced view of human history.  

    Relating to diplomacy and political sciences, Gu’s (2020b) corpus-based study explores 
the vital shaping role of the interpreter-mediated discourse in English in (re)presenting 
various geopolitical actors and mediating socio-political knowledge and shaping public 
perception in terms of whether the US is China’s friend, foe or perhaps enemy. Gu’s (2022) 
interdisciplinary study examines interpreters’ crucial facilitating role in (re)constructing and 
conveying China’s broader reform and opening-up metadiscourse or meta-narrative and as a 
result in (re)telling the Chinese story. At the intersection of interpreting, media and 
journalism, Zheng and Ren (2018)’s interdisciplinary research investigates the vital role of 
interpreting as an influencing factor on news reports, focusing on interpreted Chinese 
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political discourse recontextualized in English language news. Similarly, Gu and Wang’s 
(2021) interdisciplinary study conceptualizes the interpreter-mediated discourse as a vital 
source of “meaning potential”, which forms a starting point of a discursive chain in the global 
news production and sociopolitical knowledge dissemination process across different genres 
and media platforms. Drawing on various theoretical frameworks and methodological 
approaches (e.g., micro-historical analysis, corpus linguistics, and critical discourse analysis), 
these interdisciplinary studies have shown how interpreting might be explored in a systematic, 
robust, socially engaged and often data-based manner as a socio-political and historical 
shaping force and as a vital source that contributes powerfully to other disciplines. 

 

5. Future Directions, Avenues, and Topics to Explore 

Given the fact that interpreting studies can be seen as an interdiscipline, it is inevitably linked 
with other fields and areas. By looking from “within” to “beyond”, inevitably, more efforts 
are needed to establish the relationship and nexus between interpreting, history, migration 
studies, diplomacy and the political sciences in general, journalism and media studies, etc. 
Similarly, more focused attention is needed to explore the significant role of interpreting and 
interpreters in the conveyance and shaping of major narratives and taken-for-granted truths, 
facts, and knowledge across languages and cultures. To this end, it behoves IS researchers to 
be more open-minded, bolder, and more determined to think outside the box and embrace this 
attitudinal and conceptual change. This section sets out a few future directions, avenues, and 
topics that can be subsumed under this relatively new approach to interpreting. Among these, 
some of the topics might be from an anthropological, historical, sociolinguistic, religious, 
geopolitical, discursive, communicative, and public health crisis management perspective.  

    For instance, from the perspective of religious, civilizational and people-to-people 
exchanges, it is worth exploring the role of oral interpreting in the spread of religions (e.g., 
Islam, Hinduism, and Buddhism) between geographically adjacent regions and the role of 
oral interpreting and language contact in general along major civilizational routes (e.g. the 
ancient silk road). Similarly, efforts can be made to study the first contacts of human and 
explore how various ethnic and linguistic groups used language (including interpreting to 
different degrees) for communication and also to investigate how they might have gradually 
settled for a lingua franca and/or used various coping strategies such as 
code-switching/translanguaging for ease of communication. In terms of sociolinguistics, 
interpreting, as a form of interlingual and intercultural communication, may slowly also help 
contribute to language change (e.g. in vocabulary, syntax, semantics) and the development of 
new linguistic varieties (e.g. English routinely rendered from formulaic political discourse in 
Chinese may represent a new kind or genre of “world English”).  

    From a historical perspective, alongside the already extensively studied major movers 
and shakers, it would be interesting to explore interpreters’ role in shaping the trajectory of 
human history at various critical junctures in different historical contexts (e.g., the British 
Raj, the development of the Straits Settlements, the world wars, Sino-Japanese wars, the 
Opium war, the negotiations in the run-up to the Hong Kong hand-over in 1997, China’s 
entry into the WTO, climate change talks, and the recent Ukraine crisis). China, for example, 
represents a particularly interesting and fertile object of study, which permits researchers to 
explore how interpreting and interpreters have contributed to China’s historical developments 
over time in key watersheds from ancient China all the way to the rise of modern China and 
its current exercise of power around the world. This is particularly relevant, given China’s 
increasingly prominent role in geopolitics, economy, etc. Similarly, attention might be 
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focused on the shaping role of interpreting in various forms in the nation-building of newly 
independent countries against a backdrop of decolonialization and self-determination (e.g., in 
ethnolinguistically diverse Malaysia where multiple ethnic groups did not necessarily share a 
common national language before “merdeka” or independence was shouted/declared in the 
new nation in 1957). 

    From the perspective of the dissemination and (re)construction of discourse and 
knowledge, it might be interesting to explore how interpreters contribute to the conveyance 
and dissemination of major meta-narratives (e.g., enlightenment, democracy, freedom, 
capitalism, war on terror, reform and opening-up) across languages, cultures and peoples. 
Similarly, it is useful to see how interpreters and interpreting might play a role in spreading, 
promoting, and consolidating (positive) ideals, in helping level the playing field, and in 
resisting and combating injustice, stereotypes, discrimination and other social ills as a source 
of positive shaping force for the better (e.g., black lives matter). To this end, positive 
discourse analysis (PDA) might be applied to IS research. 

    In the context of media and journalism, interpreters and interpreting also play an 
important role. This is of particular relevance in a fast-moving, globalized and interconnected 
world, where world leaders’ addresses might be simultaneously interpreted into Mandarin 
Chinese, Cantonese, Modern Standard Arabic, Hindi, Urdu, French, German, Spanish, and 
Portuguese. The interpreted message, accurate or not, will in turn become the new “source 
discourse” and new “point of departure” for endless new news reports, newsroom 
discussions, and even feeds on social media sites (e.g. Twitter/X, Instagram, Facebook and 
TikTok). As such, the interpreting product becomes the very starting point of a new and 
ongoing discursive chain (Gu and Wang 2021). In the most benign way, interpreting plays a 
vital facilitating and enabling role in intercultural and interlingual communication. However, 
this might equally lead to intercultural (mis)communication, give rise to misunderstanding, 
contribute to the spread of “fake news” and rumours, stir up nationalism, foster hatred and 
animosity between nations and peoples, and lead to a widening of the (ideological) division 
between different sides, political parties, and even sections of the same society. 

    Similarly, from the perspective of geopolitics and diplomacy, it is interesting to explore 
how interpreters might mediate in the process, contribute to the constantly shifting power 
relations between major global powers, and effect change within a regional and broader 
geopolitical context. Also, it is worth examining interpreters’ role in the image 
(re)construction and discursive (re)presentation of various geopolitical and social actors. The 
defaming and glorifying of different sides can be vital in shaping public opinions in a world 
that increasingly depends on image and soft power in winning the hearts and minds of people 
and the international community.  

    From the vantage point of global development and governance, it would be of interest to 
explore the instrumental role of interpreters in facilitating the development of the global 
south and bridging the North-South divide alongside various policies, structures, and 
initiatives within various NGOs and governmental organizations. For instance, institutional 
interpreters can be studied in order to establish their role in helping achieve the Millennium 
Development Goals or MDGs using their language skills and linguistic repertoire. 

    Also of particular relevance is the medical and public health setting. At a time of a 
global pandemic (e.g. Covid-19), interpreting plays a vital role in sharing information 
across-linguistically and as a result indirectly contributing to the global solutions. For 
example, it is worth investigating how interpreters might help facilitate the communication of 
medical and scientific know-how, bring experts from around the world together, promote the 
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exchange and sharing of best practices between nation states (or at times even cause 
misunderstandings in the process). Also, at a more grass-roots level, our societies are 
becoming increasingly superdiverse and multilingual against a backdrop of globalization and 
increased mobility (Cronin & Simon 2014; Koskinen 2014). However, the Covid-19 
pandemic has shown that many societies are ill-prepared for people’s multilingual needs and 
important messages often are only available in major or official languages (cf. Hopkyns and 
van den Hoven 2022). As a result, this can lead to disaster linguicism or language-based 
discrimination (Uekusa 2019) for ethnolinguistic minorities. Going forward, more engaged 
and interdisciplinary research on interpreting and also multilingual communication in general 
can prove vital in handling public health crises and other disasters in the future (Gu 2023a, 
2023b). In other words, interpreting is an important part of a place’s (multilingual) 
communication repertoire in its crisis and disaster management. 

    Also, interpreters here do not have to be well-trained professional interpreters in 
high-profile settings such as the EU and the UN. The role and impact of amateur and 
volunteer interpreters and even bilingual children as interpreters might also be more closely 
examined. For example, the existence of volunteer interpreters can facilitate communication 
and improve or sometimes hinder the social and cultural integration of asylum seekers, 
refugees and new immigrants in the new host country. Likewise, second generation bilingual 
children may effectively serve as interpreters to help their parents or grandparents get things 
done and better navigate through life in a new community and society. Arguably, the 
seemingly casual, relaxed and informal way of interpreting at a grass-roots level can 
cumulatively play an equally important role in knowledge construction and the shaping of an 
individual’s worldview and lived experience in a specific geographical locale in a seemingly 
naturalized, undetectable and taken for granted manner. In this regard, interpreting might be 
intimately linked with various relevant sociological topics such as identity, belonging, social 
integration and participation. 

    Furthermore, traditionally, interpreting is mostly taken to be between formally defined 
major languages by default (e.g., between Chinese and English and between Arabic and 
French). As a matter of fact, intralingual interpreting between mutually unintelligible 
“dialects” or varieties of the same language (e.g., Mandarin and Cantonese and 
geographically distant varieties of Arabic) has also been widely practiced for the sake of 
(intralingual) communication. As such, it might be interesting to explore the place of 
intralingual interpreting in the spread, dissemination, and consolidation of folklore, traditions, 
collective memories, and as a result in helping forge national identity, a sense of belonging 
and unity, and by extension an “imagined community” as pointed out by Benedict Anderson 
in his famous 1983 book.  

    These, of course, are but a few possible scenarios where interpreting might effectively 
serve as a vital shaping and contributing force from various civilizational, historical, 
intercultural, communicative, socio-political, developmental, public health, and discursive 
dimensions and perspectives. These future research areas/topics will surely help bring IS 
research alive and make the impact of IS truly felt through such dynamic and mutually 
beneficial dialogues with other areas, fields, and disciplines. 

 

6. Conclusion 

As interpreting studies develops and becomes more mature as a (sub)discipline, it is crucially 
important for us to go from “within” to “beyond” and to go out of the traditional foci/comfort 
zones. This means that we need to look at how the interpreting process, practice and product 
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interact with and contribute to other facets and elements of our society and human civilization. 
However, it is worth clarifying that it is never the intention of the article to say that other 
studies looking at interpreting from “within” are not worthy lines of research and should be 
suspended altogether. As a matter of fact, as recognized earlier, these earlier studies looking 
at different aspects of interpreting have contributed significantly to IS during the 
(sub)discipline’s development, and studies looking at different (internal) aspects of 
interpreting may well be alive and well and continue into the future.  

    This article might only be a humble call that it is about time that IS started to take a 
more confident outward-looking view in order to move it forward. We believe that it is only 
when interpreting studies research goes out of its traditional disciplinary comfort zone and 
looks beyond the deep-rooted and long-standing preoccupations with elements from “within” 
that the real impact of interpreting can be truly felt. In so doing, rather than purely a 
self-interested and self-obsessed importer of theories and approaches from elsewhere, 
interpreting studies can start to contribute to other aspects of our increasingly complex 
society and even our human civilization in a meaningful and sustained way.  

 

References 

Anderson, Benedict. 1983. Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of 

Nationalism. London: Verso. 

Angelelli, Claudia. 2004. Medical Interpreting and Cross-cultural Communication. London: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Baekelandt, Annelies, and Bart Defrancq. 2021. “Elicitation of Particular Grammatical 
Structures in Speeches for Interpreting Research: Enhancing Ecological Validity of 
Experimental Research in Interpreting.” Perspectives 29 (4): 643-660, DOI: 
10.1080/0907676X.2020.1849322 

Bahadır, Şebnem. 2010. “The Task of the Interpreter in the Struggle of the Other for 
Empowerment: Mythical Utopia or Sine Qua Non of Professionalism?.” Translation and 

Interpreting Studies 5 (1): 124–139. 

Baker, Mona. 2006. Translation and Conflict: A Narrative Account. London & New York: 
Routledge.  

Baker, Mona. 2010. “Interpreters and Translators in the War Zone: Narrated and Narrators.” 
The Translator 16 (2): 197-222. 

Baker, Mona. 2020. “Rehumanizing the Migrant: The Translated Past as a Resource for 
Refashioning the Contemporary Discourse of the (Radical) Left.” Palgrave 

Communications 6 (12). https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-019-0386-7 

Bassnett, Susan. 2011. “From Cultural Turn to Translation Turn. A Transnational Journey.” 
In Literature, Geography, Translation: Studies in World Writing, edited by Cecilia Alvstad, 
Stefan Helgesson, and David Watson, 67–80. Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars 
Publishing. 

Bassnett, Susan, and André Lefevere. 1990. Translation, History and Culture. London and 
New York: Pinter. 

Bassnett, Susan, and David Johnston. 2019. “The Outward Turn in Translation Studies.” The 

Translator 25 (3): 181-188. 



13 

 

Beaton, Morven. 2007. “Interpreted Ideologies in Institutional Discourse.” The Translator 13 
(2): 271-296. DOI: 10.1080/13556509.2007.10799241 

Beaton-Thome, Morven. 2010. “Negotiating Identities in the European Parliament: The Role 
of Simultaneous Interpreting.” In Text and Context: Essays on Translation and Interpreting 

in Honour of Ian Mason, edited by Mona Baker, Maeve Olohan, and Maria Perez Calzada, 
117-138. Manchester: St Jerome Publishing. 

Beaton-Thome, Morven. 2013. “What’s in a Word? Your Enemy Combatant is My Refugee: 
The Role of Simultaneous Interpreters in Negotiating the Lexis of Guantánamo in the 
European Parliament.” Journal of Language and Politics 12 (3): 378–399. 

Berk-Seligson, Susan. 1990. The Bilingual Courtroom: Courtroom Interpreting in the 

Judicial Process. Chicago & London: The University of Chicago Press. 

Billig, Michael. 2008. “The Language of Critical Discourse Analysis: The Case of 
Nominalization.” Discourse & Society 19 (6): 783-800. 

Boéri, Julie. 2008. “A Narrative Account of the Babels vs. Naumann Controversy: 
Competing Perspectives on Activism in Conference Interpreting.” The Translator 14 (1): 
21-50. 

Bontempo, Karen, and Jemina Napier. 2011. “Evaluating Emotional Stability as a Predictor 
of Interpreter Competence and Aptitude for Interpreting.” Interpreting 13 (1): 85-105. 

Brownlie, Siobhan. 2021. “Congolese Women Speak: Languaging, Translanguaging and 
Discursive Cross-culturing as Resources for Empowerment.” Language and Intercultural 

Communication 21 (2): 207-222.  

Buts, Jan. 2020. “Community and Authority in ROAR Magazine.” Palgrave 

Communications 6 (16). https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-020-0392-9 

Chang, Li-Wen. 2015. Investigating Note-taking in Consecutive Interpreting – Using the 

concept of visual grammar. Unpublished PhD thesis. Manchester: University of Manchester. 

Chen, Jing. 2009. “Authenticity in Accreditation Tests for Interpreters in China.” The 

Interpreter and Translator Trainer 3 (2): 257-273. 

Chen, Sijia. 2020. “The Process of Note-taking in Consecutive Interpreting.” Interpreting 22 
(1): 117–139. 

Cheung, Andrew K. F. 2013. “Non-native Accents and Simultaneous Interpreting Quality 
Perceptions.” Interpreting 15 (1): 25-47. 

Cheung, Andrew K. F. 2015. “Scapegoating the Interpreter for Listeners’ Dissatisfaction with 
Their Level of Understanding: An Experimental Study.” Interpreting 17 (1): 46–63.  

Cronin, Michael. 2002. “The Empire Talks Back: Orality, Heteronomy and the Cultural Turn 
in Interpreting Studies.” In The Interpreting Studies Reader, edited by Franz Pöchhacker and 
Miriam Shlesinger, 387-397. London & New York: Routledge.  

Cronin, Michael, and Sherry Simon. 2014. “Introduction: The City as Translation Zone.” 
Translation Studies 7 (2): 119-132. 

Dai, Qingli. 2004. “做“非典”记者招待会的一点感受” [Some Reflections on Interpreting for 
SARS Press Conferences], Chinese Translators Journal 25 (1): 63-64. 

Dayter, Daria. 2021. “Variation in Non-fluencies in a Corpus of Simultaneous Interpreting vs. 
Non-interpreted English.” Perspectives 29 (4): 489-506. 



14 

 

Davies, Peter. 2022. ““The Interpreter of Horrors”: The Interpreter Wera Kapkajew at the 
First Frankfurt Auschwitz Trial (1963–1965).” Interpreting and Society 2 (1): 32–54. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/27523810211062686 

Diriker, Ebru. 2004. De-/re-contextualizing Conference Interpreting: Interpreters in the Ivory 

Tower?. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins. 

Gaiba, Francesca. 1999. “Interpretation at the Nuremberg Trial.” Interpreting 4 (1): 9-22. 

Gao, Fei. 2020. “From Linguistic Manipulation to Discourse Re-construction: A Case Study 
of Conference Interpreting at the World Economic Forum in China.” In Advances in 

Discourse Analysis of Translation and Interpreting, edited by Binhua Wang and Jeremy 
Munday, 24–39. London: Routledge. 

Gao, Fei. 2021. “Making Sense of Nationalism Manifested in Interpreted Texts at ‘Summer 
Davos’ in China.” Critical Discourse Studies 18 (6): 688-704.  

Gentzler, Edwin. 2017. Translation and Rewriting in the Age of Post-Translation 

Studies. London: Routledge.  

Gil-Bardají, Anna. 2020. “Ethics, Accuracy, and Interpreting in Social Settings: Assessing a 
Non-professional Interpreter Profile.” Translation and Interpreting Studies 15 (1): 132–152. 

Gile, Daniel. 1998. “Observational Studies and Experimental Studies in the Investigation of 
Conference Interpreting.” Target 10 (1): 69-93. 

Gu, Chonglong. 2018. “Forging a Glorious Past via the ‘Present Perfect’: A Corpus-based 
CDA Analysis of China’s Past Accomplishments Discourse Mediat(is)ed at China’s 
Interpreted Political Press Conferences.” Discourse, Context & Media 24: 137–149. 

Gu, Chonglong. 2019. “(Re)manufacturing Consent in English: A Corpus-based Critical 
Discourse Analysis of Government Interpreters’ Mediation of China’s Discourse on PEOPLE 
at Televised Political Press Conferences.” Target 31 (3): 465–499. 

Gu, Chonglong. 2020a. “‘The Main Problems in China–Japan Relations Lie in the FACT that 
Some Leaders in Japan Keep on Visiting the Yasukuni Shrine’: A Corpus-based CDA on 
Government Interpreters’ Metadiscursive (Re)construction of Truth, Fact and Reality.” In 
Advances in Discourse Analysis of Translation and Interpreting, edited by Binhua Wang and 
Jeremy Munday, 40–63. London: Routledge. 

Gu, Chonglong. 2020b. “Concordancing China’s Friend, Foe and Frenemy: A Corpus-Based 
CDA of Geopolitical Actors (Re)presented at China’s Interpreter-Mediated Political Press 
Conferences.” In Corpus-based Approaches to Grammar, Media and Health Discourses: 

Systemic Functional and Other Perspectives, edited by Bingjun Yang and Wen Li, 197-232. 
Singapore: Springer. 

Gu, Chonglong. 2022. “Interpreters as Vital (Re)Tellers of China’s Reform and Opening-Up 
Meta-Narrative: A Digital Humanities (DH) Approach to Institutional Interpreters’ 
Mediation.” Frontiers in Psychology 13 (892791). Doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.892791 

Gu, Chonglong. 2023a. “COVID-19 Translated: An Account of the Translation and 
Multilingual Practices Enacted in Hong Kong’s Linguistic Landscape During the Pandemic 
Crisis Communication.” In Translation and Interpreting in the Age of COVID-19, edited by 
Kanglong Liu and Andrew K. F. Cheung, 35-59. Singapore: Springer. 

Gu, Chonglong. 2023b. “‘Mask Must Wear at All Times’: Top-down and Bottom-up 
Multilingual COVID-scape in Hong Kong as a Prime Site of Epidemiological and Public 



15 

 

Health Knowledge (Re)construction during the COVID-19 Pandemic.” Language and 

Intercultural Communication. DOI: 10.1080/14708477.2023.2225483. 

Gu, Chonglong, and Rebecca Tipton. 2020. “(Re-)voicing Beijing’s Discourse through 
Self-referentiality: A Corpus-based CDA Analysis of Government Interpreters’ Discursive 
Mediation at China’s Political Press Conferences (1998–2017).” Perspectives 28 (3): 
406–423. 

Gu, Chonglong, and Binhua Wang. 2021. “Interpreter-mediated Discourse as a Vital Source 
of Meaning Potential in Intercultural Communication: The Case of the Interpreted 
Premier-meets-the-press conferences in China.” Language and Intercultural Communication 

21 (3): 379-394. 

Gumul, Ewa. 2021. “Explicitation and Cognitive Load in Simultaneous Interpreting: Product- 
and Process-oriented Analysis of Trainee Interpreters’ Outputs.” Interpreting 23 (1): 45–75.  

Guo, Ting. 2015. “Interpreting for the Enemy: Chinese Interpreters in the Second 
Sino-Japanese War (1931–1945).” Translation Studies 8 (1): 1-15. 

Han, Chao, Sijia Chen, Rongbo Fu, and Qin Fan. 2020. “Modeling the Relationship between 
Utterance Fluency and Raters’ Perceived Fluency of Consecutive Interpreting.” Interpreting 
22 (2): 211–237. 

Hopkyns, Sarah, and Melanie van den Hoven. 2022. “Linguistic Diversity and Inclusion in 
Abu Dhabi’s Linguistic Landscape during the COVID-19 Period.” Multilingua 41 (2): 
201-232.   

House, Juliane. 2016. Translation as Communication across Languages and Cultures. New 
York: Routledge. 

Hu, Kaibao, and Lingzi Meng. 2018. “Gender Differences in Chinese-English Press 
Conference Interpreting.” Perspectives 26 (1): 117-134. 

Huang, Bei. 2009. “从释意派的视觉论口译质量评估模式在会议口译中的应用—以政府
领导人答中外记者问之现场口译为例” [Applying the Assessment Model of Interpreting 
Quality to Conference Translation from the Perspective of Interpretive Theory — Case Study 
of Interpretation for Government Press Conferences], Read and Write Periodical 6 (2): 
44-45. 

Inghilleri, Moira. 2003. “Habitus, Field and Discourse: Interpreting as a Socially Situated 
Activity.” Target 15 (2): 243-268. 

Jager, Rebecca Kay. 2015. Malinche, Pocahontas, and Sacagawea: Indian Women as 

Cultural Intermediaries and National Symbols. Norman: University of Oklahoma Press. 

Jones, Henry. 2019. “Shifting Characterizations of the ‘Common People’ in Modern English 
Retranslations of Thucydides’ History of the Peloponnesian War: A Corpus-based 
Analysis.” Palgrave Communications 5 (135). 

Karimullah, Kamran I. 2020. “Editions, Translations, Transformations: Refashioning the 
Arabic Aristotle in Egypt and Metropolitan Europe, 1940–1980.” Palgrave 

Communications 6 (3).  

Keiser, Walter. 1999. “L'Histoire de l'Association Internationale des Interprètes de 
Conférence (AIIC).” Interpreting 4 (1): 81–95.  

Köpke, Barbara, and Jean-Luc Nespoulous. 2006. “Working Memory Performance in Expert 
and Novice Interpreters.” Interpreting 8 (1): 1–23. 



16 

 

Koskinen, Kaisa. 2014. “Tampere as a Translation Space.” Translation Studies 7 (2): 
186-202. 

Li, Xiangdong. 2015a. “Putting Interpreting Strategies in Their Place: Justifications for 
Teaching Strategies in Interpreter Training.” Babel 61 (2): 170–192. 

Li, Xiangdong. 2015b. “Mock Conference as a Situated Learning Activity in Interpreter 
Training: A Case Study of Its Design and Effect as Perceived by Trainee Interpreters.” The 

Interpreter and Translator Trainer 9 (3): 323-341.  

Li, Xin. 2018. The Reconstruction of Modality in Chinese-English Government Press 

Conference Interpreting: A Corpus-based Study. Singapore: Springer. 

Liu, Heping. 2005. Interpreting Theory and Interpreting Teaching. Beijing: China 
Translation & Publishing Corporation. 

Lung, Rachel. 2006. “Translation and Historiography: How an Interpreter Shaped Historical 
Records in Latter Han China.” TTR: Traduction, Terminologie, Rédaction 19 (2): 225–252.  

Lung, Rachel. 2016. “Defining Sillan Interpreters in First-millennium East Asian 
Exchanges.” In New Insights in the History of Interpreting, edited by Kayoko Takeda and 
Jesús Baigorri-Jalón, 1–26. Amsterdam: Jonh Benjamins.  

Marais, Kobus. 2014. Translation Theory and Development Studies: A Complexity Theory 

Approach. London: Routledge.  

Marais, Kobus. 2019. ““What Does Development Stand for?” A Socio-semiotic 
Conceptualisation.” Social Semiotics 29 (1): 15-28. 

Martin, Anne. 2016. “Interpreting and Ideology: Research Trends and Methods.” In 

Addressing Methodological Challenges in Interpreting Studies Research, edited by Claudio 
Bendazzoli and Claudia Monacelli, 225-244. Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars 
Publishing. 

Mason, Ian. 2001. Triadic Exchanges: Studies in Dialogue Interpreting. Manchester & 
Northampton: St. Jerome. 

Mellinger, Christopher, and Thomas Hanson. 2022. “Considerations of Ecological Validity in 
Cognitive Translation and Interpreting Studies.” Translation, Cognition & Behavior 5 (1): 
1–26. 

Moser-Mercer, Barbara. 2008. “Skill Acquisition in Interpreting: A Human Performance 
Perspective.” The Interpreter and Translator Trainer 2 (1): 1-28. 

Nergaard, Siri, and Stefano Arduini. 2011.“Translation: A New Paradigm.” Translation 1 (1): 
8–17.  

Ordóñez-López, Pilar. 2021. “An Examination of the Accreditation Process for Sworn 
Translators–interpreters in Spain.” Perspectives 29 (6): 900-916. 

Pérez-González, Luis. 2020. “‘Is Climate Science Taking over the Science?’: A Corpus-based 
Study of Competing Stances on Bias, Dogma and Expertise in the Blogosphere.” Humanities 

and Social Sciences Communications 7 (92).  

Plevoets, Koen, and Bart Defrancq. 2016. “The Effect of Informational Load on Disfluencies 
in Interpreting: A Corpus-based Regression Analysis.” Translation and Interpreting Studies 
11 (2): 202–224. 



17 

 

Plevoets, Koen, and Bart Defrancq. 2018. “The Cognitive Load of Interpreters in the 
European Parliament: A Corpus-based Study of Predictors for the Disfluency Uh(m).” 
Interpreting 20 (1): 1–32. 

Pöchhacker, Franz. 2008. “The Turns of Interpreting Studies.” In Efforts and Models in 

Interpreting and Translation Research: A Tribute to Daniel Gile, edited by Gyde Hansen, 
Andrew Chesterman, and Heidrun Gerzymisch-Arbogast, 25-46. Amsterdam: John 
Benjamins. 

Reddy, Michael. 1979. “The Conduit Metaphor: A Case of Frame Conflict in Our Language 
about Language.” In Metaphor and Thought, edited by Andrew Ortony, 284-297. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Ren, Wen. 2020. “The Evolution of Interpreters’ Perception and Application of (Codes of) 
Ethics in China Since 1949: A Sociological and Historical Perspective.” The Translator 26 
(3): 274-296.  

Roy, Cynthia. 2000. Interpreting as a Discourse Process. New York: Oxford University 
Press. 

Schäffner, Christina. 2012. “Unknown Agents in Translated Political Discourse.” Target 24 
(1): 103-125. 

Shlesinger, Miriam. 2008. “Towards a Definition of Interpretese: An Intermodal, 
Corpus-based Study.” In Efforts and Models in Interpreting and Translation Research: A 

Tribute to Daniel Gile, edited by Gyde Hansen, Andrew Chesterman, and Heidrun 
Gerzymisch-Arbogast, 237–253. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

Strowe, Anna. 2013. “Power and Translation.” In The Handbook of Translation Studies 4, 
edited by Yves Gambier and Luc van Doorslaer, 134-141. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

Stubbs, Michael. 1997. “Whorf’s Children: Critical Comments on Critical Discourse 
Analysis (CDA).” In Evolving Models of Language, edited by Ann Ryan and Alison Wray, 
100-106. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters. 

Tang, Fang, Dechao Li. 2017. “A Corpus-based Investigation of Explicitation Patterns 
between Professional and Student Interpreters in Chinese-English Consecutive Interpreting.” 
The Interpreter and Translator Trainer 11 (4): 373-395. 

Strobach, Tilo, Maxi Becker, Torsten Schubert, and Simone Kühn. 2015. “Better Dual-task 
Processing in Simultaneous Interpreters.” Frontiers in Psychology 6 (1590). Doi: 
10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01590 

Tipton, Rebecca. 2008. “Reflexivity and the Social Construction of Identity in 
Interpreter-mediated Asylum Interviews.” The Translator 14 (1): 1-19. 

Todorova, Marija. 2018. “Civil Society in Translation: Innovations to Political Discourse in 
Southeast Europe.” The Translator 24 (4): 353-366.  

Tymoczko, Maria, and Edwin Gentzler. 2002. Translation and Power. Amherst: University 
of Massachusetts Press. 

Uekusa, Shinya. 2019. “Disaster Linguicism: Linguistic Minorities in Disasters.” Language 

in Society 48 (3): 353–375. 

Valdeón, Roberto A. 2021. “News Production and Intercultural Communication at the 
Crossroads of Disciplines.” Language and Intercultural Communication 21 (3): 323-334. 



18 

 

Van Doorslaer, Luc. 2020. “Translation Studies: What’s in a Name?.” Asia Pacific 

Translation and Intercultural Studies 7 (2): 139-150.  

Vidal Claramonte, Mª Carmen África. 2019. “Violins, Violence, Translation: Looking 
Outwards.” The Translator 25 (3): 218-228.  

Wadensjö, Cecilia. 1995. “Dialogue Interpreting and the Distribution of Responsibility.” 
Hermes: Journal of Linguistics 8 (14): 111-129. 

Wadensjö, Cecilia. 1998. Interpreting as Interaction. London & New York: Longman. 

Wadensjö, Cecilia. 2001. “Interpreting in Crisis: The Interpreter’s Position in Therapeutic 
Encounters.” In Triadic Exchanges, edited by Ian Mason, 71-86. Manchester: St Jerome 
Publishing. 

Wallmach, Kim. 2000. “Examining Simultaneous Interpreting Norms and Strategies in a 
South African Legislative Context: A Pilot Corpus Analysis.” Language Matters 31 (1): 
198-221.  

Wang, Binhua. 2012. “A Descriptive Study of Norms in Interpreting: Based on the 
Chinese-English Consecutive Interpreting Corpus of Chinese Premier Press Conferences.” 
Meta 57 (1): 198–212. 

Wang, Binhua. 2018. “Exploring Approaches to Interpreting Studies: From Semiotic 
Perspectives to Multimodal Analysis.” Chinese Semiotic Studies 14 (2): 149–161. 

Wang Binhua, and Fang Tang. 2018. “Interpreting and Its Politics: Interpreters in the Early 
Sino-British Contacts in the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Century.” In Interpreting and the 

Politics of Recognition, edited by Christopher Stone and Lorraine Leeson, 3-19. London: 
Routledge. 

Wang, Binhua, and Minhui Xu. 2016. “Interpreting Conflicts and Conflicts in Interpreting: A 
Micro-historical Account of the Interpreting Activity in the Korean Armistice Negotiations.” 
Linguistica Antverpiensia, New Series - Themes in Translation Studies 15: 186-204. Doi: 
https://doi.org/10.52034/lanstts.v15i.402 

Wang, Binhua, and Dezheng Feng. 2018. “A Corpus-based Study of Stance-taking as Seen 
from Critical Points in Interpreted Political Discourse.” Perspectives 26 (2): 246-260. 

Wang, Binhua, and Fang Tang. 2020. “Corpus-based Interpreting Studies in China: Overview 
and Prospects.” In Corpus-based Translation and Interpreting Studies in Chinese Contexts: 

Present and Future, edited by Kaibao Hu and Kyung Hye Kim, 61-87. Cham: Palgrave. 

Wang, Jihong. 2016. “The Relationship between Working Memory Capacity and 
Simultaneous Interpreting Performance: A Mixed Methods Study on Professional 
Auslan/English Interpreters.” Interpreting 18 (1): 1–33.  

Widdowson, Henry. 1998. “The Theory and Practice of Critical Discourse Analysis.” Applied 

Linguistics 19 (1): 136-151.  

Wolf, Michaela, and Alexandra Fukari. 2007. Constructing a Sociology of Translation. 
Amsterdam and Philadelphia: John Benjamins. 

Wolf, Michaela. 2016. Interpreting in Nazi Concentration Camps. New York: Bloomsbury. 

Xu, Ran. 2018. “Corpus-based Terminological Preparation for Simultaneous Interpreting.” 
Interpreting 20 (1): 33–62. 



19 

 

Zheng, Lingqian, and Wen Ren. 2018. “Interpreting as an Influencing Factor on News 
Reports: A Study of Interpreted Chinese Political Discourse Recontextualized in English 
News.” Perspectives 26 (5): 691-707. 

Zwischenberger, Cornelia. 2019. “From Inward to Outward: The Need for Translation 
Studies to Become Outward-going.” The Translator 25 (3): 256–268. 


