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Abstract. This article gives an overview of different interpreter functions in several language analysis interviews held to establish the region of origin of an asylum seeker. The author first explores different functions of the interpreter in relation to professionalism. Next, three discourse structures: the functional equivalence of the translation, the function and form of the clarification turn by the interpreter and the use of ‘ verba dicendi’ (e.g. he says) are examined in order to indicate the interactive participation of the interpreter. Finally, the effect of the functions of the interpreters on the objective of the interview: getting enough useful and reliable data recorded is discussed. 
[image: image3.bmp]
Masterproject Communicationstudies

Under supervision of:

1st instructor: dr. J.D. ten Thije

2nd instructor: dr. A.J. Koole

Index
31. Introduction


42. Studies on language analysis


83. The data collected


104. Discourse type


115. Different interpreter functions


146. Functional equivalence in the internally dilated speech situation


157. Functional equivalence in the language analysis interview


298. Perspective: the use of “verba dicendi”


359. The clarification turn in the turn taking of the interview


4310. Concluding remarks


4611. References


4912. Appendix


50Tables




1. Introduction
Immigration policy has always been a difficult topic in politics. Governments are at cross points in deciding who they can accept and who they have to deny. As a result these decisions can turn into severe incidents that effect society and more specifically the people involved: examples of incidents in the Netherlands are found from 1991: the RaRa-attack at State Secretary Aad Kosto’s house, to the most recent passport-affair of Ayaan Hirsi Ali, which made her resign from the parliament (2006)
. 

Immigration policy is a complicated matter, as governments have to consider from which country is it extremely necessary to take up refugees
, they have to look at the capacity of their country in order to decide on how many refugees they can actually give a shelter to and they have to provide them housing, medical care, food etc. They are dealing with human lives, what makes it inhuman to look at the asylum seekers merely as numbers that need to be filed, stamped and added to the quota. However that is how it goes, as they are just cases that have to go through the bureaucratic machinery of an immigration office. It is therefore reasonable that people and especially human right organisations are putting governments under constant pressure, with criticising their policy and the amount of people they take in as a refugee. Everybody with a good heart would want to give a refugee a better home; whether it is because of economical, racial, ethnic or war motives that they seek for asylum. This is however not possible, especially not in a small country as the Netherlands, where this research focuses on. The least thing that governments can do then is to give asylum seekers a fair chance, to state their case. 

It is difficult as not always asylum seekers have true stories about their reasons of fleeing their country of origin. Or they even claim to come from a country or region where they do not actually come from. Moreover there are also numerous
 asylum seekers that arrive without documents, like birth certificates or other identification papers. 

One way for the immigration service to verify if the asylum seeker really comes from the region they claim to originate from, is by means of a language analysis. Many countries now make use of this “test”, including the Netherlands. There the Immigratie- en Naturalisatiedienst (IND), the Immigration and Naturalization service, conducts an interview with an official from the IND, an interpreter and an asylum seeker. The purpose of the interview is two-folded
. The first purpose is to get as much natural speech of the asylum seeker recorded as possible. The second purpose is to “test” the asylum seeker on his cultural and geographical knowledge of his region of origin. After the interview is recorded, it will be sent to another department, called the Country and Language Bureau (Bureau Land en Taal).  This bureau contracts analysts, who are native speakers of the language(s) involved and together with a linguist they make up the report, which concludes if the applicant is really from the region they claim to come from. 

2. Studies on language analysis

It is this language analysis, in view of deserving a fair chance, which gets the most criticism from linguists in recent discussions (for example de Graaf & van den Hazelkamp (2006), Eades et al (2003) and Arends (2003)). It is not considered as a valid measurement to determine a national origin, nationality or citizenship. In some cases, language analysis can however be used to draw reasonable conclusions about the country of socialization of the speaker, (Guidelines, 2004), I will list some of the concerns that where raised about the language analysis.

First of all it is said by Verrips & Dekker (in de Graaf e.a.): “the purpose of the interview should be stated clearly and every measure should be taken to make sure that the asylum seeker understands this.”  Besides that also questions are raised about the setting of the interview, (amongst others) by Miller
 (in Bronsdijk, 2005): “[…] the setting has nothing to do with a natural one and I don’t see how somebody is expected to speak in a “free natural way” in such an unnatural setting. The speaker will speak a level or a variety, that he thinks will be appropriate to the context”. 
Another problem within the setting of the interview, also pointed out by Miller (ibid.), is the problem of accommodation. If the interpreter does not speak the same dialect as the asylum seeker, accommodation can occur. It is very likely that the asylum seeker will take over words and even a dialect from the interpreter, just to make sure that he understands him loud and clear. This is not unexpected as proven by the language-accommodation theory of Giles (Shadid, 2003); it is true that people who want to get somebody else’s approval will convert towards the other. That means in a discourse, that one starts talking more like the other interactant, just to be more liked. 

In addition to this within the setting of the interview ‘management of the turn transfer’ (Bot, 2005) is a critical issue as well. Who will manage the turn-transfer within an interview? You would expect the interviewer, as he is the one asking the questions and the officer in charge. It seems however that the interpreters in the language analysis interview do not always interpret everything and also make speech actions for themselves, which are not a translation of one of the primary speakers. So they also manage the turn-transfer, as they take their turn, not only at times when it is clear that they have to translate. This way the interpreter will be managing the turn transfer as well as performing translatoric actions. This double task could only function if the interpreter would make the primary speakers clear all the time on behalf of whom he or she
 is speaking; on his own behalf or on behalf of one of the primary speakers, for example by using perspective in his translated speech actions
 (Ten Thije, 2001).

Overall it is very important that the data is reliable and useful, as that forms the basis for the analysis. The analyst and linguist who will listen to the recording have to base their conclusions on that data, so there has to be enough speech of the asylum seeker on it, it has to be natural speech and the topics should be taken from his region of origin, to stimulate the use of a specific dialect. 

After all this heavy critique that has been given, a group of international linguists have set up Guidelines for the Use of Language Analysis in Relation to Questions of National Origin in Refugee Cases, in June 2004. With the guidelines they made a first attempt to lay down scientific and objective standards that can help deciding whether and to what degree language analysis is reliable in particular cases. Moreover, they are intended to assist governments in assessing the general validity of language analysis in the determination of national origin, nationality or citizenship. (Graaf & Hazelkamp, 2006) 

Some of the linguists involved in the setting up of the guidelines are enrolled in another project as well, called Onderzoek Materiaal TaalAnalyse (Research Material Language Analysis), in short OMTA, where we
 were also conducting this research for. The main question that they are trying to find an answer to is: How should an adequate language sample be composed, in order to form the data for a reliable language analysis? With this main question they are focusing especially on Guideline No 5: Language analysis requires useful and reliable data. 
One of the main objectives of this OMTA research is to set up clear guidelines for holding an interview for language analysis, as it is in that interview that the data has to be gathered for the analysis. The guidelines will be based on the relation between internal discursive factors (the contents and institutional constellation of the interview) on one side and external socio-cultural and institutional factors (for example the (socio) linguistic background of the asylum seeker) on the other side, which can both influence the validity of the language sample. The research will first focus on identifying these specific factors, before getting into the setting up of guidelines. This has already been done in various ways in the past two years, but most have stayed on an explorative level, for example by only using global transcriptions (Scholten (2004) and Voncken (2005)). With this research I am reporting about, the other students and I hope to have reached a more in-depth study of the language analysis interview.

Prior to the research described in this article, but in the line of the same project, an inventory was made of the remarks that professional linguists made about the language analysis interview conducted at the IND, (Bronsdijk, 2005). These professional linguists work by order of De Taalstudio, which provides language analyses, contra-expertises or second opinions for all possible languages. 
 After making that inventory (ibid.), a conclusion could be drawn that most of the remarks were made about the internal discursive factors; formal setting of the interview, the role keeping between the interviewer and the interpreter and the specific questions that the asylum seeker was being asked. 

With this given, this project decided to focus the research on those internal factors as well, with a special focus on the interpreter’s function during the interview. As in this corpus the interview situation was so unique, that there had to be taken a better look at this function of interpreter within the interview. The main question we tried to answer was: Where on the interpreter continuum
 can we find the interpreters from the language analysis interview? With an answer to this question we also explored the consequences on the purpose of the interview; collecting useful and reliable data.

 
In earlier research (ibid.) it has already been detected that there is insecurity with the asylum seekers about the specific tasks that both the interviewer and interpreter fulfill, which might cause a threat on the natural speech production of the asylum seekers, because they feel that they have to use a more formal way of speaking or even totally clam up, as they feel to be in a setting with two interviewers and none of them is on their side. This then puts the reliability of the data at risk.

Therefore on my initiative the project has been carried out with the focus point on the translatoric actions of the interpreter, with special attention to three discourse structures: the functional equivalence of the interpretation, the function and form of the clarifications turn by the interpreter and the use of verba dicendi (e.g. he says) in order to indicate the interactive participation of the interpreter and the effect of this interaction on the language sample gathered from the recorded interview. These three structures were based on earlier structures used in interpreter studies (for example, Bot (2005), Knapp e.a. (1986), Wadensjö (1992) and ten Thije (2001)) and can give a full characterization of the translatoric actions of an interpreter.

After stating these numerous projects on language analysis I will summarize, by means of a model, where these researches have focused on. It is a model of the institutional constellation of the Dutch language analysis (ten Thije, 2006), which will also make clearer which different stages the language analysis goes through.

Model 1: The institutional constellation of the Dutch language analysis (ten Thije, 2006)
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First of all the Guidelines have focused on language analysis in general. OMTA narrowed this research down with focusing on the question: How should an adequate language sample be composed, in order to form the data for a reliable language analysis (box 4, 5, 6 and 7)? We have focused solely on box 5: the translatoric actions of the interpreter, in order to have a part of the research of the interview (which provides the language sample) covered.

3. The data collected 

For this research three language analysis interviews from the Dutch Immigration and Naturalisation Services (IND) have been used. The recordings have been used with the permission of the asylum seekers, who were being interviewed. All this has been made possible by the Taalstudio
, the organisation involved in the OMTA project mentioned before.

The basic materials were three separate recordings of the interviews held at an IND-office in the Netherlands. At each interview an IND-officer (I), an interpreter (T) and an asylum seeker (A) were present. At the first interview also the child (K) of the asylum seeker was there. This asylum seeker was the only female, as the other two were men. Also her interpreter was a female in contrast to the other male interpreters. The IND-officers were all males. 

In the transcription
 there is also a line for O that stands for Opmerkingen (Dutch), which means ‘comments’. Behind the letters, indicating the different attendants of the interview, there is another small letter in brackets that stands for the gender of that person; [v] is female and [m] is male. 

The asylum seekers had already been in the Netherlands for a while (average of three years). 

The interviews take up about 75 minutes each. The two main goals of the interview are: 1. to get the speech from the asylum seeker on tape, in which he or she uses the language from the region of origin in the most natural way and 2. to test the asylum seekers knowledge about cultural geographic features of their region of origin.

The three interviews have first been transcribed in a global manner, which means that overall not many conventions have been used to signal the linguistic characteristics of the interaction. The global transcriptions have later on been specified in the computer program Exmaralda
, a programme to make a transcription in a partiture model. In that way you can easily detect the synchrony of the discourse. 

All three asylum seekers claim to originate from Sudan. This country has been especially chosen to use the interviews from, as Sudan is a very complex country if you look at the diversity and the spreading of the languages and dialects. The country has more than a 100 languages and these belong to three of the four languages families in Africa (Abu-Manga, 2005). The languages are not only spoken in Sudan, but can also be spoken in the neighbouring countries. In addition to that the languages are spread in an unevenly matter (70 percent can be found in the northern half of the country), what is even more reinforced by the numerous tribal migrations caused by civil wars, drought and famine. One of the consequences is that several parts are being arabized (ibid.). It is therefore very difficult to give an identification of a person claiming to originate from Sudan, as every case is so different per individual; has the person been moved, is his tribe or region been arabized, does he live at the border with another country etc. 

For that reason it is extremely important for this country that the data gathered from this interview is sufficient and reliable to detect specific features from a language and a region in the recording.


Another more practical reason to study the interviews with asylum seekers claiming to came from Sudan, is the fact that these interviews
 involve English and Dutch; two languages that the persons involved in the project both speak. Therefore we could understand everything that was being said at the interview and moreover this caused an interesting speech situation, which I will specify further on in this article. 

4. Discourse type

Before we focus on the function of the interpreter in the language analysis interview I would like to say something in general about the framework of this special interview. First of all this interaction situation can be seen as a gate-keeping situation, because according to Gumperz (1982) gate-keeping situations concern institutional discourses between functionaries and clients which results have severe effects upon the clients biography, like job interviews or student counseling interviews. The language analysis interview can also fit this category, as there is an IND-official present, who is in a way giving the asylum seeker an interrogation. As for the severe effects upon the client, in this case the asylum seeker; it is said by Miller (Bronsdijk, 2005) for example, that this formal situation has a deep impact on the asylum seeker’s speech (as I mentioned in the introduction) and may therefore not stimulate the use of a typical dialect. 

Although we can see the language analysis interview as a gate-keeping situation, it is however a discourse type of its own (Scholten, 2004). Scholten sees a discourse type as an activity form where the situational characteristics decide on how the actions of the interactants are connected. She looked at different interaction structures that can define a certain discourse type; the objective of the activity form, the role keeping of the interactants, the organization of the turn taking, subject-organization and standard-sequence of the discourse type. Whereas the purpose of the interview and the role keeping of the interactants showed remarkable deviations from well-known discourse types like job interviews, interrogations and (oral) exams. It can be stated that this is not a coincidence, as these structures where also focused on in earlier (and present) research, they seem to be the main bottlenecks. 

5. Different interpreter functions

This research focused especially on the function that the interpreter fulfills in the interview. We first however looked at the different functions that an interpreter can fulfill in an institutional discourse, in order to give a founded description of what it is that the interpreter does during the interview; is he mere a translation machine or is he more of a second interviewer? The answer may not be just a simple choice between these two extremes, as there is a continuum to detect where interpreters seem to glide on, even within a translation setting they can shift from one specific function to another.

In the most basic way an interpreter in an interview is just a person who translates between two primary speakers who cannot understand each other, because they speak in different languages. However the interpreter can take on other functions as well, depending on how much freedom he has been given by the primary parties in his translations. In the most extreme case the translator is one of the primary speakers present; he is allowed to ask questions as well, give comment and allocate turns. 

Knapp & Knapp-Potthoff (1986) are of the opinion that in most professional and institutional settings the function of the interpreter is that of a non-party and that the interpreter’s function is in general comparable to that of a machine. They have focused their research however on the non-professional interpreter in so called “mediator situations”. Settings where two primary parties are present and one non-professional interpreter, called the “mediator”. It is someone who just happens to be a more or less bilingual speaker of the language of the primary parties. The mediator also has to “mediate” difference in cultural knowledge and assumptions. This function is however not predetermined as it has to be continually be negotiated in the course of the interaction. So it can shift from giving near literal translations to interweaving two discourses, as Knapp e.a. call it. It means that the mediator brings both the discourses of the two primary speakers together in order to make it understandable for the two parties concerned. He can do this by giving a summary or rearrangement of the speech actions, give comments and negotiate. Knapp e.a (1985) have distinguished these two extremes on the continuum, whereas the one who gives a near literal translation and does not involve in the content of the activity, is known as the Dolmetscher. The mediator, who fulfils also the function of interweaving the two discourses, is known as the Sprachmittler.

Comparable to this distinction in functions of the interpreter are the models of participation developed by Hanneke Bot (2005). More on the side of the Dolmetscher we can find Bot’s translation-machine model. The interpreter is present without any specific introduction to the communicative situation; only his neutral attitude will be emphasized. The interpreter is a “non-participant” during the discourse and will only be giving the time to translate and not to give comment or meta-communication about the work. According to Bot (ibid) there is no need for this interpreter to specialize, as he will give no attention to ‘communicational cultures’ in different settings. It is important that the interpreter gives ‘equivalent’ translations, keeping the perspective of the primary speakers, who in their turn can make it easier for the interpreter by using short and grammatical phrases. 

The other model Bot (2005) developed, at the side of the Sprachmittler, is the interactive model. That can be divided into two submodels. First the liberal interactive model, here the interpreter is present as a person, just like the primary parties. This model recognizes that translations cannot always be equivalent, as also the quality of the interaction counts. In addition to this the turn taking can be (partly) organized by the interpreter as well. The perspective that the interpreter uses in his translation can differ; even in the same sentence he can use the 3rd person as well as the 1st. The interpreter is the center of the dialogue. 

A little less extreme as the liberal interactive model, is the restrictive interactive model. The model is quite similar; the only differences are that for one, the interpreter is consistent in his use of perspective (Bot, ibid.). He consistently uses a reporting verb and direct translation (1st person perspective) in the embedded sentence. Also the turn taking follows a different pattern as both the primary speakers use silence to pass the turn over. There is no overlap in speech. 

The different models of Knapp e.a. and Bot are combined in an interpreter function continuum, shown below.

Figure 1: The interpreter continuum

Knapp & Knapp-Potthoff (1985)





Hanneke Bot (2005)

In order to see where the interpreters from the language analysis interview go on the continuum we did an analysis at three discourse structures: the functional equivalence of the translation, the function and form of the clarifications turn by the interpreter and the use of verba dicendi (e.g. he says) in order to indicate the interactive participation of the interpreter and answer the main research question: Where on the interpreter continuum can we find the interpreters from the language analysis interview? There has not only been chosen for these specific discourse structures, because all three structures have an influence on the interactive participation, but also because they all change within this special language situation where all the participants can understand each other but communicate (partly) through an interpreter. 

I will report on these three discourse structures in the same order. After discussing the findings of these analyses, we were able to put the interpreters on the interpreter continuum and see how they affected the purpose of the interview as well. A difference in interactive participation between the three interpreters was to detect and they all seem to fulfill a different function within the interview, although these results were not always significant with every analyses.

6. Functional equivalence in the internally dilated speech situation

A translation can never be literal, as it is always a product of the reproductive process of what goes on in the mind of the interpreter (Bührig & Rehbein, 2000). It is a mediated message, where the interpreter is not repeating the speech action, but is rather reproducing it. There is a transfer from one linguistic system to another and therefore it includes a so-called ‘shift’ (Bot, 2005). As the two primary speakers cannot understand each other without the help of an interpreter, Bührig & Rehbein (2001) state that a rupture is present, which leads to an internally dilated speech situation. The interpreter is the messenger who forms the bridge over the linguistically conditioned rupture. 

Figure 2: Internally dilated speech situation (ten Thije, 2006)


                                                                                    Language barrier



In the internally dilated speech situation of the language analysis interview the interpreter has not only a linguistic barrier to cross, but also a cultural, as the primary speakers are both from a different culture. Here the interpreter is a mediator (Knapp e.a. 1986) as well. There are concepts that are (almost) untranslatable and therefore cannot be literally translated. Next to that the expectation pattern of the hearer can be very different per culture. As well as the style of a language, for example politeness strategies can deviate strongly. An interpreter therefore sometimes has to adjust a speech action in a way to make it compatible to the hearer before the communication will break down. In addition to that the interpreter is even so an individual, with his own way of interpreting both of the languages and with his own “creativity”, which he uses to decide on how to translate a speech action exactly. 

Based on the theory above, a translation can never be literal, as the dilated speech situation is always there. How can we then decide on whether a translation is correct or incorrect? In the translation theory of Nida 1964 (in House, 2000) correct or incorrect is not used for categorizing translations, they use the expression functional equivalence. Nida talks about the principle of dynamic or functional equivalence: the way hearers of the translated text respond to the translated text should be equivalent to the way hearers of the original text respond to the original text, (House, 2000). According to Bührig, House and ten Thije (to appear) functional equivalence is considered to be the presupposition for achieving a comparable function of a text or discourse in another cultural context. The degree to which functional equivalence is achieved can be used to measure the intercultural understanding. This can be seen as the success of the linguistic-cultural transposition needed in the translation process. Intercultural misunderstanding can then simply be regarded as a failure to realize functional equivalence (ibid.). 

Köller (1992) (in House, 2000) attempts to describe the equivalence in greater detail by classifying equivalence into five categories
. For this research only two are being used however, namely: connotative equivalence; the connotations conveyed through the specific means of the verbalizations present in the text and pragmatic equivalence; the recipient of the translation, for whom the translation is “specially designed” (p.299 in House, 2000), such that it can fulfill its communicative function. 

7. Functional equivalence in the language analysis interview

Functional equivalence can be considered to be the presupposition for achieving a comparable function in the translations of the interpreter in the language analysis interview as well. It is not the purpose of the interview to get some general information across, it is the details that are necessary to be discussed. Since they can just give the right indication that the asylum seeker does originate form the region he claims. Next to getting the natural speech of the asylum seeker on tape, the cultural- and geographical knowledge is also tested. So for example when the translations of an interpreter are not functional equivalent, the interviewer might get it wrong and will ask the asylum seeker about other things, than where the asylum seeker was talking about and had knowledge of. 

The interviews that we used in this research
 all have to deal with a remarkable situation. An IND-official (the interviewer), an interpreter and an asylum seeker are present, where the interviewer speaks Dutch and the asylum seeker English. The interpreter speaks both languages and translates back and forth. This situation is however so interesting, because the interviewers can also understand and speak English. We can see this from the fact that he does not always wait for a translation and sometimes even produces a speech action in English. It may also be reasonable that these officials speaks English, as about 3 of the 4 Dutch persons has such a good command over English that they can have a conversation in this language.
 

At least two of the three asylum seekers (interview 2 and 3) have a good command over Dutch as well, as they say a couple of sentences in Dutch and they answer the interviewer, even before they had the question translated. 

This specific situation made it even more important for us to set up a research about the function of the interpreter within this discourse type. As the danger that lies within this situation is that the interpreter and the interviewer will not know if a translation is really needed. Misunderstandings can easily occur as the interpreter can overestimate the interviewer and the interviewer can overestimate himself; thinking he has enough knowledge of the English language to understand everything that is being said, (Jacobs, 2006).  
With this given, all parties speaking both languages, we can detect a transparent internally dilated speech situation. The rupture, that is always present at a situation where an interpreter is needed, has become transparent. As both the primary speakers can understand each other. It seems that the interpreters only have to manage to bridge the cultural conditioned rupture, as the linguistically conditioned one seems incomplete. 

At first sight the interpreters therefore seem unnecessary, as the two primary speakers seem to understand each other. However it does not show from the recordings to what degree the interviewers and the asylum seekers can understand each other’s (claimed) native language, if they really understand everything that the other person is saying during the entire interview. This is why we do not say that the rupture is not present at all, rather that is has become transparent (ibid.). 

Moreover the IND states as an institutional obligation that there has to be an interpreter present, in order for the IND interviewer and the asylum seeker to completely understand each other.
 Therefore with every hearing there will be one present too, not just with the language analysis interview.

Figure 3: Internal dilated speech situation in a transparent translatoric constellation (ten Thije, 2006)


                                                                                    Transparent language barrier



Despite of this transparency the interpreters should aim for a high functional equivalence in their translations. It is a formal setting; an official is present and is interviewing the asylum seekers, who are there to prove the origin they claim to have. That is why it cannot be called spontaneous talk without consequences and is professional interpreting at it is place. The parties present are there in a professional function, they do not have any other ‘non-professional relations’ with each other. 

To draw conclusions on the degree that equivalence is present in the translations of the interpreters of the language analysis interview; we have used a categorization of labels that Bot (2005) used in her research of interpreting in mental health sessions. We decided to use three main labels as well: equivalent, adequate and divergent. The label adequate is also taken up as a label, because based on the findings of Bot (ibid.) it is often the case that a translated speech action is not completely equivalent, but also not completely divergent. A translated speech action is adequate if the pragmatic meaning is the same in the translated speech action as in the original one (ibid.). This means that the translated speech action has to get the same reaction with the hearer, as the original speech action would have done (Hale 1997 p. 152 in Bot, 2005). Therefore the purpose of the speech action has to be the same. The difference between an equivalent and an adequate speech action is then that in the adequate speech action some information is missing or is added. At the beginning of two of the interviews it is said that the interpreter may summarize in his translations, this is why it may occur. 

With these three categories of translations we aimed at making a possible general quantification, which could form the foundation for the further analyses of the material; the effect of the translatoric actions of the interpreters on the collected data and the reliability of the language analysis.

In order to see which label the translations got, we looked at two aspects of das Verfahren der Charakterisierung (The Procedure of the Characterization) from Bührig and Rehbein (2000). First of all Gegenstand: the knowledge transmission or connotative equivalence (House, 2000). This is a very quantitative research, as it is, simply said, looking at the translations if they contain exactly the same knowledge as the original.

Next to the Gegenstand we also looked at the Zweck; the transmission of the purpose of the speech action, or pragmatic equivalence. What function did the speech action have or which illocutionary action (asking a question, making a request etc.) was performed and is this also performed in the translation? This research was less pure quantitative, as there had to be looked more closely at what the speech action exactly realizes. If for example the interviewer asked a question; was it in a typical question form or did he use a performative verb (for example as in segment 120 of the third interview the interviewer says:Vertelt u zo vEEl mogelijk over uw school. (Tell as much as you know about your school) 
). Does the interpreter translate this question also in a question form or also use the same or a similar performative verb? Another example is that we also looked if the interpreter translated typical words that can set the tone of the speech action and therefore may bring another meaning to a speech action. For example words like “jaja” (yeah yeah), “hoor” (right) and “nou” (now). Overall the illocutionary act of the translated speech action had to be the same as that of the original speech action.

With analyzing these two research aspects we did not only analyze the essence of the functional equivalence (quantitative: the knowledge transmission and qualitative: the illocutionary act), but we can also see what kind of rendition the translation is. In the taxonomy of renditions Wadensjö (1992) calls a speech action of an interpreter that is a translation of a previous speech action of a primary speaker: a rendition. She defines different kinds of renditions
. The ones we have used I will list below.

· close rendition; the rendition is equivalent to the original speech action

· expanded rendition; more information than the original speech action

· reduced rendition; less information that the original speech action

· substituted rendition; a combination of expanded and reduced

When the translated speech actions are categorized in the taxonomy of renditions, we are one step closer on deciding how equivalent the speech action is. As we already decided on for hand how equivalent a certain rendition is:

A close rendition gets the label equivalent, as the Gegenstand and the Zweck are the same. An expanded rendition can be adequate, as more Gegenstand is given, but that might not have an effect on the Zweck. The interpreter can just expand a little in his translation, to make something extra clear for the asylum seeker for example. If a lot of knowledge is added to the speech action, that the purpose of the speech action has changed, then it would get the label divergent. This is the same for the reduced rendition, only here the interpreter puts less knowledge in the translation. The substituted rendition is divergent, because the original Gegenstand is completely replaced in the translation, that the Zweck must be different as well. To make it more clear the combination between the degree of equivalence and the renditions is shown in table 1.

Table 1: combination between equivalence and sorts of renditions

	
	Gegenstand
	Zweck
	Degree of equivalence
	Sort of rendition

	1
	Equal 
	Equal 
	Equivalent
	Close

	2
	Gegenstand missing 
	Equal 
	Adequate
	Reduced

	3
	Gegenstand added
	Equal
	Adequate
	Expanded 

	4
	Gegenstand missing
	Different 
	Divergent
	Reduced 

	5
	Gegenstand added
	Different
	Divergent
	Expanded 

	6
	Gegenstand replaced
	Different
	Divergent
	Substituted 


First of all we have numbered all the translations made by the interpreters in the near fully transcribed interviews. A translation is a speech action of the interpreter where he translates a speech action of one of the primary speakers to the language of the other primary speaker. Such a ‘translatoric action’ can therefore exist of more than one segment in the partiture, as there is sometimes a long story to translate at once. This translatoric action is then the analysis unit we looked at. 
The non-renditions (there is no translation of the speech action of a primary speaker) have been left out of this consideration. As this is already been researched before
 and although they are an important part in the understanding of the transparency of the internally dilated speech situation, they can however not be studied on equivalency.
 

The total number of translations for the first interview was 291, for the second interview 155 and for the third interview 90. The first interpreter has significantly more translations than the other interpreters although the interviews are all about 75 minutes. This interpreter tends to translate every time a primary speaker already gives a short pause. The other interpreters wait more for the primary speaker to be really finished with their whole turn. Here we can already detect a slight indication for the first interpreter to be more of a Dolmetscher.  

In this inventory of the translations we have also made a distinction between the interviewer and the asylum seeker, in order to see if there is already a difference to detect here.

Table 2: amount of translations

	
	Who is translated?
	TA1

	TA2 
	TA3

	Introduction to the interview
	I
	13
	21
	16

	
	A
	0
	3
	3

	
	
	
	
	

	The actual interview
	I
	162
	54
	51

	
	A
	116
	77
	20

	
	
	
	
	

	Total 
	I
	175
	75
	67

	
	A
	116
	80
	23


As can be seen from table 2 the spreading of the translations between the interviewer and the asylum seeker is not equal for all three of the interviews. The interpreters from the first and third interview translate the interviewer more than the asylum seeker. With the second interpreter this is exactly the opposite. Will this also mean that the interviewers from interview one and three are saying more than the asylum seeker, because he has to be translated more often? This would not be positive for the purpose of the interview, as there has to be as much natural speech of the asylum seeker as possible on tape. 

A reason for this might be the transparency as the interpreters expect the interviewers to already understand what the asylum seeker said. Therefore they do not see a reason why they should translate the speech action. 

After this global inventory of the translations we took a closer look at what actually is being translated: the Gegenstand and the Zweck? From the whole interview the specific features are placed in the table below. The numbers stand for the number of translations that fit into that category. For a more detailed description I refer to the appendix where tables are shown per interview, with a distinction between the introduction and the rest of the interview.

Table 3: Gegenstand and Zweck translated? Translations of interviewer and asylum seeker taken together
	Entire interview
	TA1
	TA2
	TA3 

	Gegenstand and Zweck both equal
	96
	33%
	29
	19%
	17
	19%

	Gegenstand missing, Zweck equal
	35
	12%
	18
	12%
	7
	8%

	Gegenstand added, Zweck equal
	30
	10%
	27
	17%
	18
	20%

	Total Zweck equal
	161
	55%
	74
	48%
	42
	47%

	Gegenstand missing, Zweck different
	69
	24%
	17
	11%
	15
	17%

	Gegenstand added, Zweck different
	11
	4%
	5
	3%
	6
	7%

	Gegenstand replaced, Zweck different
	50
	17%
	59
	38%
	27
	30%

	Total Zweck different
	130
	45%
	81
	52%
	48
	53%

	Total number of translated speech actions
	291
	100%
	155
	100%
	90
	100%


With these fragments I will show how we analysed the translated speech actions. In the first fragment it can be seen how miscommunication occurs when the interpreter does not translate the same Gegenstand and therefore the Zweck changes as well.

Fragment 1: TA3-part 1, 27:56-33:20, Shilluk, countries and tribes.

	[31]
	..
	57
	58
	59
	60
	61

	I [m]
	
	
	
	
	
	Oke, u komt uit de provincie OOST-

Okay, you come from the province East-

	T [m]
	
	
	ºJaº.

Yes.
	ºIs duidelijkº.

Is clear.
	(3.0)
	

	A [m]
	back home.
	So I can't ( )
	
	
	
	


	[32]
	..
	62
	63
	64
	65

	I [m]
	EquaTOR.

Equator.
	Kunt u mij 

Can you
	(.)
	 de LANden vertellen die RONd die provincie liggen?

tell me the countries that are around that province?
	Dus de

So the 


	[33]
	..
	66
	67
	68

	I [m]
	LANden.

countries.
	
	
	

	T [m]
	
	Say you are from eh the provincie Oost-Equator, see can you 
	(.)
	 call all the 


	[34]
	..
	69
	70

	T [m]
	>places< all the countries of >places< that are around that area?
	(0.8)
	

	A [m]
	
	
	<Countries>.


	[35]
	71
	72
	73
	74
	75

	I [m]
	
	
	ºJaº. 
	COUNtries.
	

	T [m]
	ºHmº.
	( ) andere LANden in 

( ) other countries in
	die buurt?

that area?
	
	Other COUNtries that are nea/ tha/ 


	[36]
	..
	76
	77

	I [m]
	
	
	

	T [m]
	that are nearby.
	
	.hh Eh bedoelt u landen die in de 

.hh Uh you mean countries that are in the

	A [m]
	
	As eh neighbouring Sudan countries?
	


	[37]
	..
	78
	79

	I [m]
	
	Nee:, die GRENzen aan UW provincie.

No:, those that border on your province.
	U heeft op schOOl 

You have been to school.

	T [m]
	buurt van SoeDAN zijn?

area of Sudan?
	
	


	[38]
	..
	80

	I [m]
	gezeten.
	U weet waar u gewOOnd heeft.

You know where you have lived.

	T [m]
	
	See, they have BORders, they have bORders with your PROvince, >places< 


	[39]
	..
	81

	I [m]
	
	Ja.

Yes.

	T [m]
	that have BORders with your PROvince, ºotherº 
	ºcountriesº that have borders with 


	[40]
	..
	82
	83
	84

	I [m]
	
	De LANden aan zijn

The countries on his
	ºgrensº.

border.
	

	T [m]
	your coun/ province.
	
	
	

	A [m]
	
	
	Yeah e:h.
	In my eh there is eh >other other< 

	O [m]
	
	
	 
	


	[41]
	..
	85
	86
	87
	88
	89

	T [m]
	
	HMM?
	
	IONgili?
	
	Is a PROvince?

	A [m]
	province I know is eh they call Iongili.
	
	Iongili.
	
	Yeah.
	


The interpreter also starts with a confirmation of where the asylum seeker is from and then he translates the interviewer’s question also in the same form. He however doubts whether to use “places” or “countries” and decides to use “places” again (segment 68). He moreover also decides to translate “province” with “area”. The translated speech action seems to have the same Zweck, as it is the same form of question. There is however some Gegenstand changed in the translation and if we look further on the impact of this translation, we can see that it is clear that the asylum seeker does not understand it, as it is quiet for 8 seconds. Then he says: “countries”, which makes the interpreter check with the interviewer about what the question was exactly. He does however still not make it clear to the asylum seeker, which makes the interviewer get annoyed. He starts to insinuate that the asylum seeker has to know the answer as he went to school and knew where he lived. This is not translated at all.

The first speech action of the interpreter (segment 61-65) seems to be translated equivalent, but it shows not to be as the interpreter is asking the asylum seeker something else, than the interviewer. The Gegenstand has been replaced (“places around that area” instead of “countries around that province”). The Zweck changed through this replacement that means the translation is divergent and we can say it is a substituted rendition (according to Wadensjö, 1992).

The next fragment shows a complete divergent translation, where the interpreter decides to translate only partly what the interviewer said. In this case it is extremely remarkable, because this interpreter is the most “machine-like” interpreter.

Fragment 2: TA1, 39:17-42:55, Christians
	[28]
	86
	87

	I [m]
	
	He, maar >daar neem ik geen 

Hey, but >that is not satifying for me

	T [v]
	Well that is a very short STORY you've got to tell.
	


	[29]
	..
	88
	89
	90

	I [m]
	genoegen mee hoor.<
right.
	
	
	Want u heeft er jaren geleefd en elke dag 
Because you have lived there for years and every day

	T [v]
	
	He is not satisfied.
	
	

	A [v]
	
	
	No.
	

	O [v]
	
	((lawaai))
	


	[30]
	..
	91
	92

	I [m]
	heeft vierentwintig uur,
has twenty-four hours,
	>maar u zit te vertellen dat geloof ik helemaal niks van.<
but what you are telling that i do not believe at all.
	

	T [v]
	
	Now he says you've lived there for years.
	


	[31]
	..
	93

	I [m]
	Volgens mij zit u een beetje een KUNSTmatig verhaal te houden
According to me you are kind of telling an artificial story.
	

	T [v]
	
	He's says every day 

	A [v]
	
	(YEAH I live there 


	[32]
	..
	94
	95
	96

	T [v]
	had twenty four hours.
	
	Oh.
	

	A [v]
	also)
	I KNOW but I have my I had my own lifeSTYLE.
	
	And my 


The first thing that we notice about the translated speech actions in segments 88, 91 and 93, is that the interpreter uses the third person perspective to show that the speech action is not coming from the interpreter herself. The second thing that is remarkable is that when the interviewer wants to make clear that he does not believe the asylum seeker, the interpreter does not translate this part of his speech actions. There is Gegenstand missing; the total knowledge of the disbelief is not translated. Therefore the purpose (the Zweck) of his speech actions, showing his disbelief, as well as in segment 87 as in 90-92, is not translated. This means the translated speech actions are divergent and it is a reduced rendition.

Although the differences between the three interviews seem minimal (see table 3 above), there are some concluding remarks that can be made about this analysis. 

Only in the first interview the translations of the interpreter have more the same purpose than a different one as the orginal speech action (resp. 55% and 45%) and also the difference is the largest (10%). The Zweck is equal in 161 translations of the total 291, which means that the translations have the same function; the same illocutionary action has been performed. This corresponds with the earlier remark that she translates almost per speech action, instead of translating per turn. She has a smaller segment to translate, so she can remember better what is been said. She probably therefore also strives for a more ‘equivalent’ translation, as she directly takes her turn and seems almost eager to translate. Here is an example, which shows the typical translation techniques of the first interpreter. Even when one of the primary speakers wants to go on, she still tries to make a translation, as a consequence it is sometimes unintelligible what she is saying. See segments 17, 27 and 30.

Fragment 3: TA1, 08:01-09:22, mountainpeeks
	5
	..
	13
	14

	I [v]
	
	Maar u kunt wel een paar van die toppen noemen denk ik.
But you can name some of those peeks I think.
	

	T [v]
	
	
	Maybe you can give 

	A [v]
	Sudan.
	
	

	O [v]
	
	


	6
	..
	15
	16

	T [v]
	the names of some of the mountain peeks.(.)
	A couple of the mounatain peeks.
	

	A [v]
	
	
	Yeah I 


	7
	..
	17
	18

	I [v]
	
	
	Ja maar das

Yes but that’s 

	T [v]
	
	Ik weet alleen maar (onverstaanbaar).

I only know (unintelligible)
	

	A [v]
	know only of the Nuba-mountain.
	
	


	8
	..
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23

	I [v]
	totaal he Nuba he.
total he Nuba he.
	
	
	
	
	

	T [v]
	
	But that's the GENERAL name.
	The general name.
	
	
	

	A [v]
	
	
	
	Yeah.
	(.)
	That is 


	9
	..
	24
	25
	26
	27

	T [v]
	
	Aha
	
	Okay.
	(onverstaanbaar)

(unintelligible)

	A [v]
	the one really they TOLD me about.
	
	My parents.
	
	Yeah you know in Sudan 


	10
	..
	28
	29
	30
	31

	I [v]
	
	Ja.
Yes.
	Maar welke welke

But which which
	maar welke taal wordt er nou 

but which language is now

	T [v]
	
	
	
	Ik ging niet naar school he.
I didn’t go to school hey.
	

	A [v]
	you don't go to school.
	
	
	
	


	11
	..
	32

	I [v]
	gesproken in Zuid-Soedan?
spoken in South-Sudan?
	

	T [v]
	
	Which language is which language is spoken in South-


	12
	..
	33
	34
	35
	36
	37
	38

	I [v]
	
	
	
	
	
	Ja

Yes
	

	T [v]
	Sudan?
	(0.1)
	
	
	Veel talen.
Many languages.
	
	

	A [v]
	
	
	E:h there are many.
	Not only one.
	
	Because there are
	many 


Between the second and the third interpreter there seems to be less difference in functional equivalence, than between them and the first interpreter. I will first go into some of these similarities, which are quite significant. First of all the second and the third interview are recorded later than the first interview. One of the main differences are that in the first interview it is said in the introduction of the interview that the interpreter is only there to make it possible for the interviewer and the asylum seeker to talk to each other. In addition to that the interviewer says that the interpreter plays no function in the investigation. In the second and third interview however the interviewer tells the asylum seeker that the interpreter can also ask questions in order to keep the asylum seekers talking and he can summarize the speech actions of the asylum seekers to the interviewer. This is obviously a different function than the first interpreter, who is solely there to translate. It might explain a little why there is a distinction to detect already in just the plain counting of translations; the second and third interpreter have less translated speech actions than the first one as they sometimes do not translate but ask another question instead. The similarity between interview 2 and 3 is then that both of the interpreters summarize in their translations. After the asylum seeker tells a whole story, they can translate it in just a short speech action. This speech action should contain then the most significant part of the relay of the asylum seeker, in order for the interviewer to know what to ask next. Around 75% of the translations of the asylum seekers does however not have the same Zweck, which makes the summary insufficient. Here we see an overview that shows that mainly the asylum seeker is being summarized in the translations, as in two of the three interviews (2 and 3) the translations from the interviewer have more the same illocution after they have been translated, than the ones from the asylum seeker. There is a large difference in percentages between the interviewer and asylum seeker.

Table 4: zweck equal or not? Percentage of Zweck equally translated 

	Zweck equal?
	
	TA1
	TA2
	TA3

	Asylum seeker 
	Percentage of Zweck equal
	56% ¹


	25% 
	22% 

	
	Total number of translations
	116 
	80
	23

	IND-official
	Percentage of Zweck equal
	55% 
	72% 
	55% 

	
	Total number of translations
	175
	75
	67


1. Example: 56% of the 116 translations had a similar Zweck in the translation as in the original speech action.

Probably the interpreters notice that the interviewer already understands what the asylum seeker said, as the interviewer also indicates this now and then. Both directly: “Ik heb het wel begrepen hoor”
 (I did understand it already) and indirectly: asking another question, before the asylum seeker was being translated. Another reason might be that they find it more important that the interviewer is being translated in an equivalent way, as the asylum seeker will understand where he has to talk about. As, to emphasize it once more that, the main objective of the interview is to get the speech of the asylum seeker recorded. Therefore they have to get him to talk as much as possible, which starts with giving him understandable questions, so he can go on with his story.

Another similarity between interpreter 2 and 3 is that they both use expansions in their translations for the asylum seeker. When the interviewer asks a question they can add certain examples to make it more clearly to the asylum seeker. For example:

Fragment 4: TA2 - part 2, 11:13-14:08, tribe
	18
	..
	45

	I [m]
	
	ja maar kunt u ook nog iets vertellen over uw STAM, 

yes but can you tell something more about your tribe too,

	T [m]
	daar te verTEllen zeg maar. 
	


	19
	46

	I [m]
	zodat degene die straks naar die BAND luistert ook WEET dat u tot die stam 

so when the person who will listen to the tape later will also know that you belong to that tribe


	20
	..
	47
	48

	I [m]
	beHOORT, 
	dingen die kenmerkend zijn? 

things that are characteristic?
	

	T [m]
	
	
	he say you an say Anything about your 


	21
	..

	T [m]
	TRIBE like people who are gonna listen to that cassette oer that disk your tribe things 


	22
	..
	49

	T [m]
	that your people know about your TRIBE like RItuals, 
	KNOWNs or thing of your 


	23
	..
	50
	51
	52

	T [m]
	TRIBE, 
	things that your your tribe will do. 
	
	like when a WOman is in your tribe, 

	A [m]
	
	
	ja::.
	


	24
	53
	54

	T [m]
	might get a KID, 
	what do you DO: or what kind of which WAY which kind of things 


	25
	..
	55

	T [m]
	your people beLIEVE in and another tribe will believe, 
	things like that that you know (


The difference between the second and third interpreter, which could be illustrated by this exemplary analysis, is that the third interpreter only has about half the amount of translation as the second one. In the third interview there are large segments where the interpreter does not translate at all. He is asking questions himself and it seems that the interviewer’s function is underestimated. It therefore seems that the interpreter fits the liberal interactive model here. It is however the case that in these large segments the asylum seeker just has considerably long turns. With the on forehand-determined task of the interpreter: summarizing, he just has a small job during the interview, as there is less to translate and therefore there could be less translations than in the other interviews. The second interpreter on the other hand does have more translations and is, like the third one, in numerous translations not equivalent. This makes him more interactive in the interview and perhaps more fitting in the liberal interactive model than the third interpreter.

In the next table I will show more precisely what the percentages of equivalence are in the three interviews.
 Table 5: percentages of equivalence
	Sort of Rendition
	TA1

(total 291
 = 100%)
	TA2

(total 155 = 100%)
	TA3

(total 90 = 100%)
	Degree of equivalence

	Close
	33 %
	19 %
	19 %
	Equivalent

	Expanded or Reduced
	23 %
	29 %
	28 %
	Adequate

	Expanded, Reduced or Substituted
	45 %
	52 %
	53 %
	Divergent


 The table shows that only in interview 1 there are more equivalent and adequate translations than divergent translations (56% equivalent/adequate versus 45% divergent). This given, together with the amounts of translations, the first interpreter in this analysis comes of more as a Dolmetscher than as a Sprachmittler. The other two interpreters both have more than half of their translations divergent. Furthermore a part of the equivalent translations (respectively 1/3 and ¼)
 come from the introduction, where standard formats are used. Remarkable is that numerous translations that were missing Gegenstand, became divergent. With the added Gegenstand the translation became however several times still adequate. This could be expected as the interpreters often added examples with their translation of a question. It would not change the purpose of the speech action perhaps make it even more clear. With taking away some of the knowledge from the speech action however, you might miss some important features that defined the Zweck and therefore make it become divergent. For this reason the interpreters from interview 2 and 3 did have a higher percentage with the adequate translations than expected, as at first sight it appears that they did “change” the speech action quality. 

These interpreters can be placed more on the right side of the continuum, according to the equivalence analysis. It is however not clear yet, after this analysis, in which degree they more lean towards in the restrictive interactive model or the liberal interactive model. 

The next two analyses will provide a better view on this, as they will go deeper into two specific discourse structures. 

8. Perspective: the use of “verba dicendi”

With the issue of equivalence perspective plays a major part as well, because in a ‘direct translation’ an interpreter will take over the perspective of the primary speaker as well. This means that when for example the asylum seeker will say:  “I was born in Sudan”, the interpreter has to say: “ I was born in Sudan” as well. This taking over of the perspective of the primary speaker is often used as an indication of the interpreter’s professionalism (Bot, 2005). Therefore the analysis of the use of perspective helps us to decide where the interpreters belong on the continuum. 

Instead of using a direct translation an interpreter can also use a more indirect translation by means of the verba dicendi
 “he says” (i.e. a matrix sentence) to indicate where the speech action comes from, and that it is not a speech action of the interpreter himself. For example: “He says I was born in Sudan”. Here the interpreter takes a certain distance from the speech action that he has to translate by marking that the words in the translation are not his own (Knapp e.a. 1986). Also if the interpreter does make a speech action of his own, like in the language analysis interview where he also asks questions, the matrix sentence will emphasize more that it is a translation and not his words. 

If we divide up the matrix sentence then we see that it contains two components: “he”, a personal deixis (Kloppenburg, 2006) and “says”, a reporting verb (Haarhuis, 2003). After the matrix sentence the real translation follows, where the interpreter can also choose what kind of representation he will use. In this analysis we have searched for matrix sentences in the corpus with the verba dicendi “to say”. We have looked at what kind of matrix sentence it was and what kind of representation there was used in the translation. We came to six labels based on research done by Haarhuis (2003) and Bot (2005), where the first three account to the matrix sentence and the last three to the representation that is used after that matrix sentence. In the first category only one matrix sentence has been used (1 matrix sentence). The second category is multiple representation: the interpreter uses more than one reporting verb within a translation. In the mixed translation/representation, the interpreter will use the same perspective (without using a reporting verb) in the first part of the translation as the primary speaker, but will switch later on in the translation to another. In a direct representation the interpreter will take over the perspective of the primary speaker, in comparison to an indirect representation, where the interpreter will use the third person perspective to refer to a primary speaker. In the last category none of the mentioned categories apply, but there can be a form of a reporting verb, for example in the fragment: “Niet minder dan tIEn >zei die<”
 (No less than ten, said that
).   It is however then not a typical matrix sentence, as the part >zei die< cannot be put in front of the sentence. 

The use of matrix sentences and representation has been analyzed in two ways: from interviewer to asylum seeker and from asylum seeker to interviewer. Accordingly we could see if there were differences in the use of these features by the interpreter. They might for example only take a distance from the speech actions when they originate from the interviewer. In the table below an overview is shown from the found matrix sentences and representations in those sentences.   

Table 6: Overview of matrix sentences and use of perspective per interview
	Component 
	Category
	Interview 1
	Interview 2
	Interview 3

	
	
	I > A
	A > I
	I > A
	A > I
	I > A
	A > I

	Matrix sentence
	1 Matrix sentence
	3
	-
	7
	6
	-
	4

	Matrix sentence
	Multiple representation
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-

	Matrix sentence
	Mixed translation/representation
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Representation 
	Direct representation
	-
	-
	-
	3
	-
	2

	Representation
	Indirect representation
	2
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-

	Representation
	None of the above
	3
	-
	7
	3
	-
	2


Remarkable about these findings was that, in the situations where the interpreter was translating the asylum seeker for the interviewer (A>I), 10 of the 11 times that a reporting verb was used (see segment 161 in fragment 5), there was only one matrix sentence present in the sequence of utterance. Only in interview 2 also a multiple representation was present. The first interviewer does not use any matrix sentences in her translation from the asylum seeker to the interviewer.

Fragment 5, TA3, part 1, 17:20-27:55, school, church and Shiloek

	47
	..
	117
	118
	119
	120
	121

	T [m]
	
	Hm.
	
	
	
	

	A [m]
	father. 
	
	He's a white ºmanº.
	So the chURch 
	(.)
	 i/ is about e:h ten minutes walk from 


	48
	..
	122
	123
	124
	125
	126

	T [m]
	
	
	
	ºHmº.
	
	

	A [m]
	ºwhere I am livingº (ºjustº) 
	(0.5)
	near the bush (º º)
	
	 about ºten minutesº.
	(2.2)


(…)
	57
	..
	154
	155
	156
	157
	158
	159
	160
	161

	T [m]
	
	
	
	ºHmº.
	
	
	
	ºJaº.
	Hij zegt is vlAkbij, 

He says it is nearby,

	A [m]
	call it e:h 
	(.)
	 holy ºcommunionº.
	
	ºSo:º.
	(0.9)
	(ºDat was 'tº).
	
	


	58
	..
	162
	163

	I [m]
	
	ºJaº.

ºYesº
	ºIk heb 't 

ºI have 

	T [mv]
	tien minuten e:n richting daar en (ºze hebben 'nº) referent vader heeft ie.

ten minutes a:nd in that direction and (ºthey have aº) referend father has e.
	
	


In the translation from interviewer to asylum seeker (I>A) the second interpreter only uses one sort of matrix sentence (seven times), namely ‘he says’. While the first interpreter switches from ‘he says’ (twice) to ‘ he’s saying’ (once). She is also the only one who uses multiple representation and mixed translation/representation at the translation on behalf of the interviewer. The third interpreter does not use any matrix sentences in his translations from the interviewer to the asylum seeker. 

After giving the direct use of perspective a label, we looked if any of the matrix sentences or personal deixis caused ‘problems’ in the course of the interview. A problem means that some indistinctively came about with the hearer of the translation about who the source of the speech action was: the interpreter or one of the primary speakers. As a result of this indistinctively the primary speakers would for example not notice it if the interpreter would say in a first person perspective, that he did not understand something as it might sound like one of the primary speakers did not understand it. Consequently the communication could have a breakdown, as the interpreter is stuck in his misunderstanding. 

Therefore using a form of perspective in the translated speech action can prevent problems from occurring, but an inconsequent use of perspective can however cause confusion. 

The analysis showed however that not one single problem has arisen, because of the use of perspective by the interpreter. Not from interviewer to asylum seeker and not from asylum seeker to interviewer. 

It has to be said that we cannot be sure about this, as there might have been problems that where not to detect from the incomplete transcriptions. 

So what can we say about the function of the interpreters after this analysis on the use of perspective? First of all we only looked at matrix sentences with the verba dicendi “to say” or in Dutch “zeggen”. As this verba dicendi is most commonly used in translations. There might have been matrix sentences with other reporting verbs or other verba dicendi than “to say”. If we took those up in our research other findings might have occurred. 

From the matrix sentences that we did look at “hij zegt” (he says) was most frequently used (with the exception of interview 1) in the translation from asylum seeker to interviewer. Most of the time, as well as in interview 2 as in interview 3, they are used in a direct representation. The use of a direct representation indicates a use of perspective that moves more in the direction of the translation machine model and Dolmetscher as a task of the interpreter. As one of the characteristics of this side of the continuum is: keeping the perspective of the primary speakers (Bot, 2005). 

In the translation from interviewer to asylum seeker “he say(s)” is used most frequently of all the matrix sentences that where being used (with exception of interview 3). Most of the time they were different kinds of representations that could not be clearly fitted into the model of Haarhuis. Since they were in the form of the second person perspective, instead of the first or third. This seems more of a phenomenon that is inherent to the translation I>A: an interviewer uses directives mostly, with asking things to the hearer (this happened mainly with the studied matrix sentences in interview 2). The asylum seeker on the contrary uses mainly assertives, where a form of address in the second person is less obvious according to Kloppenburg, 2006. It is however not been studied how many times the interviewer uses the second person himself or whether the interpreter adds this in his translation. 

Overall the interpreter in the first interview does use matrix sentences from the interviewer to the asylum seeker, however not from the asylum seeker to the interviewer. This happens two times out of the five matrix sentences when the interviewer makes a judgment about the story of the asylum seeker. The reason why the interpreter decides to use a matrix sentences here is because of the fact that she might not share this opinion of the interviewer or she does not want to let the asylum seeker know that she shares this opinion. Although it is a sign of unprofessional interpreting, the interpreter is professional by being objective and not taking the side of the interviewer, who clearly shows his disbelieve towards the asylum seeker. See the two examples below.

Fragment 6: TA1, 24:08-30:57, which animals
	14
	..
	44

	I [m]
	
	Daar daar >doen we 

That that won’t >do

	T [v]
	always excuse that you never went out you never saw anything.
	


	15
	..
	45
	46

	I [m]
	het niet mee.<
	Elke dag heeft 24 uur en u u zult BEST wat doen he.
Every day has 24 hours and you you must have done something right.
	

	T [v]
	
	
	He says every day 


	 16
	..
	47
	48
	49
	50

	I [m]
	
	He en
Right and
	(en en vooral)
and and especially
	
	vooral als 

especially if

	T [v]
	has 24 hours and you must have done something.
	
	
	Zoals?
Like?
	

	A [v]
	
	
	Like?
	
	


Fragment 7, TA1, 39:17-42:55, christians
	38
	..
	106

	I [m]
	
	En NIETS weet en altijd maar in huis heb
And know nothing and always stayed in the house. 

	T [v]
	now as if you never exPERIENced anything.
	


	39
	..
	107
	108

	I [m]
	gezeten.
	>Nou dat geloof ik niet.<
>Well I don’t believe that<
	

	T [v]
	
	
	En you do NOTHING and you always were inSIDE,


	40
	109
	110

	T [v]
	inside the house and he says he doesn't believe that.
	

	A [v]
	
	Yeah and the little I know and the 


With translating from the asylum seeker to the interviewer the first interpreter does not use any matrix sentences. For that reason she can also be called professional here, as she does not take a distance from the speech actions she translates. This given the first interpreter is more on the left side on the continuum.

The second interpreter uses matrix sentences with both ways of translating (I>A and A>I), also in both cases seven times. In translating from the asylum seeker to the interviewer he also uses all three of the representation categories. One typical example is shown in this fragment.

Fragment 8: TA 2 - part 1, 06:18-06:41, place of birth
	[1]
	0
	1

	T [m]
	.hh So which one is nEAr just near at eh your place °Kaweta°? 
	>Which place is near?<


	[2]
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	T [m]
	
	
	
	
	

	A [m]
	The nEArest place in eh/ to Kaweta is e:h 
	(1.0)
	I think Marakal?
	(0.6)
	But I'm not know 


	[3]
	..
	7
	8
	9

	I [m]
	
	
	Hm
	hm

	T [m]
	
	
	
	>Hij zegt< ik ben 

‘ He says I am

	A [m]
	sure because I was: bOrn there but I wasn't GREW up there.
	(1.0)
	
	


	[4]
	..
	10

	I [m]
	
	hmhm

	T [m]
	DAAR geboren maar ik ben daa:r niet opgegroeid,

born there but I didn’t grew up there, 
	so dus >ik wis/< ik weet het niet 

so therefore I know I don’t know’ 


In segment 9 and 10 we can see that the interpreter uses a matrix sentence and then the first person perspective. He does not however translate everything the asylum seeker said (i.e. names of the places). Moreover in segment 10 it is not clear whether the interpreter is speaking on behalf of the asylum seeker or that he himself  ‘does not know’. His speech is stammering, so therefore you might think that he himself does not know anymore. Another ‘he says’ in segment 10, if he was speaking on behalf of the asylum seeker, would have made things more clear. This interpreter acts more like a Sprachmittler and can be placed on the right side of the continuum; in the interactive interpreting model. 

The third interpreter only uses matrix sentences in his translations from the asylum seeker to the interpreter in contrast to the first interpreter. This way he does not distance himself from the interviewer, but he does distance himself from the asylum seeker. The reason might be that he identifies more with the interviewer, as he translates the questions more direct than he translates the speech actions from the asylum seeker. If this is the case then he is more of a Sprachmittler, than a Dolmetscher, seen from the translations from asylum seeker to interviewer. 

9. The clarification turn in the turn taking of the interview

In the Normalform der Mittlerdiskursstruktur from Knapp en Knapp-Potthoff (1985) the duo define the Normalform, which you can detect in the, earlier mentioned, internally dilated speech situation:

Figure 4 ´Normalform der Mittlerdiskusstruktur´
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It is a turn taking model, which would be expected to take place especially in a discourse with an interpreter. As the two primary speakers do not understand each other, it is expected that the interpreter will have every second turn. There he will give a translation of a speech action of one of the primary speakers. In addition to this standard model, the interpreter can sometimes express himself not on behalf of one of the primary speakers, but on behalf of himself. Sometimes a speech action of one of the primary speakers is not clear to the interpreter, before he will go on and translate, he can first ask for clarification about the speech action. This turn set up by the interpreter, is called the clarification turn (ibid.). Here the interpreter takes initiative himself and creates a speech action on behalf of himself. 

In the language analysis interview it can be seen that the interpreter sometimes does not translate the speech action from the asylum seeker right away, but asks another question to the asylum seeker himself. He can be not satisfied with answer from the asylum seeker, think it is not the right answer or does not understand the answer and therefore decides to go on further to get the right answer. Such a contribution from the interpreter is considered to be a clarification turn as well by Krieger (2006 based on the model of Knapp e.a., 1985). The new turn taking model that is formed is shown below.

Figure 5 Clarification turn taking
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The clarification turn is a discourse strategy that is only been used by a non-professional interpreter (Knapp e.a., 1986). As the interpreter shows his own position in the interview, as he is not translating for somebody. Moreover he is producing speech actions of himself and therefore the more an interpreter uses this discursive instrument, the more he can be placed on the continuum on the side of the Sprachmittler. It is a clear illustration of the interactive model, as the interpreter is interacting on behalf of himself. 

 On the basis of global transcriptions of the language analysis interview Voncken (2005) developed five functions of the clarification turn. These five functions include: explanation, verifying of expressions, commentary, expansion and question on behalf of the interviewer. The first four functions relate to the central job of the interpreter, namely translating. With the last function the interpreter takes over the part of the interviewer. In this research we also used these five functions, including several subfunctions, to analyse the material. In addition to these functions we also made a connection between these functions and repair work that can occur in discourses. According to Mazeland (2003) repairs solve problems with the production and interpretation of speech actions. A problem or something that is a reason to make a repair is called a “lead to repair”. Following this lead a repair can be initiated, by the speaker himself or by another speaker. Then the repair is performed; again by the speaker himself or by somebody else. Mazeland (ibid.) distinguishes four forms of repair work (based on Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson, 1978): self-repair on initiative of his own, self-repair on initiative of an interaction partner, other-repair on initiative of his own and other-repair on initiative of an interaction partner. In relation to the clarification turn however only the first two are important, as here there is a clarification turn of the interpreter to detect, as with the other two the interviewer or asylum seeker makes the clarification turn. 

The self-repair on his own initiative can be done in the transmission space between his own turn and the next turn. If we put this in the language analysis interview, we will see that the interpreter will clarify himself in the transmission space after a silence of the asylum seeker. The silence is sort of a turn, as it can be seen as a reaction to the turn of the interpreter. To make it more clearly we have made a figure.

Figure 6 self-repair within in the transmission space
Speech action T         Silence A
        Speech action T      Speech action  A         Speech action T


	Question
	Lead to a repair = problem
	Repair initiative = clarification turn
	Repair
	Acceptation/refusal


The clarification turn can also be connected to self-repair on the initiative of the interaction partner (Mazeland, 2003). Here the turn of the speaker (self) contains a problem. In this research this is a turn of the interviewer or asylum seeker. Next the other initiates the repair. So in this case the interpreter, by means of the clarification turn. The last speaker will get the request to repair the problem. 

Figure 7 Self-repair on the initiative of the interaction partner
Speech action A/I

      Speech action T            Speech action A/I                 Speech action T


	Lead to a repair = probleem
	Repair initiative = clarification turn
	Repair 
	Acceptation/refusal


The functions of Voncken can be described on the basis of this structure. For example the verifying of expressions: the speech action of the asylum seeker seems to have a problem. With the clarification turn ‘verifying of expressions’ the interpreter takes initiative to make a repair. Then the asylum seeker will make the repair and accordingly the repair will be accepted or refused by the interpreter. In the analysis of the language analysis interview we have used the structures in figures 6 and 7 to discuss the clarification turn.

From the corpus, the three language analysis interviews, 184 clarification turns have been found. As can be seen in the table below, as well as the total per interview and the total of clarification turns per subcategory. Finally also the relationship is shown between the clarification turns in the subcategory and the total amount of clarification turns in the interview and the total amount of clarification turns in the whole corpus. 

Table 7: the clarification turns divided per category and subcategory 

	Category
	Subcategory
	TA 1
	% of the 

total 

amount of 

clarification 

turns TA1
	TA2
	% of the 

total 

amount of 

clarification 

turns TA1
	TA3
	% of the 

total 

amount of 

clarification 

turns TA1
	Total
	% of the 

total 

amount of 

clarification 

turns

	Explanation 
	Rephrasing/Repetition/

Expansion
	10
	28,6%
	6
	6,5%
	5
	8,8%
	21
	11,4%

	
	Rephrasing/Repetition/

Expansion with marker
	6
	17,1%
	2
	2,2%
	1
	1,7%
	9
	4,9%

	
	Rephrasing/Repetition with examples
	1
	2,9%
	5
	5,4%
	0
	0%
	6
	3,3%

	
	Total
	17
	48,6%
	13
	14,1%
	6
	10,5%
	36
	19,6%

	Verifying of expressions
	Summary/rephrasing/repetition
	12
	34,2%
	22
	23,9%
	19
	33,3%
	53
	28,8%

	
	Summary/rephrasing/repetition with marker
	1
	2,9%
	16
	17,4%
	10
	17,6%
	27
	14,7%

	
	Expansion
	1
	2,9%
	5
	5,4%
	2
	3,5%
	8
	4,3%

	
	Indicated not understood
	2
	5,7%
	0
	0%
	3
	5,3%
	5
	2,7%

	
	Total
	16
	45,7%
	43
	46,7%
	34
	59,7%
	93
	50,5%

	Commentary
	On speech action asylum seeker
	2
	5,7%
	1
	1,1%
	2
	3,5%
	5
	2,7%

	
	On own activities
	0
	0%
	2
	2,2%
	0
	0%
	2
	1,1%

	
	Total
	2
	5,7%
	3
	3,3%
	2
	3,5%
	7
	3,8%

	Expansion 
	Stated 
	0
	0%
	5
	5,4%
	0
	0%
	5
	2,7%

	
	Questioned
	0
	0%
	4
	4,4%
	0
	0%
	4
	2,2%

	
	Total
	0
	0%
	9
	9,8%
	0
	0%
	9
	4,9%

	Question on behalf of the interviewer
	Explanation about unknown expression with marker
	0
	0%
	6
	6,5%
	1
	1,7%
	7
	3,8%

	
	Deepen the theme (with marker)
	0
	0%
	18
	19,6%
	14
	24,6%
	32
	17,4%

	
	Total
	0
	0%
	24
	26,1%
	15
	26,3%
	39
	21,2%

	Total
	
	35
	100%
	92
	100%
	57
	100%
	184
	100%


In some subcategories the interpreter made use of a marker to indicate that it was not clear yet what he said. The most commonly used markers were “so”, “but” and “no”. Here is an example where we can see such a clarification turn with a marker in the category explanation (segment 9). 

Fragment 8: TA1, 06:03-06:52, grote plaats

	[1]
	0
	1
	2
	3

	I [m]
	
	Bij bij

Near Near
	bij welke grote PLAATS ligt dat in de buurt, Fagar?

Which big PLACE is Fagar in the area?
	

	T [v]
	
	
	
	So which near which big 

	 [2]
	..
	4
	5
	6

	T [v]
	TOWN is Fagar near.
	
	Aha
	

	A [v]
	
	Mmm there were other nearby VILlages,
	
	like e:h OKUru 


	[3]
	..
	7
	8
	9

	I [m]
	
	
	Ja.
	

	T [v]
	
	Andere dorpen dichtbij zijn DEze,

Other nearby villages are THEse,
	
	But he means a BIG place big 

	A [v]
	Gangala Nambie,
	
	
	


	[4]
	..
	10
	11
	12

	I [m]
	
	
	
	Dat 

That 

	T [v]
	what's the biggest the NEARest big place? 
	The NEArest big place, big town.
	(6.0)
	

	A [v]
	
	
	
	I think


	[5]
	..
	13
	14

	I [m]
	moet (.)

must (.)
	
	

	T [v]
	
	
	No he means yeah de Dinka's 

	A [v]
	
	The NEARest people they were the the DINKa's.
	


	[6]
	..
	15
	16
	17

	I [m]
	
	Ja

Yes
	
	

	T [v]
	men waren de dichtsbij.

people were closest.
	
	But he means a TOWN.
	You know, like a city, a BIG place.


	[7]
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22

	I [m]
	
	E::h
	
	Ja

Yes
	

	T [v]
	
	
	
	Okee is goed

Okay is good
	(onverstaanbaar)

(unintelligble)

	A [v]
	N::o is not we don't have TOWN there,
	
	only villages.
	Ja

Yes
	


The different introductions at the beginning of the interview have had an influence on the function that the interpreter actually had during the interview. We can see this by the amount and the sort of clarification turns that were being used. The interpreter from the first interview uses the least clarification turns; she used only 35. In addition to that she only used the clarification turns, explanation, verifying of expressions and commentary. These clarification turns are all connected to the task of an interpreter, namely translating. They all have the purpose to make the translation of the interpreter as good as possible. There is no initiative at the side of the interpreter. This given the interpreter from the first interview can be placed more on the left side of the continuum according to the clarification turn analysis, which means that she is more a translation machine and a Dolmetscher, than a third interaction partner similar to the primary speakers. 

Here is an example of a typical translation act of the first interpreter. She translates really precise and when she thinks the asylum seeker does not understand the question (she just says: “I know” and she is silent after the question is asked again), the interpreter sees it as a lead to repair. She repairs with a clarification turn by giving explanation through a rephrasing of the question: “can you say” instead of “ do you know” (segment 5 and 1 & 3). 

Fragment 9: TA1, 47:46-48:10, dagen van de week

	[1] 
	0
	1

	I [m]
	En kent u ook nog de dagen van ( )

And do you also know the days of ( )
	

	T [v]
	
	>The other days of the week< do you know other 

	A [v]
	Ja.

Yes.
	Yes I know.


	[2] 
	..
	2
	3
	4
	5

	T [v]
	days of the week?
	
	<Do you know the other days of the week>?
	(0.4)
	Can you say 

	A [v]
	
	I know.
	
	
	


	[3] 
	..
	6
	7
	8

	T [v]
	the other days of the week?
	
	Maandag

Monday
	

	A [v]
	
	Yeah I know Monday.
	
	and I know Saturday also.


	[4]
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13

	I [m]
	
	En meer niet?

And no more?
	
	
	Nou >dat zijn er in ieder geval 

Well >at least that is 

	T [v]
	en zaterdag.

and saturday
	
	And no more?
	
	

	A [v]
	
	
	
	No more.
	


In comparison to the interpreter from the first interview, the interpreter from the second interview will be more of a third person in the interview, according to the clarification turn analysis. He uses much more clarification turns (92) and he asks many questions on behalf of the interviewer (24). He uses the same sort of clarification turns as the interpreter in the first interview, but also expansion. This requires more initiative of the interpreter, which places him more in the direction of the Sprachmittler. The fact that he asks more questions on behalf of the interview, but on his own initiative, shows that he sees himself also as a third party in the interview and is more involved in the purpose of the interview: letting the asylum seeker talk as much as possible in order to get enough speech on tape. Here follows a typical fragment of the translatoric actions of the second interpreter. The fragment is about recognizing marks of the Dinka people. It shows that the interviewer almost has no part in the interview and the interpreter is checking if the asylum seeker understood him right; segment 8, 11 and 13. He also helps the asylum seeker make a repair, by suggesting the word ‘culture (segment 24)’. The asylum seeker accepts this.

Remarkable is the discourse segment 37 from the interviewer, when he says that he understood what has been said, implying that the interpreter does not have to translate. Here we see a clear sign of the transparency of the linguistic barrier. 

Fragment 10: TA2 - part 1, 45:49 - 47:37, Nubagirls

	[1]
	0
	1
	2

	A [m]
	
	but the PEOPLE I have been so much in CONtact with that eh they have, 
	there's 


	[2]
	..
	3
	4

	A [m]
	GIRLS (-), 
	in nubaGIRLS, 
	eh she she has when when they when their FIRST 


	[3]
	..
	5
	6

	A [m]
	menstruAtion, 
	they will they will HAVE they get (.) on top of their BREAST, 
	to eh till


	[4]
	..
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11

	T [m]
	
	
	/ with MARKS? 
	
	o::h,
	when they GET their first 

	A [m]
	 HERE, 
	and when they they they/
	
	ja.
	 
	


	[5]
	..
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18

	T [m]
	mentruAtion, 
	
	the NUagirls.
	
	
	nuba.
	
	

	A [m]
	
	ja
	
	ja, 
	not NUagirls, nuBA. 
	
	((lacht))

((laughs))
	so (.) and eh their 

	O [v]
	
	
	
	
	
	((T lacht))

((T laughs))
	
	


	[6]
	..
	19

	A [m]
	FIRST child, 
	IF they are MARriend because eh I will RAther marry to a KUku or (.) 


	[7]
	..
	20
	21
	22

	T [m]
	
	
	to marry a DINka? 
	

	A [m]
	nuba than MArry a DINka because, 
	you must be RICH, 
	
	to marry a 


	[8]
	..
	23
	24
	25

	T [m]
	
	
	culture.
	

	A [m]
	dinka, 
	because there's DIfferent (-) eh 
	
	culture. if you WANT to marry a 


	[9]
	..
	26

	A [m]
	dinkaGIRL, 
	you must PAY at LEAST hundred cows dePENding how inTElligent the 

	

	 [10]
	..
	27
	28
	29
	30

	T [m]
	
	hm mm
	
	
	they'd be more. 

	A [m]
	girls is. 
	
	if the GIRL is is BEAUtiful, 
	can COOK very good, 
	


	[11]
	31
	32

	T [m]
	                                                     hm mm
	

	A [m]
	HAVE (.) good contact with PEOPLE eh THEN,
	the PRICE will go to HUNdred or 


	[12]
	..
	33
	34

	A [m]
	hundredfifty cows. 
	if you don't HAVE them, 
	they have some RItual you will MAKE, 


	[13]
	35
	36

	T [m]
	
	                                      / (                                       

	A [m]
	you will SAY I owe you that thing so, 
	it doesn't MAtter when / but you must PAY it 


	[14]
	..
	37

	I [m]
	
	                         (ik heb hetwel begrepen hoor)

(I did understand it right) 

	T[m]
	           )
	(           ) (he has it)

	A [m]
	one way or the other.
	


The third interpreter also asks questions on behalf of the interviewer, but on his own initiative. He does this 15 times, which is significantly less than interpreter number two. He also uses less clarification turns, only 57 times in total. Another difference is that this interpreter does not use the clarification turn expansion at all. These facts put the third interpreter in between the first and second interpreter on the continuum according to the clarification turn analysis. However this interpreter does tend to lean more to the right side of the continuum as he does ask questions 15 times, which has less to do with his task as an interpreter than with that of a third party. Following is an example of the translatoric actions of the third interpreter with relation to the clarification turn. In this fragment it becomes clear how the interpreter gets clear what the asylum seeker is saying. He is double-checking whether the asylum seeker is speaking only English or also another language. 

Fragment 11: TA3-part 1, 1:32-2:39, languages
	[10]
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15

	T [m]
	.hh So which lANguage do you speak?
	(0.5)
	
	
	Only English?

	A [m]
	
	
	.hh I speak <Engli:sh>.
	(1.5)
	


	[11]
	16
	17

	A [m]
	Yeah.
	In my cOUntry, >that's what I'm trying to explain<, in my country, we:, there's a 


	[12]
	..
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22

	T [m]
	
	
	ShILoek?
	
	You speak ShILoek too?
	

	A [m]
	dialect in my country.
	That's Shiloek.
	
	Yeah.
	
	I::/ ik?

I::/ me?


	[13]
	23
	24
	25
	26
	27

	T [m]
	ºJaº

ºYesº
	
	
	So you >speak< ONly ENGlish?
	

	A [m]
	
	ºNeeº.

ºNoº.
	(0.5)
	
	ENGlish and I was brOUght up with 


	[14]
	..
	28
	29

	T [m]
	
	ºJaº

ºYesº
	Ik spreek alleen maar ENGels en ik ben opgevoed in ENGels, ºzei dieº.

I only speak ENGlish and I was raised in ENGlish, ºsaid thatº.

	A [m]
	English.
	
	


	[15]
	30
	31
	32

	T [m]
	Ze hebben ook een dialect, SHAlok heet het, maar 

They also have a dialcet, SHAlok it is called, but
	(.)
	 spreekt de taal niet.

doesn’t speak the language.


10. Concluding remarks

With this project we aimed to give a better insight in the function of the interpreter during the language analysis interview, in order to provide an indication of the effect of this function on the collection of useful and reliable data. 

The three separate analyses of the chosen discourse structures have showed three different kinds of interpreters. Although there were some shortcomings in the analyses that make a solid conclusion, about where the interpreters go on the continuum, not completely possible, a grounded idea can be formed. I will first briefly state these shortcomings, in order to make clear where the ‘conclusions’ are based upon.


First of all not the total interviews have been used; only about 80% of the taped interviews have been thoroughly transcribed. Second not all the interviews where equal in describing the tasks of the interpreters; as the interpreters were being introduced in various ways, they might have had different functions as well. In addition to this we cannot be sure in what degree the asylum seekers granted their cooperation in the interview and if it has been solely the ‘professionals’ who made the atmosphere of the interview unpleasant for the asylum seekers. Third, only interviews with asylum seekers claiming to come from Sudan have been used and consequently a transparent linguistic barrier occurred, as these asylum seekers spoke English during the interview. This transparent linguistic barrier will strengthen the use of the three analysed discourse structures in a different way than in a ‘normal’ dilated speech situation. It is more likely in this unique situation that the interpreter will take over the role of the interviewer, as the interviewer understands what is been said anyway and he can decide to break in on the discourse only when he notices it is going the wrong way. Consequently when the interpreter does translate, he will use summaries as the interviewer already knows what the asylum seeker said and so the translations will become less equivalent. The last shortcoming is that in the separate analyses not every characteristic could be taken up in the research, for example we could have had a closer look at the differences in equivalence between the translations of the interviewer and the translations of the asylum seeker. Also we could have looked at other forms of verba dicendi or at verba sentiendi or receptiendi. Or at the intonation the interviewer and asylum seeker used and if this was also translated. During the analyses we did notice some divergence there, but we did not take that up in our analysis model, so these observations are not reliable enough to jump to conclusions.


What we can conclude however is that the three interpreters do differ from each other on various points and a guarded conclusion can say that the first interpreter acts more on the left side of the continuum, in comparison to the other two who lean more to the right. 


The first interpreter had many, quick translations, where she used no indirect translations from asylum seeker to interviewer. She did from interviewer to asylum seeker, but some were used in cases where the interviewer stepped out of line with his comments on the asylum seeker. This interpreter also used the least clarification turns; a sign of unprofessional behaviour. In addition tot this she does not ask any questions on behalf of the interviewer. She can definitely be placed on the left side of the continuum in the translation-machine model as a Dolmetscher. 


The second interpreter is more the opposite of the first interpreter. Although he also has many (in comparison to the third) translations, he has a different style of translating. Only the half of his translations are equivalent, he uses matrix sentences in both directions and he uses the most clarification turns, including 24 questions on behalf of the interviewer. He is really the centre of the interview, which makes him more of a Sprachmittler in a liberal interactive model. 


The third interpreter is more in between of the other two. His translations are as much divergent as the second interpreter, but he only uses matrix sentences in the direction of interviewer to asylum seeker. This makes him inconsequent in his use of perspective. Moreover he uses several clarification turns and poses 15 questions on behalf of the interviewer. This makes him more involved as a third party in the interview, which places him more on the right side of the continuum as a Sprachmittler. He is similar to the second interpreter only in a less extreme way.

Figure 8 the interpreter continuum: including the interpreters from the three analyzed interviews
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Consequently there is also an indication to detect what the effect of these translatoric actions is on the objective of the interview. Although we have to say that to come to a clear conclusion about the effect of these actions on the collected data, needed to perform a language analysis, more research has to be done. As with this research we have solely made an inventory of what kind of function the interpreter can have in the interview and therefore the next step in the OMTA project will be to research the effect of acting in the translation-machine model or in the interactive model on the reliability of the collected data and following the language analysis that will be conducted with this data.

In the first interview the interpreter translates such short turns of the asylum seeker that it seems that this asylum seeker cannot give long answers. The moment she pauses to think, the translator either gives a clarification turn or gives a translation for the interviewer. In the other two interviews the asylum seekers have much longer turns and as a consequence more speech is recorded. Which might make a language analysis more reliable, as there is more ‘evidence’ on tape that can give clear indications of the typical speech of an asylum seeker. The “unprofessional interpreting” of the second and third interpreter then seems to work in favor of the purpose of the interview. However this unprofessional acting does result in many divergent translations. A position more in the middle of the continuum seems ideal and therefore we recommend focusing in following research on a better characterization of this “middle” position in order to see if this characterization can result in guidelines for an interpreter on how to act during the language analysis interview.


Nevertheless there is a fine line between using unprofessional translatoric actions and still be a reliable interpreter. Therefore ten Thije suggests: that it might be better to disentangle the twofold purpose of the interview: one interview to test geographical and cultural knowledge, another interview to elicit language data (Graaf e.a. 2006). In the interview to test geographical and cultural knowledge the interpreter can then use more professional techniques, in order to be precise about certain details. For the second ‘interview’ an interaction with an interpreter or just a speaker of the same native language, perhaps accompanied by an IND-official who is merely present for controlling, seems to be a better setting to stimulate the use of a home ground dialect. 


Either way a solution to this inequality between the language analysis interviews has to be found, as for now the asylum seekers are not getting the same treatment. With an unclear definition of the functions of the interviewer and moreover the interpreter (which is proven by this research as it was difficult to make a solid conclusion about what the functions exactly were) the asylum seekers get confused and clam up. Consequently the interviewer gets aggravated and the atmosphere of the interview gets worse, putting the collected data at risk. 
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12. Appendix

Transcript conventions used:

(Houtkoop en Koole, 2000)

.

Intonation pointing out that the speaker is finished.

,

Slightly rising intonation pointing out that the speaker is not finished

?

Asking intonation. Not particularly after a question.

wo:rd

An extension of the previous sound.

w::ord

The more dots the more, the longer the sound.

WORD
Pronounced louder than the rest of the words. Sound is stressed.

ºwordº
Pronounced softer than the rest of the words. The more signs, the softer the volume.

wo(h)rd
Pronounced with a laugh.

>word<
Relatively fast pronunciation.

<word>
Relatively slow pronunciation.

wo/

Audible cut short word or sentence.

.hh

Audible breathing.

(0.5)

Silence of about 0.5 seconds (measured with Soundscriber)

(.)

Silence of less than three seconds.

( )

Inaudible text segment.

(º º)

Inaudible text segment; only the volume can be heard.

(word)

Badly audible word; probably ‘word’.

(…)

Text has been missed out.

((cough))
Comments of the transcriber.

Tables

1. The table below shows how many times the position of the interpreter is undermined.

From: Waar blijft de rol van de tolk? Bachelorthesis, Stéphanie van Nassau, 2005

(based on global transcrptions)

	
	TA1
	TA2
	TA3
	Total 

	Interrupting the interpreter in his translation
	0
	1
	0
	1

	Explaining the interpreter that his translation is unnecessary
	0
	2
	2
	4

	Asking the next question before the interpreter can begin translating
	19
	15
	16
	50

	Total 
	19
	18
	18
	


2. Three tables specifying the Gegenstand and Zweck in the translations per interview.

	TA1
	Introduction 
	Rest of the interview
	Total of the entire interview 

	Gegenstand and Zweck both equal
	5
	91
	96

	Gegenstand missing, Zweck equal
	3
	32
	37

	Gegenstand added, Zweck equal
	5
	25
	30

	Total Zweck equal
	13
	148
	161

	Gegenstand missing, Zweck different
	-
	69
	69

	Gegenstand added Zweck different
	-
	11
	11

	Gegenstand replaced, Zweck different
	-
	50
	50

	Total Zweck different
	-
	130
	130


	TA2
	Introduction 
	Rest of the interview
	Total of the entire interview

	Gegenstand and Zweck both equal
	9
	20
	29

	Gegenstand missing, Zweck equal
	3
	15
	18

	Gegenstand added, Zweck equal
	4
	23
	27

	Total Zweck equal
	16
	58
	74

	Gegenstand missing, Zweck different
	4
	13
	17

	Gegenstand added Zweck different
	
	5
	5

	Gegenstand replaced, Zweck different
	4
	55
	59

	Total Zweck different
	8
	73
	81


	TA3
	Introduction 
	Rest of the interview
	Total of the entire interview

	Gegenstand and Zweck both equal
	4
	13
	17

	Gegenstand missing, Zweck equal
	1
	6
	7

	Gegenstand added, Zweck equal
	5
	13
	18

	Total Zweck equal
	10
	32
	42

	Gegenstand missing, Zweck different
	
	15
	15

	Gegenstand added Zweck different
	1
	5
	6

	Gegenstand replaced, Zweck different
	8
	19
	27

	Total Zweck different
	9
	39
	48
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� � HYPERLINK "http://www.vanhartepardon.nl" ��www.vanhartepardon.nl� last visited 10-23-2006


� A refugee is somebody who has left his home country for ‘sound reasons’, fearing persecution in his home country. Asylum seekers have left their countries for all sorts of reasons. The procedure to establish if they meet the asylum requirements has not yet been completed. (� HYPERLINK "http://www.ind.nl/en/inbedrijf/asiel/asielzoeker_of_vluchteling.asp" ��http://www.ind.nl/en/inbedrijf/asiel/asielzoeker_of_vluchteling.asp�) last visited at 10-23-2006


� In 2004 approximately 9.782 asylum requests were made in the Netherlands, in 2005 approximately 10.568. (� HYPERLINK "http://www.vluchtelingenwerk.nl" ��www.vluchtelingenwerk.nl�) last visited 10-23-2006


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ind.nl" ��www.ind.nl� last visited 10-23-2006


� C. Miller is one of the professional linguists that carry out contra expertises in order of de Taalstudio. 


� From now on I will use only the masculine form, referring also to the feminine one.


� See section 7 of this article.


� Yvonne Kloppenburg (perspective), Tanja Krieger (clarification turn), Ilke Jacobs (translatoric actions) have assisted me in carrying out these analysis. They were all bachelor students from the Departement of Dutch language and culture at Utrecht University supervised by Dr. J.D. ten Thije. 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.taalstudio.nl" ��www.taalstudio.nl� (last visited 08-14-2006)


� The interpreter continuum will be further discussed in the forthcoming sections.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.taalstudio.nl" ��www.taalstudio.nl� last visited 08-14-2006 


� For the transcription conventions see the appendix on p. 40


� � HYPERLINK "http://www1.uni-hamburg.de/exmaralda/" ��http://www1.uni-hamburg.de/exmaralda/� last visited 08-20-2006


� Language analysis interviews with asylum seekers from Sudan are also being held in other languages, like for example Arabic.


� Denotative equivalence, connotative equivalence, text normative equivalence, pragmatic equivalence and formal aesthetic equivalene (Köller 1992 in House 1999)


� See section: 3. Data collected


� � HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/education/policies/lang/languages/index_nl.html#8" ��http://ec.europa.eu/education/policies/lang/languages/index_nl.html#8� (last visited 08-09-2006)


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ind.nl" ��http://www.ind.nl� (last visited 11-12-2006)


� TA3-part 1, 6:13-17:18, stam en taal, vriendjes, school en geschiedenis, segment 120


� Wadensjö’s taxonomy of renditions: close renditions, expanded renditions, reduced renditions, substituting renditions, summarizing renditions and lack of rendition. (Wadensjö, 1992)


� Waar blijft de rol van de tolk? Eindwerkstuk Bachelor, Stéphanie van Nassau, 2005. Also see table 1 in the appendix.


� For the sake of completeness an overview of the non-renditions is shown in the appendix, table 1.


� TA stands for TaalAnalyse, Dutch for Language Analysis. TA1 is the first interview from the corpus, TA2 the second and TA3 the third.


� TA2 -  part 2, 45:49-47:37, Nuba girls


� Total is total number of translations


� See the tables in the appendix. 


� Next to verba dicendi, interpreters can also use verba sentiendi, like “to think” and “to believe” or verba receptiendi, like “ to see” or “to look”, to place utterances in a certain perspective. There are also other verba dicendi, besides “to say”. “To say” however is most commonly used.


� Interview 3 – part 1, 17:20-27:55, school, church and Shiloek


� “die” is untranslatable in English, it’s literal translation would be that, but it is not used in English, the same way as it is used in Dutch.
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