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1. Introduction 

Until relatively recently, there has been an invisible line in translation and interpreting (T&I) 

studies between cognitive research (e.g., into mental processes, attitudes) and sociological 

research (e.g., concerning organization, status, institutions). The guest editors of this special 

issue both have a background in cognitive, process-oriented studies of translation and 

interpreting (e.g., Ehrensberger-Dow 2014; Ehrensberger-Dow and Massey 2013; Englund 

Dimitrova and Hyltenstam 2000; Englund Dimitrova 2005), but the question of the 

situatedness of the cognitive act of translation has come increasingly into focus in our own 

work and research in recent years. In the collection of articles edited by Ehrensberger-Dow et 

al. (2013/2015), these aspects were addressed, albeit with more weight on the cognitive side.  

In the present volume, the balance is shifted to a greater concern for situational aspects.1  

Most of the papers of this special issue are situated within the domain of professional 

translation, whose practices have undergone profound changes during the last decades.2 In the 

traditional view, a translator did her work—most were women—in a solitary fashion, often in 

domestic settings, emerging after a long time from her desk (or kitchen table) with a finished 

translation in hand. The most commonly used aids were dictionaries in the form of books. 

Contacts and collaboration with the outer world in the work process were limited to the 

moments when translation commissions were received and delivered, and to any consultations 

with domain-specific experts that were deemed necessary in order to solve problems, such as 

terminology, whose solutions could not be found in the written documentation that was 

readily available.  

                                                      
1 This special issue is the result of a panel at the IATIS conference in Belo Horizonte, Brazil, in July 2015 and of 
a subsequent call for papers addressing theoretical, methodological, and/or empirical questions at the interface 
between the cognitive and situational levels of translation.   
2 Of course, the many kinds of non-professional translation and interpreting (e.g., volunteers, fan-subbing, etc.) 
are equally relevant and important to study from the cognitive and situational perspectives. For discussions of 
non-professional translation and interpreting, see Angelelli (2014), Antonini (2010), O’Hagan (2011), or Susam-
Saraeva and Pérez (2012). 
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The picture today is quite different and, in this introduction, we will present some 

background on recent developments in professional translation and interpreting which have 

potential impacts on both the cognitive and situational levels. To provide an appropriate 

context for the contributions in this special issue, our introduction focuses in particular on 

three different perspectives: the introduction of information and communication technology 

(ICT) into the workflow, the overall organization of translation and interpreting work, and the 

work situation for individual translators and interpreters.  

 

2. Impact of ICT on translation and interpreting activities 

The claim has been made that ICT has fundamentally changed the cognitive activity of 

translation (e.g., Pym 2011), just as it has changed the way that translators (not to mention 

most knowledge workers and the rest of the world; see Palvalin, Lönnqvist, and Vuolle 2013) 

interact with their clients, employers, and colleagues (e.g., Eurofound 2015; UN 2011). In 

fact, the impact of technology on translation activities began with the development of writing 

and continued through manual, electric, and electronic typewriters to text editing programs on 

personal computers, which in turn led to the plethora of tools available to professionals (for 

an overview, see García 2009 or Enríquez 2013). Technology has become so entrenched in 

the practice that it is hard to imagine translation without it, as explained below. 

  
Technology is not an option in today’s professional world; it is a necessity. Years ago one 
talked about Computer-Aided Translation (CAT). That now seems a redundancy. Virtually all 
translating is aided by computers. Further, the most revolutionary tools are quite probably the 
everyday ones that are not specific to translation: Internet search engines, spell checkers, 
search and replace functions, and revision tools have had a huge impact on all forms of 
written communication. 
(Biau and Pym 2006, 17) 
 

Consecutive interpreting has long relied on manual note-taking, which now exists in parallel 

with mobile devices such as tablets and digital tools (e.g., the smart pen; see Orlando 2014). 

The development of radio, telephony, microphones, and headphones at the beginning of the 

20th century ushered in the era of simultaneous and conference interpreting as we know them 

(e.g., Chernov 2016). With respect to equipment and conditions, international standards have 

long been in place for simultaneous interpreting (ISO 2603:1998 for built-in and ISO 

4043:1998 for mobile booths). For logistical and economic reasons, however, pressure is 

growing for interpreting to be provided remotely through video and Internet links.  

The past couple of decades have seen an explosion in language technology along with 

concomitant pressure for translators and interpreters to acquire advanced ICT skills. Tools 



 

 

related to terminology management, computer-assisted translation (CAT), translation 

memories (TM), translation environment (TEnT; see Zetsche 2007), machine translation 

(MT), and also computer-assisted interpreting (CAI; see Costa, Corpas, and Durán 2014) are 

available to aid T&I activities, and professionals are expected to be familiar with them. This 

has been made explicit in the European standard for translation services (EN15038:2006) as 

well as in the newer international standard (ISO 17100:2015), which specifies that language 

technology tools and information resources are an integral part of the professional translation 

process. Gouadec (2007/2010, 156) has gone as far as to claim, on the basis of a survey of job 

ads, that ICT skills might take precedence over language skills for some employers. 

The impact of this increased use of technology has become the focus of discussion in 

translation studies and the subject of recent empirical research about cognitive effort. For 

example, Pym (2011, 1) claims that translation technologies “are altering the very nature of 

the translator’s cognitive activity, social relations, and professional standing”. One of the 

most obvious ways that this is happening is the extension or outsourcing of memory that 

terminology and TM systems essentially provide interpreters and translators with. Pym (2011, 

2) warns, however, that this might “undercut intuition” and be at the cost of increasing 

complexity for decision-making since the systems offer various choices that then have to be 

evaluated and rejected or accepted as appropriate.  

A more optimistic view of the cognitive benefits of ICT is presented by O’Brien (2012, 

107) in her discussion of translation as a form of human-computer interaction: relief from the 

tedium of re-translating repetitive content, of having to remember the approved terminology, 

and of checking for consistency (see also Austermühl 2001; 2011 or Risku 2007). 

Nevertheless, there can be cognitive costs in the form of having to correct machine-induced 

errors and ensuring cohesion and coherence. Risku (2007) argues that the latter is beyond the 

scope of language technology in the foreseeable future because it relies on creativity to 

choose the best solution from alternatives, which has always been the ‘added value’ of human 

translation. She points out that the profile of professional translation is changing along with 

technological innovation and that new opportunities are opening up, but that translators need 

to be properly prepared for these (see also Pym 2013).    

The importance of training is highlighted by research suggesting that language 

technology such as TM can influence translators by making them more likely to translate 

sentence by sentence (cf. Bowker 2005; Dragsted 2006; Jiménez 2009; Torres et al. 2010). 

This forms part of the growing body of evidence that translators adjust their cognitive 

processes to fit the constraints of the language technology instead of the converse. This has 



 

 

been demonstrated by many researchers with respect to the use of TM (e.g., Alves and 

Liparini Campos 2009; Christensen 2011; Christensen and Schjoldager 2010; Ehrensberger-

Dow and Massey 2014; Elimam 2007; LeBlanc 2013; O’Brien, O’Hagan, and Flanagan 2010; 

Screen 2016) as well as to post-editing MT (Mesa 2014; Moorkens and O’Brien 2013), 

integration of MT in TM (Teixeira 2014), and to the usability of tools in general (Hansen-

Schirra 2012; Taravella and Villeneuve 2013). In a recent international survey of 1,850 

translators (Ehrensberger-Dow et al., forthcoming), almost all of the respondents who used at 

least one CAT tool found them helpful at least some of the time. Yet more than half of those 

respondents seemed to have adjusted to their tools, using the default settings instead of 

availing themselves of the possibilities to customize them, despite almost 60% of them saying 

that they found things about their CAT tools irritating. 

This irritation with the intensive human-computer interactions that characterize modern 

translation has parallels in the stress associated with various forms of professional interpreting 

that involve heavy use of technology, such as conference (e.g., Kurz 2002), remote (e.g., 

Roziner and Shlesinger 2010), and video relay service interpreting (e.g., Bower 2015). 

Problems with technology, such as delays in computer responsiveness, can negatively affect 

task performance in various domains and potentially contribute to stress (e.g., Chevalier and 

Kicka 2006; Szameitat et al. 2009; Tuch et al. 2009). The sheer proliferation of tools can also 

contribute to cognitive overload or disorientation and affect cognitive flow (see Ehrensberger-

Dow and O’Brien 2015 for a discussion). 

The most recent European language industry report (Elia 2016) highlights the 

importance of technology tools at the modern translation workplace: 93% of the 445 language 

service providers from 35 countries that responded to the survey use CAT tools, and 84% use 

some kind of workflow management system. To a lesser extent, some form of MT (41%), 

quality control automation (38%), and voice recognition (10%) are also part of the translation 

workflow. Despite Gambier’s (2016, 890) observation that translation is “going digital”, there 

are clearly still large differences in the degree of technologization and the workflows of 

various workplaces. The socio-technical systems that translators and interpreters are 

embedded in can be considered an interface between the cognitive and situational aspects of 

their professional activity.  

Interpreting has long been identified as a socially-situated activity (e.g., Angelelli 2004; 

Berk Seligson 1990; Wadensjö 1998), and this conceptualization is becoming increasingly 

dominant in understanding translation as well. Risku (2002) points out that notions of situated 

translation can be traced to Hönig and Kussmaul (1982), Reiss and Vermeer (1984), and 



 

 

Holz-Mänttäri (1984) and that they differ from language-oriented and text-oriented 

understanding of translation in their focus on the situational function, action, and pragmatics. 

According to Risku (2002, 525), “[t]ranslators create a means of communicating in a specific 

target situation.” In more recent work, Risku (2010; 2014) and her colleagues (e.g., Risku and 

Dickinson 2009; Risku, Rogl and Pein-Weber 2016; Risku and Windhager 2013/2015) have 

been exploring translation work as an example of situated, extended cognition within a 

complex, dynamic network and socio-cultural context. From their perspective, language 

technology is an important element of both. Alonso and Calvo (2015, 152) go even farther 

and formulate what they refer to as a “trans-human translation hypothesis”—an extreme view 

of the impact of ICT on translation—in which there is a “mutual interplay between human 

translators and their tools” and a merging of situated cognition with ubiquitous computing. 

 

3. Organization of translation and interpreting work  

Translation and interpreting work is performed in various types of organizations. Specialized 

companies, usually referred to as language service providers (LSPs), have the main purpose 

of providing translation, interpreting, and other language-related services such as localization. 

They sell their products and services to two types of customers: on the one hand, to those 

traditionally viewed as the end users—ranging from large governmental agencies, business 

firms, and public agencies to private persons in need of translation of documents—and, on the 

other hand, to other LSP firms, in which case the seller has been subcontracted. One and the 

same LSP firm can also have both kinds of customers. LSP companies are of varying size, in 

terms of number of employees and revenue, from one-person businesses to large companies 

with thousands of employees, often in various offices in many different countries (see Kelly 

and DePalma 2012). To ensure good practices, standards have been introduced for translation 

services (e.g., EN15038:2006, now superseded by ISO 17100:2015). At the time of writing, 

an international standard is in place for community interpreting (ISO 13611:2014) but one for 

interpreting service providers is still under consideration by the various stakeholders.3 

Translation and interpreting work is also done in organizations, companies, and 

institutions whose core activity is something other than providing language services, but 

which have their own service to cater for their internal needs. Examples include the European 

Commission, the United Nations, and government agencies in countries with official bi- or 

multilingualism as well as corporations all over the world. 

                                                      
3 A draft can be viewed at http://www.fit-ift.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/isotc37sc5_N0125_CD18841-
1_Interpreting-General-requirements-and-recommendations-Part-1-Overview-terms-and-definitions.pdf. 



 

 

The translation industry at large is characterized by a high degree of subcontracting or 

outsourcing of the actual translation work (see Kuznik and Verd 2010). For example, the most 

recent report by the Common Sense Advisory (DePalma et al. 2015) predicted that the market 

for outsourced language services and related technogologies would reach over USD 38 billion 

in 2015. Translation and interpreting is outsourced not only by LSPs, as indicated above, but 

also by some large language services. Lafeber (2012, 3; quoting DGT 2011) says that about 

28% of translation work of the European Commission is done by external contractors and that 

for the UN the corresponding figure is about 20% (see DGACM 2011). The situation seems 

quite similar for interpreting in the institutions, since the most recent statistics from the 

European Commission’s Directorate General for Interpretation indicate that it has 560 staff 

interpreters and over 3,000 accredited freelancers who worked at least 10 days for them in the 

previous year (DGI 2015).The sub-contractors can be either individuals, working through 

their own one-person businesses as freelancers, or other LSP firms (see above). Dunne (2012, 

145) provides a three-tier illustration of this organizational structure, which he calls the “the 

language industry subcontracting chain”, with the three elements Client (translation buyer/end 

user), LSP, and Freelancer (individual translator, single language vendors, specialized 

providers; see Figure 1).  

 

 
Figure 1. The language industry subcontracting chain (from Dunne 2012, 145) 

 

Englund Dimitrova (2015a) pointed out that the LSP part of this chain can be divided into 

several subsequent steps by further outsourcing in a hierarchical fashion, until the job finally 

reaches the actual translator or interpreter.  

From an organizational perspective, a picture of hierarchical relations emerges. End 

users can cater for their translation needs basically in one of two ways: by organizing a 

translation and/or interpreting department within the organization and hiring the appropriately 

trained employees; or by buying the service from one or several language service providers. 

In the latter case, it can be assumed that the buyer will prefer an LSP that can cater for all 



 

 

needs in terms of language combinations, text types, special services (e.g., terminology 

management), etc.  

Translation and interpreting require specialized knowledge, but it is in the commercial 

interest of any LSP to be able to offer a maximally wide range of services within its chosen 

field of activity at the lowest possible cost. Hiring translators and interpreters to cope with all 

possible domains, text types, and language combinations would be an expensive business 

model. It would also be connected with high risk-taking, since the demand for a particular 

type of translation and language combination may suddenly drop, rendering the translators 

and interpreters who have been hired to do it less useful for the company. Outsourcing 

translation and interpreting tasks by subcontracting other companies and/or freelancers to do 

them provides access to the competence required for a given task with no long-term 

commitment to the individuals providing the service.   

 

4. The work situation of individuals  

From the preceding overview, it can be concluded that individual translators and interpreters 

can be either employed as staff—in an LSP or an in-house language service—or be self-

employed, as freelancers or with their own businesses. It is often claimed that freelance work 

predominates in translation today, but it is difficult to pinpoint the exact extent of this 

compared to in-house translation.  After reviewing a number of studies from different 

countries, Pym et al. (2012, 89) conclude that “[t]he weighted average of the above figures 

[from the quoted studies] suggests that the general proportion of freelancers is around 78.4 

percent.” This figure is the same as the proportion of respondents to a more recent 

international survey about the ergonomics of translation who reported that they were 

freelancers (see Ehrensberger-Dow et al., forthcoming).  

There were no studies from Sweden among those reviewed by Pym et al. (2012), but 

responses to a recent questionnaire among non-literary translators in Sweden and reported in 

Englund Dimitrova (2015b, 14-15) revealed even higher figures.4 Results showed that as 

many as 84% of the state-authorized and 90% of the non-authorized translators do translation 

work as part of their own registered businesses, but also that many of them do their translation 

work within more than one form of employment (e.g., on their own account or for an LSP, 

                                                      
4 The questionnaire was designed to elicit translators’ views on the present system of translator authorization in 
Sweden, but background data, such as on the form of employment and the extent of translation work, were also 
collected. The authorized translators (N=219) were contacted directly via email, with a response rate of 56.7%. 
The non-authorized translators (N=245) were contacted through the webpage of the professional organization of 
non-literary translators, which has about 1100 members. 



 

 

depending on the assignment). Only 7% of the authorized and 4% of the non-authorized 

translators responding to this questionnaire do translation work as in-house translators (e.g., in 

translation agencies/LSPs or in the DGT).5  

A consequence of outsourcing and freelancing is often part-time work. Indeed, 

regarding the extent of part-time translation work, Pym et al. conclude:  

 
We might thus surmise that the level of part-time remunerated translation activity is about 60 
percent in general, although this figure can be much lower (or higher) depending on the 
market segment surveyed or the kinds of questions asked.  
(Pym et al. 2012, 88)  

 

Once again, figures from the Swedish questionnaire show a similar tendency (see Englund 

Dimitrova 2015b, 14). Among authorized translators, 41% report working with translation 

half-time or less, whereas only 26% of the non-authorized translators report working half-

time or less. Thus, interestingly, translation is more clearly a main professional occupation 

among the non-authorized translators.   

For the individual translator, especially if she is a freelancer, the system of outsourcing 

has the consequence that a number of decisions regarding work conditions, pay, and quality 

assessment are taken by a mediating body (i.e., the agency or LSP). It also means that there is 

usually no direct contact with the end user of the translation, since everything is channeled 

through the agency or LSP (see Olohan and Davitti 2015, 7; Risku et al. 2016, 14). Dunne 

(2012) discusses the possible negative consequences of the lack of direct contact with the 

translation buyer (including the lack of any direct feedback) for the development of the 

translator’s competence and, ultimately, attainment of expertise.  

It can be assumed that the task(s) of the translator in the modern translation industry 

depend to a large extent upon where she finds herself in the organizational structure outlined 

above. If she is at the last node in the hierarchy (e.g., in her own one-person business), it is 

more likely that her main, or only, task is translating texts. If she is at a higher node in the 

hierarchy, such as in an LSP firm, her job may consist of a mixture of different tasks, not only 

translating but also revising or reviewing others’ translations, project management, etc.  

                                                      
5 The mode of distribution might have precluded accurate representation of the in-house translators, however. 
The most recent official information from the European Commission (DGT 2014) mentions that of the 2,255 
employed translators, 80 were of Swedish nationality. There is of course no one-to-one correspondence between 
nationality and combination of working languages. Some of the 100 translators of Finnish nationality can be 
assumed to have Swedish as one of their working languages, and among other nationalities, there are most 
certainly a number of translators with Swedish in their working combination. 



 

 

Clearly, the situational level of professional translation has undergone very important 

changes in a short time. Regarding organizational development, it could be argued that the 

changed position of the individual translator disproves some of the tenets of Skopos theory. 

Although Reiss and Vermeer (1984) acknowledged the existence of other actors in the 

process, they were very explicit in stressing the translator as expert in the process (quoted 

here from the English translation): 

  
[…] the translator’s role in the process of translational action: he is the one who ultimately 
decides what is translated or interpreted, when and how, on the basis of his knowledge of the 
source and target cultures and languages.  
(Reiss and Vermeer 2013, 78; our emphasis) 

 

The fact that, as specified in the EN15038:2006 and ISO 17100:2015 standards, translations 

are now as a rule revised by someone other than the translator makes the validity of the above 

claim doubtful.  Kinnunen draws a similar conclusion regarding the relevance of Holz-

Mäntääri’s (1984) concept of the coordinating role of translators:  

 
Many translators today cannot plan their activities in cooperation with the initiator or 
commissioner, so are unable to act in the coordinating role of an expert with their own 
responsibilities. 
(Kinnunen 2013, 84; our translation)6  

 

Jääskeläinen, Kujamäki, and Mäkisalo (2011, 153) attribute this change to the translation 

industry, which they claim has limited the translator’s freedom of action by “assigning 

translators […] the role of language decoders (e.g., localisation) or exploited mass-producers 

of text (e.g., subtitling).”  

The image of the solitary translator can be said to have been supported and confirmed 

by much of the early research on the translation process. One reason for this is that the earliest 

process-oriented studies were done at a time when ICT was not as developed or as readily 

deployed in translation work as it is today. Indeed, the “lonely translator” is still found in 

much of the current cognitively-oriented research on the translation process. One reason is the 

experimental nature of much of that research, which necessitates research designs without 

confounding variables—to the extent that is even possible—and where the question of 

ecological validity is sometimes of secondary importance (see Gile 2016 for an overview). 

This image may still be true to some extent today, but perhaps mainly for students or the 
                                                      
6 Original: “Viele Translatoren können heute ihre Tätigkeiten nicht in Kooperation mit dem Initiator oder dem 
Auftraggeber planen und damit in der koordinierenden Rolle eines Experten mit eigener Verantwortung 
handeln.” (Kinnunen 2013, 84) 



 

 

exceptional case of translators working entirely on their own account. In light of the changes 

to the organization of translation and interpreting work outlined in Section 3, considering both 

the cognitive and social levels has become a research imperative. Hence, some caution is 

advisable in generalizing from experimental studies in a laboratory setting to the specificities 

of professionals’ situated cognitive processing in the workplace.  

 

5. Acts and events – a combined perspective on the cognitive and situational levels? 

In conceptualizing the cognitive and situational levels of translation and interpreting, we have 

found the notions of ‘act’ and ‘event’ useful for exploring the interface between the levels. 

Initially introduced into Translation Studies by Toury (1995, 249; 2012, 67-68) and further 

expanded upon by Chesterman (2013, 155-157; 2015, 7-9), these terms can be applied to the 

objects of study of two research directions that have often been considered quite separate: the 

cognitive and the sociological. The translation act can be considered what happens in the 

human brain, the cognitive processes as reflected in observable practices, which has been the 

focus of much of the translation process research done in the past 20 years. The translation 

event, by contrast, is seen to involve not only the individual translators and interpreters, but 

also the agents, artefacts and organizations that impinge on their situated activities. 

The study of translation or interpreting in situ involves a number of challenges (see also 

Ehrensberger-Dow 2014). A description of a given situation (e.g., a workplace) and its 

prominent features and work processes are clearly of value for enhancing our knowledge of 

new translation situations. The first six articles in this special issue, drawing on different 

theoretical and methodological frameworks, use various approaches to collect data in a 

diverse range of workplace settings far removed from the experimental conditions of much 

cognitively-based translation process research. 

The first article of this special issue, by García Izquierdo, is a good example of how 

‘acts’ and ‘events’ can be used as conceptual tools to delimit and define objects of study. It is 

interesting with respect to the interface for several reasons. For example, the paper has both 

descriptive and applied aims (see Holmes 1972/2000). The descriptive parts demonstrate the 

importance of taking into account the perspectives and knowledge of the various participants 

(professional experts in medicine, patients in need of information) for analyzing a given 

communicative situation with a multi-method design. Its applied components provide an 

example of how Translation Studies can help to meet pressing societal and community needs, 

in this case within the healthcare system, by suggesting appropriate information formats for 

patients and by designing terminological tools to assist translators in this type of work.  



 

 

From a very different culture and domain, the second article explores the temporal and 

spatial boundaries of the translation ‘event’. In his contribution, Zhong describes the activist 

translation practice of a Chinese translator dedicated to spreading information on Robert’s 

Rules of Order and promoting, in a Chinese village, knowledge about these rules. The on-site 

introduction to the villagers is referred to by the author of the article as ‘live translation’, and 

involves what can be seen as a presentation and continued work on the text that was 

previously translated by him and had already been published. However, the presentation by 

the translator is in oral form and is very strongly influenced by his audience’s reactions. In 

adapting the existing translation, the translator together with his audience engage in shaping 

new knowledge. 

The article by Van de Geuchte and Van Vaerenbergh considers the role of translators 

in multilingual text production in institutions by tracing the revision process in the DGT, the 

translation service of the European Commission. The question is, more specifically, the 

mutual dependency between the different versions of the source text and the target text(s) in a 

long process of text creation and translation, calling into question the boundaries between the 

translation ‘act’ and ‘event’. Multilingual texts are seen as the result of complex distributed 

cognitive processes that are influenced by the context the text creators are working in. 

Translation is shown to form a part of a cooperative system of (both original and translated) 

text creation, to a large extent determined by the institution’s policies and rules but also 

allowing some freedom of influence for translators.  

In their article, Hokkanen and Koskinen present three case studies from different 

institutional settings, each involving the psychological-physiological concept of affect. They 

focus on individuals’ perceptions and narratives to uncover the dialogue between the 

cognitive-personal and the social-interpersonal and to demonstrate how cognitive and social 

dimensions of translation and interpreting can be studied. Their main methodological 

framework, ethnography, necessarily involves the researcher themselves, as a research 

instrument, and this becomes particularly evident in the last of the authors’ three case studies, 

where the researcher herself is also the research object (auto-ethnography). Through the 

presentation of three different studies as examples, this paper highlights the potential of 

different research methods for studying the cognitive and situational interface.  

In their ethnographic study of an interpreting agency and public service interpreters, 

Dong and Turner show the strong impact of the agency’s decisions and policies on both the 

working conditions of interpreters and on the interpreting situation as such. They claim that 

some of the organizational practices have tightened the control over individuals’ autonomy 



 

 

and even put the interpreters at risk. Measures to enhance knowledge exchange and 

communication are identified as good practices, but there is room for improvement in meeting 

the ergonomic needs of the interpreters. Their findings support other research in indicating 

that the managerial imperative of standardizing work procedures has an impact upon people’s 

behavior, by tightening control over planning and decision-making, thereby reducing 

interpreters’ scope to adapt their activities to the demands of the situation. 

Over-standardization can extend to the choice of technology by language service 

providers. Central procurement offices far removed from translators’ daily reality and shared 

offices may preclude translators from deploying tools that have the potential to free up 

cognitive resources. Ciobanu discusses one such tool, Automatic Speech Recognition (ASR), 

and evaluates its current use for dictating translations directly into CAT tools and other aids 

on the basis of questionnaire and observational experimental data. His study indicates that 

translation with speech recognition might increase cognitive load during drafting and require 

more thorough revision processes. It also shows the complexities involved in integrating new 

tools into the workflow, since they are not always compatible or adapted to existing tools. 

Hence, in spite of their potential for increasing productivity and mitigating ergonomic issues 

at traditionally deskbound professional translation, such tools are not (yet) widely used.  

Returning to the distinction between the act and the event, Muñoz takes a completely 

different stand in his article, offering a critical discussion of the two concepts and questioning 

their theoretical underpinnings. Proceeding from Chesterman’s (2013/2015) paper, Muñoz 

argues that the distinction between the two ‘levels’ is actually non-existent and that they are 

indistinguishable, since one is impossible without the other (and vice versa). He contends that 

the distinction made in some of the models discussed is misleading because it is based on a 

narrow cognitive view of thought as rational, disembodied, decontextualized, and isolated 

rather than as a socially-situated phenomenon. Hence he claims that entirely new models are 

necessary in order to do justice to understanding the complexity of the translation process and 

to continue to make progress in the field.  
 
6. Concluding remarks 

The recent and continuing developments in translation and interpreting practices, some of 

which are outlined in Sections 2 and 3, clearly pose important challenges to Translation 

Studies. Studying a changing reality requires a reassessment of viable theoretical perspectives 

and methodologies as well as the potential introduction of new research methods. The articles 

in this special issue all aim to contribute to this. Common to most of them is that the 



 

 

theoretical frameworks are drawn from a variety of disciplines and the core of Translation 

Studies plays a less dominant role. Reflecting recent developments in Translation Studies and 

related disciplines, though, the empirical contributions all employ more than one research 

method or data collection method to capture the complexity of their research object. By 

offering insights into diverse translation and interpreting situations and their consequences for 

individual and collective cognition, we hope that this special issue will inspire many more 

researchers to explore the dynamics of the interface between the cognitive and situational 

levels in translation and interpreting.  
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