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Abstract — This study systematically analyses the use of a Dutch discourse marker (dus) by nine
interpreters assisting in 12 police interviews. It is an attempt to approach dialogue interpreting with
the analytical framework of corpus-based linguistics and a data collection that can stand the
comparison with existing corpora of mostly simultaneous interpreting. In terms of frequencies, the
results show that interpreters do not seem to divert from general usage patterns for spoken Dutch.
However, their use of dus is mostly disconnected from the speech they are interpreting. While
explicitation seems to be at play in a certain number of cases, the bulk of instances serves interaction
coordination purposes. A substantial number of instances with a filler function are also found, where
interpreters struggle to understand the source speech or to articulate their interpretation. Finally,
some interesting cases of so-called discursive control enforced by dus are observed, further
confirming the special relationship interpreting holds with drafting of written records during the
interview.

Keywords — dialogue interpreting; interpreter-mediated police interviewing; discourse marker; turn
management; written record

1. INTRODUCTION

Miriam Shlesinger is traditionally credited with initiating the corpus-based turn in
interpreting studies. In Shlesinger (1998), she called upon interpreting scholars to start
building corpora of interpretation in order to offer interpreting researchers a collection of
naturalistic data and an opportunity to perform large-scale empirical research.
Shlesinger’s call should not be mistaken for the starting point of the collection of
interpreted text. Long before 1998, researchers had been collecting interpretations.
Lederer (1980), for instance, reports findings based on a collection of simultaneous
interpretations carried out at one conference and completed with experimental data. Using
Lederer’s data for a study of anticipation in interpreting, van Besien (1999) explicitly

refers to the data as ‘a corpus’. In the field of dialogue interpreting, considerable amounts
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of data recorded during court hearings, police interviews, medical consultations, etc.,
have been compiled, exploited and, in some cases, even made accessible to the research
community. Rarely are those called corpora. So, the first question we need to answer in

this paper is: when does a text collection qualify as a corpus?

Text collections of different kinds are called corpora and there is no clear cut-off
point beyond which a collection cannot be considered a corpus any longer (McEnery and
Wilson 1996). However, corpus linguists usually put forward a number of critical features

of corpora. They are expected to be:

1. machine-readable (McEnery and Wilson 1996), facilitating consultation and
control of the results;

2. representative of the language, including the language varieties (Biber 1993),
allowing researchers to draw generalisations and to replicate research;

3. sizable (Crystal 1995), providing enough data to draw reliable conclusions and
to investigate low-frequency features;

4. collected and sampled on the basis of language-external factors (Sinclair 2005),

providing naturalistic and independent data for multiple research purposes.

Few collections of interpreting data meet these criteria. For instance, although Bakti and
Bdna (2014: 34, our emphasis) claim to perform an analysis of “an experimental corpus
collected for an earlier study,” their research data are clearly not collected based on
language-external factors, as they were elicited through a linguistic experiment geared
towards the study of a particular linguistic feature. Similarly, Davitti (2013), a study
analysing performances of public service interpreters in three meetings, does not qualify
as a corpus study, because three meetings can hardly be considered representative of the
field of public service interpreting. A study based on 65 interpreter-mediated encounters,
such as the one reported in Gavioli and Baraldi (2011), has a better chance of representing
at least some of the variety, although the authors themselves specifically deny

representativeness in a later study (Baraldi and Gavioli 2012).

If text collections do not count as corpora, as is the case of most of the collections
of dialogue interpreting, does it make sense to refer to ‘corpus-based dialogue interpreting
studies’? The question is an important one. Corpus-based interpreting studies has rapidly
evolved over the last ten to 15 years. The availability of corpus materials from several
international institutions and the significant improvement of automatic transcription tools

removed two of the main obstacles to research that Shlesinger (1998) identified.



52

Important, though comparatively small-scale, corpora have been collected in various
research centres. Quite a few research papers applying corpus-based methods have been
published over the years, focusing on lexical and pragmatic properties of interpreted texts,
translation universals and cognitive load, though in a small number of language pairs.
These studies have mainly focused on conference interpreting while dialogue interpreting
has mostly been overlooked. It is remarkable, for instance, that the special issue of the
Interpreters’ Newsletter (issue 22), published in 2017 and specifically devoted to Corpus-
based Dialogue Interpreting Studies, as its title reads, contains not a single contribution
showcasing empirical work based on a corpus (Bendazzoli 2017). In the issue, two
contributions are theoretical (Angelelli 2017; Gao and Wang 2017), one is pedagogical
illustrating the use of corpora in a training programme for dialogue interpreters (Spinzi
2017), one is an empirical study based on one single naturalistic instance of dialogue
interpreting over the telephone (Maatta 2017), and another one is based on data collected

during a moot court (Liu and Hale 2017).

The dearth of studies has numerous reasons. The limited accessibility of settings
where dialogue interpreting takes place and the severe restrictions imposed in terms of
data protection prevent many available collections to reach the status of a fully exploitable
corpus. Unsurprisingly, most of the larger data collections stem from court hearings (Hale
2004; Mason 2008; Angermeyer 2015), most of which are open to the public and are

recorded in written form by the court itself.

The research agenda put forward in the research on dialogue interpreting is also a
factor. Focusing on interactional coordination and interpreters’ roles in interpreter-
mediated communication, research into dialogue interpreting has rarely promoted
investigation of consistent linguistic patterns across dialogue interpretations. The
analyses of discourse marker used in Hale (2004) and Mason (2008) are exceptional in
that respect. The purpose of this study is to analyse, in the same systematic way, discourse

marker use by interpreters in the context of police interpreting.

Section 2 will first review the broader literature on discourse marker use in
interpreter-mediated dialogues. Subsequently, in Section 3, we will motivate our choice
to focus on the police context and put forward the research questions for our study. While
Hale (2004) focused on discourse markers held especially relevant of witness
examination in court (well, see, and now), we will focus on a particular discourse marker

whose use is critical in police interviews, namely dus, which is the Dutch equivalent of
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English ‘so’. In the same section, we will show why certain uses of so/dus are
procedurally important. Data and methods are set out in Section 4, while the results,

discussion, and conclusions are presented in Sections 5, 6 and 7, respectively.

2. DISCOURSE MARKERS IN INTERPRETING

It is widely acknowledged that interpreters have a propensity to shape the discourse quite
differently from the source text, especially with regard to the marking of semantic
coherence relations between and inside topical units. In consecutive conference
interpreting, for instance, there is evidence that interpreters —novices and professionals
alike— use cohesive markers that have no equivalent in the source text. In one particular
case of consecutive interpreting at a literary conference in Italy, Mead (2012) finds that
the interpreter uses quindi (‘so’), even though the consecutive relationship is not
explicitly marked at that particular point of the English source text. Interestingly, Mead
(2012: 176) attributes the addition by the interpreter to a systemic difference between
English and Italian, the latter allegedly preferring explicit marking of cause-effect
relations. Similarly, Bastin (2003) observes that interpreting trainees add cohesive
devices when interpreting consecutively from English into French, emphasising that the

additions improve the perceived quality of their performance.

Similarly, in dialogue interpreting the presence of untriggered cohesive markers is
widely attested, as well as the absence of markers at points where they should have been
triggered by markers in the source text (Berk-Seligson 1990; Hale 2004; Mason 2008;
Gallai 2013, 2017; Blakemore and Gallai 2014). The latter four studies analyse
naturalistic data and are directly relevant to a corpus-based approach. Based on an
analysis of a substantial corpus of court interpretations, Hale (2004) concludes that
interpreters often omit discourse markers that underscore the confrontational stance taken
by the speaker. As a result, the illocutionary strength of the speech act performed is
altered, which may have an effect on how the addressee will respond. She also speculates
that omissions may be attributable to two factors: on the one hand, systemic differences
between languages that make it difficult to translate discourse markers; on the other hand,
omission may also be the result of the interpreter’s focus on the propositional content of
the speaker’s utterance. This focus may divert interpreters’ attention away from items that

do not contribute directly to the propositional content.
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By contrast, Gallai (2013, 2017) and Blakemore and Gallai (2014) mostly discuss
cases where interpreters add discourse markers. Blakemore and Gallai (2014) argue that
these additions are signposts of the interpreters’ understanding of the speaker’s
utterances, but stress that hearers are unable to recognise them as such, as they have no
access to the speaker’s utterances. Additions thus have the effect of strengthening
mutuality between speaker and hearer, as the hearer of an interpreted utterance is bound
to project contextual assumptions triggered by the discourse marker onto the speaker, and
not onto the interpreter (see Delizée and Michaux 2019). In Gallai (2013, 2017) the
question of the interpreter’s visibility is raised in connection with additions of discourse
markers. Finally, Mason (2008) attempts to tie particular tendencies in discourse marker
use to gender properties of the interpreters involved. These tendencies are both
cognitively and socially determined. Male interpreters tend to omit utterance-initial
discourse markers more often than female interpreters, because of limited memory
resources. Greater awareness of social hierarchies, in turn, makes men omit more
politeness items when an addressee is of lower status. Poorer awareness, in contrast, lets
women omit more deferential items. However, women tend to add politeness items to
their interpretations more than men, which is interpreted by Mason (2008) as an effect of

prioritising group solidarity.

It is sometimes hypothesised that interpreters use untriggered markers to better
represent the speaker’s ‘mental model” (Jacobsen 2002), that is, given the context in
which they interpret, they assume that leaving the relationship implicit would not convey
the speaker’s thoughts in the target language accurately enough (Jacobsen 2002;
Blakemore and Gallai 2014).

Finally, as far as simultaneous interpreting is concerned, Shlesinger (1995)
concludes from an experimental study that the majority of cohesive shifts, namely,
differences in the use of cohesive items from source text to target text, consist of
omissions of cohesive markers. In a corpus study based on simultaneous interpretations
performed during sessions of the European Parliament, however, Amon (2006) observes
one untriggered occurrence of French donc ‘therefore’ in a target text, which he analyses
as a placeholder for a substantial omission. In a much larger corpus drawn from the same
setting as Amon’s data, Defrancq et al. (2015) observe that the addition of cohesive
markers is quite common across two language combinations (French-English and French-

Dutch). For some frequent markers, such as so and its Dutch equivalent dus, additions
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account for 40 per cent to 50 per cent of all occurrences. A general tendency to add
discourse markers was found for other language combinations in the European Parliament
(see Gotz 2020 for English-Hungarian, and Gumul and Barttomiejczyk 2022 for English-
Polish), casting doubt on systemic differences as an explanatory factor. Defrancq et al.
(2015) also point out that additions cannot always be explained in terms of explicitation,
that is, they do not always represent the speaker’s assumed ‘mental model’. Quite a few
occurrences of English so and Dutch dus are used to cover up large omissions and create
an illusion of coherence. Similarly, Defrancq (2016) observes that English-speaking
simultaneous European Parliament interpreters sometimes use an untriggered well when
they seem to feel that their interpretation is inaccurate. For instance, well frequently
appears to occur in self-repairs performed by several interpreters. Clearly, these are not
cases in which interpreters endeavour to reflect the speakers ‘mental model’; the items

rather reflect interpreters’ monitoring of their own speech.

The two explanatory dimensions for the addition of discourse markers that we can
draw from the literature are thus systemic differences between source and target language,
on the one hand, and the tendency to explicitate either implied speakers’ intentions or to
express a personal assessment on form (or content) of the interpretation by the interpreters
themselves. The modal dimension seems to be less relevant, as additions seem to occur
across interpreting modes. However, judging by the number of cases different authors
discuss, it seems that the simultaneous mode is more affected by additions than
consecutive in dialogue. Our study will seek to challenge these findings on the basis of a

larger dataset of dialogue interpreting than is used in most other studies.

3. POLICE INTERPRETING
3.1. Research into police interpreting

The police context is underrepresented in interpreting studies (Gamal 2017). The
available empirical research on police interpreting is limited both in empirical and in
contextual scope. Most of the studies are based on no more than five police interviews:
Krouglov (1999), four interviews; Komter (2005), one interview; Gallai (2013), five
interviews; Nakane (2014), four interviews; Kredens (2017), one interview; Monteoliva-
Garcia (2017), two interviews; Defrancq and Verliefde (2018), one interview; and Tipton

(2021), two interviews. Verliefde and Defrancq (2022) draw on ten interviews. Only
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Russell (2001) and Filipovi¢ (2022) stand out with 28 and 100 police interviews,

respectively. However, their interviews were very fragmentarily transcribed.

Studies focus almost exclusively on police interpreting in legal systems that belong
to common law: Australia in Nakane (2014); the United Kingdom in Krouglov (1999),
Russell (2001), Gallai (2013, 2017), Blakemore and Gallai (2014), Kredens (2017),
Monteoliva-Garcia (2017) and Tipton (2021); and the United Kingdom and the United
States in Filipovi¢ (2022). Only Komter (2005), Defrancq and Verliefde (2018), and
Verliefde and Defrancq (2022) deal with police interpreting in continental Europe, the

Netherlands and Belgium, respectively.

The continental inquisitorial legal system is particularly interesting as police
officers are required to conduct oral police interviews and to (simultaneously) draft a
written record of those interviews. According to Komter (2006), the drafting phase has
turn-like status in the interaction. In such a context, interpreter-mediated interviews
include not only the spoken interaction of three participants, but also the entextualisation
process (Park and Bucholtz 2009). This process is a polyphonic representation in itself:
police officers record interviewees’ statements as rendered by interpreters. Interpreters
are seen to actively engage in a variety of ways with this entextualisation process
(Defrancqg and Verliefde 2018; Verliefde and Defrancq 2022).

This is where the interest of discourse marker use in police interpreting lies:
multiple discourses intersect during the interview, which are meant to be conflated into
one single written discourse at the end. In an inquisitorial legal system such as the Belgian
one, interviewees have the right to request that their statements be taken down verbatim
(Smets and Ponsaers 2011). However, they rarely are, as police officers tend to enhance
the logical and chronological coherence of the interviewees’ accounts, while focusing on
cause-effect relationships to establish interviewees’ involvement in criminal offenses
(Smets and Ponsaers 2011). That sort of enhancement is partly achieved through
discourse markers. Interpreters, in turn, are known to assist with the drafting process,
adapting answers to the question format, pausing, spelling names (Péchhacker and Kolb
2009), and upgrading the interviewee’s register (Defrancq and Verliefde 2018). The latter
pattern is likely to affect discourse features of the interpretation, including the use of
discourse markers. The role of markers of consequence is paramount in this respect as

those are instrumental to making cause-effect relationships explicit.
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There is another reason why the European continental police context is especially
interesting for the analysis of markers of consequence. In English, the most frequent of
these markers, so, is reported to be used as “an agent of discursive control” (Ainsworth
2018: 36), meaning that a reformulation or summary introduced by so is difficult to
challenge for the interlocutor. Interestingly, police officers are reported to use these kinds
of reformulations frequently before taking down interviewees’ statements (Komter 2022).
For instance, in Excerpt (1), taken from Komter (2022),! the first quoted utterance starts
with so and is followed by the information that is about to be typed up (albeit from a

different deictic framework).?

Excerpt (1)

1. P: So yesterday you went to the market with your children.
2.S:Yes.

3. P: ((types, 6 3)

Yesterday,

4. P: To the market, then we’re talking about Waterlooplein I assume.
5. S: What do you say, yes.

6. P: Yes.

7. ((types, 17 s2))
I went to the Waterlooplein, together with my children.
8. P: Uh (4) have you uh been to the stalls

Pre-drafting reformulations invite interviewees to agree with the wording the police
officer proposes to use in the written record. They underscore that the police officer is in
charge of the written discourse that results from the recent exchange. Given the
interpreters’ role in the drafting process, interpretations might also present evidence of
discursive control.

The data used for this paper was collected in an area where only Dutch can be used
in legal proceedings. We will therefore first review the literature on the most common

Dutch marker of consequence: dus.

3.2. Dus

Compared to its English’s and French counterparts (so and donc, respectively), dus has

attracted little research. As our purpose is empirical, we will focus in this section on the

! https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fcomm.2022.797145/full
2 In fact, Komter’s (2022) examples are translations of transcriptions based on interviews conducted in
Dutch. The agent of discursive control is dus, rather than English so.
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different uses of dus which are described in the literature, giving special attention to the

literature on spoken Dutch.

For spoken registers, the absolute frequency of dus reported in Oostdijk (2000) on
a sample of 615,000 tokens of the Corpus Gesproken Nederlands (CGN)? is 3,895, or a
relative frequency of 6.3 occurrences per 1,000 words. Degand (2011) reports a relative
frequency of 4.3 per 1,000 words in a larger sample of CGN (1.7 million tokens),
consisting exclusively of spoken data from the Netherlands. Finally, Degand and van
Bergen (2018) report a frequency of 7.2 occurrences per 1,000 words in a CGN subcorpus
comprising only face-to-face interactions. Face-to-face interactions are directly relevant
to the interpreting data to be analysed, as those were collected in dialogue settings. Higher
frequencies in face-to-face interactions are likely due to the floor management functions
for which dus is recruited. It is to be expected that interpreting data collected in dialogue
settings show similarly high frequencies of dus. As interpreters are known to take charge
of turn coordination in dialogue interpreting (Wadensjo 1998), one may wonder whether
interpreters use dus to render turn management organisation by the participant or rather

their own turn management.

Dus is traditionally described as a connective (Pander Maat and Degand 2001;
Stukker et al. 2009) or a discourse marker (Evers-Vermeul 2010; Degand 2011; Buysse
2017; Degand and van Bergen 2018). Most authors attribute functions to dus in three
widely accepted domains of discourse: the ideational, the interpersonal, and the textual
domain (Halliday 1985). In the ideational domain, dus connects states of affairs that are
in a causal relationship; its use foregrounds subjective features of that relationship
(Pander Maat and Degand 2001; Stukker et al. 2009). In the interpersonal domain, dus
may signal inferences connecting illocutionary meanings with locutionary meanings
(Degand 2001) and turn management functions, such as turn uptake and turn yielding
(Degand and van Bergen 2018). In the textual domain, dus enables reactivation of
previously uttered information (Evers-Vermeul 2010), including concluding, rephrasing
and repetition. In this particular function, dus may be used as an agent of discursive
control in the sense of Ainsworth (2018). As pointed out above, Komter (2022) quotes
several examples of dus introducing pre-drafting reformulations by police officers, which
typically ensure discursive control. Finally, Defrancq et al. (2015) show that simultaneous

interpreters frequently use dus to create an illusion of cohesion during and after a period

3 https://taalmaterialen.ivdnt.org/download/tstc-corpus-gesproken-nederlands
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of inadequate rendition. It often occurs in those cases in combination with hesitation

markers, such as uh, and usually has no equivalent in the source text.

Unfortunately, there are few frequency data on the individual functions of dus.
Buysse (2017) provides a functional breakdown of occurrences in both source texts and
translations showing that inferential uses and concluding uses are most frequent and make

up slightly more than half of the occurrences.

3.3. Research questions

There seem to be significant research gaps in the field and in particular as regards dialogue
interpreting in a police context. There is evidence that simultaneous interpreters add
substantial numbers of discourse markers to their interpretations. There is also some
evidence to that effect in dialogue interpreting but, due to the small collections of dialogue
data, it is unclear how strong this tendency is. For lack of sufficient instances, it is
unknown which factors could explain additions in dialogue interpreting. A thorough
functional analysis is therefore needed to find out to which functional categories additions

mostly belong. Therefore, the research questions of this study are as follows:

1. How frequent is dus and how frequent are untriggered (that is, added) instances
of dus in dialogue police interpreting?

2. What are the functions of dus used by dialogue interpreters in police contexts?

It is important to mention that this study will only focus on the use of dus in Dutch
interpretations. Discourse marker use in other languages is not taken into account. As the
corpus contains seven languages other than Dutch, including them would require a
detailed review of discourse markers in all the languages, which is beyond the scope of
this study.

4. DATA AND METHODOLOGY

The data used in this study are drawn from a collection of 12 police interviews conducted
in Belgium between 2014 and 2019. According to Belgian law, these interviews are
conducted in Dutch and, if the interviewee has not got sufficient knowledge of the
language, interpreted by a sworn interpreter. Recordings of these interviews were

authorised under the Court of Ghent’s Prosecutor General’s authorisation and stored with
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password protection on local servers at Ghent University. Besides the recordings, the
written records of the interviews were obtained and stored. The recordings were
transcribed using the Jefferson (2004) conventions and pseudonymised. Transcriptions
were made by different legal interpreters or, when those were not available, by people
with a language degree in the non-institutional language. Turns in the non-institutional
language were back-translated to Dutch. Table 1 provides an overview of the interviews

and their main features.

Interview  Language Interpreter Topic Duration Recording
Dutch  Gender

1 French A F Threats and assault 2h 55m Audio
with a knife

2 English A F Sham relationship 3h 00m Video

3 Turkish B M Sham marriage 1h 45m Video

4 Romanian B F Human traffickingand  4h 15m Audio
forced prostitution

5 Arabic B M Sham marriage 2h 45m Audio + video

6 Arabic B M Sham marriage 1h 25m Audio + video

7 Pashto B M Drug trafficking 1h 55m Audio

8 Pashto B M Possession of Oh 30m Audio
prohibited weapon

9 Romanian B F Human traffickingand  3h 40m Audio + video
forced prostitution

10 Romanian B F Human trafficking and ~ 4h 15m Audio + video
forced prostitution

11 Greek A M Sham relationship 2h 30m Video

12 Greek A M Sham relationship 2h 20m Video

Total 31h 15m

Table 1: Overview and main features of the interpreter-mediated interviews

In all, the collection contains approximately 31 hours of interpreter-mediated police
interviewing involving nine different interpreters (the same interpreters are active in
Interviews 5 and 6, 9 and 10, and 11 and 12). Half of the recorded interviews deal with
sham relationship procedures. Police officers are able to plan these interviews in advance,

which makes it easier for them to coordinate with the researchers in these cases.

The nine interpreters involved are all sworn interpreters according to the pre-2016
requirements. In a nutshell, this means that they provided proof of their knowledge of two
languages, including Dutch, and had no criminal record prior to the oath they were invited

to take at the court to become sworn interpreters. The Belgian law on sworn interpreters
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and translators was overhauled in 2014 as a result of the implementation of Directive
64/2010/EU.* 1t now imposes a legal training programme of, at least, 32 hours. The

interpreters’ level of experience was not queried at the time of the interviews they

interpreted.
Interview Language Tokens Interpreter tokens
1 French 32,000 15,000
2 English 13,000 7,000
3 Turkish 11,000 4,000
4 Romanian 42,000 18,000
5 Arabic 16,000 8,000
6 Arabic 9,000 5,000
7 Pashto 12,000 5,000
8 Pashto 6,000 2,000
9 Romanian 39,000 19,000
10 Romanian 30,000 14,000
11 Greek 21,000 10,000
12 Greek 14,000 7,000
Total 245,000 114,000

Table 2: Numbers of tokens in the different sub-corpora

As shown in Table 2, the corpus contains roughly 245,000 tokens. Slightly less than half
of those tokens (114,000) are attributable to the interpreters. Figures vary considerably
across encounters depending on the features of the interrogation. In half of the encounters
the written record drafted during the interrogation is sight-translated by the interpreter at
the very end of the interview. This accounts for higher shares of interpreting in the total
token count of the encounter. The interviews in Pashto were partly conducted in the
regionally dominant language, as the Pashto suspect had some knowledge of it, which
accounts for the lower share of interpreter tokens. Most instances of interpretation are
carried out in consecutive mode. However, in Belgian police interviews it is not
uncommon to see interpreters use the simultaneous mode and even switch multiple times
from one mode to another. Interviews 1, 9 and 10 contain stretches of simultaneous

interpreting. Simultaneous interpreting is mainly used when the interviewee is speaking.

4 Law of 10 April 2014 modifying several provisions regarding the creation of a national register for legal
experts and with a view to create a national register of sworn translators, interpreters, and translators-
interpreters. Belgian Official Journal of 19 December 2014, p. 104479.
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By most standards, the collection is small; in the area of interpreting research,
however, its size is fairly average. The problems and usefulness of interpreting research
based on nano-corpora, such as the Interpreter-mediated Police Interviewing with
Drafting corpus (IMPID; Verliefde 2022), have been reviewed in the literature (Defrancq
and Collard 2019). The data are not publicly available as they contain sensitive personal
information that needs to be protected. It is therefore debatable whether the collection
represents a real corpus of interpreting. We will nevertheless apply regular corpus-based

methods to query the corpus and extract both quantitative and qualitative data.

All instances of dus were extracted using AntConc 3.4.4 (Anthony 2014) and placed
in a wide context window. A considerable number of utterance-initial occurrences was
expected, compelling us to take into account a substantial piece of previous context to be

able to identify the function of the connective.

In assigning functions, we privileged a manual close reading approach, using the
different semantic and interactional functions listed previously as a frame of reference. In

doing that, we have applied the following annotation principles:

1. only assign a consequential function if the relationship between two phrasal or
clause units can be interpreted as a cause-effect relationship between states of
affairs;

2. only assign an inferential function if the relationship between two phrasal or
clause units can be interpreted as an inferential relationship;

3. only assign a rephrasing function if the unit or clause following dus contains
information already communicated in the same language. The latter
requirement is important in the context of interpreting, as interpreting itself is
inherently an act of rephrasing which includes self-repairs and conclusive
statements at the end of turns that summarise the content of the turn;

4. only assign a turn-management function if turns are effectively transferred;

5. only assign a filler function if dus occurs in combination with hesitations,
pauses and substantial omissions, while its function cannot be accounted for by
any of the other functions;

6. label all cases that could not be assigned to one of the previous categories to a

category ‘unassigned’.

The annotation principles were applied in the described order. This implies that

ambiguous cases are attributed to the higher category. For instance, if an instance of dus
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occurs at the beginning of a successfully transferred turn in combination with hesitations,

it is analysed as a turn-taking device rather than as a filler.

5. RESULTS
5.1. Quantitative analysis

Table 3 shows the absolute and normalised frequencies of dus in the interpreters’ turns in
each interview and the number and share of occurrences that are elicited, that is, that can

be considered to be triggered by a discourse marker in the source speech.

Interview # /1,000w Elicited Non elicited Percentage elicited
1 29 4.38 3 26 10.3
2 9 3.10 0 9 0.0
3 14 8.24 1 13 7.7
4 79 10.97 11 68 13.9
5 1 0.03 0 1 0.0
6 0 0 N/A N/A N/A
7 5 2.50 0 5 0.0
8 2 2.50 0 2 0.0
9 25 3.47 2 23 0.8
10 54 9.64 3 51 5.6
11 32 8.02 3 29 94
12 15 5.17 6 9 40.0
Total 265 5.88 29 236 10.9

Table 3: Frequencies of dus per interpretation

The overall relative frequency of dus in interpretations seems to be in line with the
frequency reported in Degand and van Bergen (2018) for monolingual face-to-face
interactions, which was 7.2 per 1,000 words. Compared with simultaneous interpreting
data from the European Parliament, the dialogue interpreters in our sample appear to use
dus slightly more. In the data presented by Defrancq et al. (2015), the frequency of dus
in simultaneous interpretation performed in the European Parliament was 3.8 occurrences

per 1,000 words (98 occurrences in a corpus of roughly 26,000 words).>

Variation across interpreters is high. There seems to be no plausible explanation for

the variation other than individual usages. There is no observable relation with A-

5 Defrancq et al. (2015) aggregate data for several discourse markers. The data given here report on the
subset of occurrences of dus.
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interpretation or B-interpretation into Dutch, as both highest and lowest frequencies are

found in the group of B-interpreters. Usage does not seem to be gender-related either.

What all interpretations have in common is a low elicitation rate. Overall, only one
in nine occurrences can be ascribed to the presence of a marker in the source speech. One
fifth of the elicited instances occur in one single interpretation (Interview 12). These
figures are all the more striking as the elicitation rate observed in the simultaneous data
used by Defrancq et al. (2015) was 57.1 per cent (56 out of 98 cases). Dialogue
interpreting appears to incentivise interpreters more to add the connective dus to their
interpretations. In this regard, it should be noted that a substantial number of untriggered
instances of dus occur in non-renditions (Wadensjo 1998), that is, in interpreter utterances
that cannot be analysed as interpretations. In non-renditions, interpreters address one of
the primary participants directly. In our corpus, 43 examples of this type were found.
Excerpt (2), drawn from Interview 1, illustrates such a case (S = interviewee and | =

interpreter).®

Excerpt 2

1.S <EN HOEVEEL KEER (.) PENDANT DEUX MOIS> (.) COMBIEN DE
[in Dutch] how many times [in French] during two months how many
2.S FOIS IL EST VENU CHEZ VOUS <person 1>
times did he come here <person 1>
3. I hoeveel keer dat <person 1> hier in de afgelopen twee maanden bij jullie
how many times <person 1> has been here with you in the last two months
4.1 geweest is| dus dat zou hij wel eens willen weten |
so that’s what he would like to know

In line 4, the interpreter adds an utterance referring to the interviewee in third person: hij
(‘he’), while explicitating the illocutionary force of the interviewee’s turn. An instance of

dus is used to introduce the addition.

Occurrences in non-renditions account for almost a fifth of the non-elicited cases.
A functional analysis was carried out to find out in what circumstances interpreters add

the other 80 per cent of non-elicited cases.

8 In Interview 1, the interviewee has some knowledge of Dutch and uses it occasionally throughout the interview.
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5.2. Functional analysis

Nearly all instances of dus can be straightforwardly categorised using the annotation

criteria put forward in Section 3. Table 4 presents the breakdown of the observed cases.

Function Total Non elicited Non renditon  Elicited Percentage elicited
Consequence 26 20 7 6 23.1

Inference 27 22 6 5 18.5

Rephrasing 52 49 9 3 5.8

Turntaking 98 87 11 11 11.2

Turn yielding 13 11 3 2 15.4

Filler 42 42 3 0 0.0

Unassigned 7 5 4 2 28.6

Total 265 222 43 29 10.9

Table 4: Functions of dus in interpreting

All categories are well represented in the corpus. Turn management functions (turn taking
and turn yielding) prevail, totalling almost 40 per cent of the cases. Rephrasing and filler
functions jointly account for a third of the occurrences. Consequential and inferential dus
amounts to almost a fifth. In total, seven cases could not straightforwardly be assigned to

one of the categories.

The share of elicited instances is highest in the consequential uses. This is expected,
as adding a marker in the ideational plane contributes to the meaning of the utterances
and may distort the participants’ message. In other uses, the risk of distortion is smaller,

as well as the resulting ethical pressure to avoid additions.

In what follows, we will discuss a number of illustrative cases of untriggered uses,

placing them in a wider context of interpreter strategies.

5.2.1. Explicitation of a cause-effect relationship

Excerpt (3), drawn from Interview 11, shows a consequential use of dus in line 14, which
has no equivalent in the Greek source. The interviewee refers to the flight tickets the
couple might have used to return to Greece, which would be evidence of their initial
intention not to stay in Belgium. However, as he made the journey back in a lorry, he

never used the tickets.
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Excerpt (3)

1. S

2. S

3. S

In Greek the clauses in line 5 are linked up with the coordinate conjunction kot (‘and’).
The interpreter, however, chooses to foreground the cause-effect relationship between the
journey in the lorry and the failure to use the flight tickets. The use of consequential dus
may be regarded as a typical explicitation of a clausal relationship. Explicitation might

be an attempt to downplay the loss of evidence, as is further evidenced by the addition of

UTOPECOVE KAVOVUE KATL LEIVOLE OV OEV UTOPECOVILE ELYOLLLE
if we can find anything we’ll stay, if we cannot find anything
KOWEL TaL ELGITNPLO EMOTPOPNS Ko O pu=0a Eava yvpvdryape
there is still the return ticket and then we’ll go back again
oM wiow[(.hhh) petd n (personl7) éueve ey®d €puya mo vopig
together later (person 17) stayed and I left earlier

[xp

(uhum)

LE:: OPTNYO KOl TO EIGLTHPLO TYOVE YOUUEVA OeV EEPELS TAL
by lorry and the tickets got lost I mean we never
YPNOLOTOUCOLUE TOTE TO EXLCTPOPNG

used the tickets for the return flight

met ’t idee van te komen en te zien:: (.) of:: we:: (.) we hier konden
with the idea to come and to see whether we would be able

blijven of nie (.hh) en: als het zou tegenslagen dan hadden we ons
to stay here or not and if we failed then we’d still have our

euhm (.) terugticket onze terugvlucht al (.) ma dan uiteindelijk is
return ticket our flight back but in the end

(personl17) gebleven (.) en ik ben me een vrachtwagen teruggegaan
(person 17) stayed and | went back by lorry

dus de (.h) de retourtickets die::: die zijn gewoon verloren gegaan
so the return tickets they they basically got lost

a trivialising gewoon (‘just/basically’).

5.2.2. Rephrasing, repeating, and marking the most suitable segment as an answer

Rephrasing is obviously nearly always the result of an addition by the interpreter:
interpreters usually do not copy rephrasings or repetitions by the primary participants.
Excerpt 4, drawn from Interview 4, shows how the interpreter rephrases a previous

segment of the interpretation, while no rephrasing takes place in the source utterance. The

rephrasing is signalled by dus.
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Excerpt (4)

1.

N

Pow

S

S

deci daca ma lasa sa termin povestea de la ce-am ajuns cu
so if he allows me to finish my story about what happened with the fight
fcearta pot sa-i spun eu cand am ajuns aici el mi-a aratat site-ul lui
then I can tell him that when I arrived here he showed me his website
>hij zeg< als je [m::ij (2) het verh:aal

[dar (.) >dupa aceia am aflat mai multe si de aia am si plecat<
but after that there was more that | found out and I left
dat eu::h eh van begin tot einde dus tot de ruzie (.) dan gaat u m:e=euh
that uh uh from beginning to end so until the fight then you’ll
misschien begrijpen van waar dat hij geld had?
perhaps understand where he got the money

Often these instances of dus occur when interpreters summarise the content of a long turn

by the interviewee, emphasising the information unit most likely to be a suitable answer

by repeating it near the end of their turn and by marking it with dus. In Excerpt 5, from

the same interview, questions are asked about the whereabouts of a particular person

suspected of being the ringleader of a human trafficking network. The interviewee starts

describing a bar where members of the ring met. He is interrupted by the interpreter in

line 7, who starts rendering his turn. She concludes by repeating a clause from the

beginning of her turn, introducing it with dus.

Excerpt (5)
1. P [(xxxx)in die café he (XXxXXX)
XXxX in that bar right xxxxx
2. 1 Tnacea cafenea
in that bar
3. S >In acea cafenea< (1) era el (person7) (3) (person20) (2) (person22)
in that bar he was there (person7) (person20) (person22)
4. 1 °ja°
yes
5 P ja
yes
6. S Simaierau:: dar acum nu stiu daca erau cu el era mai
and there were more people but | don’t recall if they were with hem there
7. S multa lume jucau un biliard induntru [dar nu stiu::: eu am stat afara (xxx)
were many more they played pool inside but I don’t know I was outside
8. | [er wa- (.) er waren nog mensen nu weet ik nie of die
there we- were more people now I don’t recall if
9. | andere ware::n (.) euh samen met hem of nie (.) ’t was een eu::h
those others were with him or not it was a uh
10. | biljarttafel ze waren eu:h (a.) aan ’t spelen en ik zat buiten stond
pool table they were uh playing and | was outside was
11. | buiten te roken| °dus ’k weet het nie

outside smoking so | don’t know
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Excerpt (6), drawn from Interview 12, shows a case where the interpreter repeats a

segment from one of his previous turns, following turns by both participants. The segment

is the most suitable element to form a question-answer pair with the question asked by

the police officer in line 1 whether the couple is considering getting engaged. The use of

dus seems to single out that particular element to fit the adjacency pair.

Excerpt (6)
1. P oe=iz=eu:his er al sprake van een verloving?
How is uh can we say that you are already engaged
2. | (.hhh) apappavag vadpyet kKiO AT Exete apapPoviactelt
are you already engaged are you engaged
3. S oapapPaovagt Tt evvoeitel
engaged what do you mean
4. 1 g av égete apoPPfoviaotei () dnhadn <emionpo> [simate 6T
uh if you’re already engaged so actually if you already officially registred
5. S [°va® (3) emionuat (2) oy
officially no
6. | Oomavrpevteite
that you’d marry
7. | neen
no
8. S mAaon va EpBovv o1 YOVEIC LoV Kot Ol YOVEIG TOL Kot VaL:::|
you mean my parents and his parents come and
9. | gebedoeltda:: (.) zijn ouders en mijn ouders samenzitten en
you mean my parents and his parents meeting and
10. | bespreken da we kunnen trouwen dat is [(.) nog nie gebeurd
discussing marriage that has not been the case yet
11. P [ja: da=in iedere cultuur
yeah in every culture
12. P eu::h gaat het er wat anders aan toe
uh people go about it somewhat differently
13. | avdAioya pe Tov TOAMTIGUO AéEl umopEl va. eivar S10popeTiKod
depending on the culture he says it may differ
14. 1 odhG::: dev éxetei: [(.) Borer
but you haven’t yet
15. S [0yt yiati eivan Aiyo dvokoro ((laughs)) (xxx)
[no cos it is a bit complicated
16. S oAAd av yiver katt () Ba yiver ko Ba pBovv 6ot padi (.) €tot
but when we get to that point it is obvious that we’ll all meet
17. 1 sowieso als als er iets gebeurt als we zouden trouwen of zo (.hh)
in any case if something happens if we’d want to get married or so .hh
18. 1 dan:: m=moeten de ouders eu:h allemaal samenkomen dus
then our parents uh should all meet so
19. | datis nog nie gebeurd

that has not been the case yet

Excerpt (7), drawn from Interview 11, illustrates a similar case. The most suitable answer

to the police officer’s question is the reference to Netflix in the interviewee’s statement.
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That segment is again introduced by means of dus. Interestingly, the police officer had

already identified the reference to Netflix directly from the source in line 5. In other words,

the interpreter singles out the segment which is already available in the common ground

between the police officer and himself.

Excerpt (7)
1. P oke=een favoriet euh tv-programma van eu::h hem en haar
okay a favourite tv programme of uh hers and his
2. | & xdmolog €11 <ayommuévo> Tpdypappo otn tieodpoon (.)
does either of you have a favourite tv programme
3. | dwo cov g (personl7)
you or (personl7)
4. S &dm oev EEpw (.) edd kamota otryun PAETapE veETEALE dev €xel KT
well I don’t know there are times that we watch Netflix but
there isn’t much
5. P [Netflixt
6. S [vaiva () vou kGmowo otryun) PAémape To vetME edd Yiati OAeg
yeah yeah at some we watched Netflix cos
7. S Tg dAleg >ta kavdAia dev To KatoroPaivovpe<
we couln’t understand any of the other channels
8. I [hmge-
9. S [(-hhh) oAXé cuVMBwE >To TOAD TMAEOPOOT) TOV EXOVLE GTO
.hhh but more often than not we don’t switch the tv on
11. S omit eivon povipmg kKAelom< (.) Teplocdtepeg PoPES YTl (XXX)
very often cos for one you’ve got to reach out for it
12. S éva va 1evidoelg To y€pt Kat 0gv (.) TOAD aGYOMOVUOCTE LLE TV
and we don’t want to spend time watching
13. S mAedpaon
television
14. | 1o televtaio Toto omiti!
the last one home
15. S 1¢ Mo moAd aoyoA=tnV tAedpaon ival khetom [(.) dev (.) udvo
well we more often d the tv is not on only at night when we
16. | [vau oxet
[yeah ok
17. S 10 Bpdoa dpa av Egovpe dpeln >0a dode Kol Tovio 6To
feel like it then we watch some movie on
18. S vereMéE< (.hh) kou timota dAlo
Netflix that’s it no more than that
19. | echttv kijken doen we nie omda::: ja alle kanalen die hier gegeven
we don’t actually watch tv cos the channels that are available here
20. I worden daar begrijpen we niks van (.hh) dus het enige da we af en
we cannot understand any of it .hh so the only thing we occasionally
21. | toe:::euh zien is een film op Netflix (.hh) ma m:eestal staat de tv
uh watch is a movie on Netflix .hh but mostly the tv is switched off
22. 1 eigenlijk uit

actually
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Cases like (4), (5) and (6) are most frequent in the Romanian and Greek interviews and
seem to be characteristic of interpreters who grant primary participants long turns in the
conversation and are also given the opportunity by one of the participants to engage in
asides with the other primary participant. Most interestingly, they seem to prompt police

officers to focus on the item singled out while drafting the written record.

5.2.3. Fillers

As far as the use of fillers is concerned, it is noticeable that dus is especially frequent in
stretches of simultaneous interpreting, as illustrated in Excerpt (8), drawn from Interview
10. Unsurprisingly, these instances appear to be due to comprehension or production

issues. Witness the many filled pauses that co-occur with dus.

Excerpt (8)

1. S euam avut ocazia sa-l cunosc de abia in 2018 (.)
| had the opportunity to get to know him only in 2018

2. | ikikheb hem gekend [in 2018
I 1gotto know him in 2018
3. S [prima data pe (personS5) (2) si stand la mine in oras?t (xxx)
the first time (person5) while he was staying in my town
4. 1 [de eerste keer op=(person5) (.) en (person5) woont eu::h dus eu::h
the first time on (person5) and (person5) lives u:h so u:h
5. | indezelfde stad me mij al twintig jaar|

in the same town as | for twenty years

In line 2 the interpreter starts rendering the interviewee’s turn in line 1, but she is
interrupted halfway through the first sentence. She chooses not to yield the turn,
interpreting simultaneously until the point where background noises make the recording
inaudible (indicated with xxx in line 3). These noises seem to distract her causing her to
hesitate (line 4) and to use dus. These uses come very close to the ones reported in

Defrancq et al. (2015), where dus is shown to fill up gaps in the interpretation.

5.2.4. Turn management

Most of the observed instances of dus (104 out of 265) are turn management devices. In
slightly less than 90 per cent of the cases, interpreters signal their own turn management.

The remaining cases are ambiguous. In Excerpt (9), for instance, dus in line 2 may either
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signal the interpreter’s own turn management or render the participant’s turn taking

device bun ‘good’, ‘right’ in line 1.

Excerpt 9

1. S bun intrebarea este in felul urmator [(.) cum s-a petrecut am inteles |
good the question is the following: how did it happen I got that
2. | [dus de vraag (1) is
so the question is
3. S [ce exact sa imi spuna exact (.) ce vor sa stie cum s-a petrecut ce
what exactly they tell me what they want to know how did what happen
4. 1 [hoe de zaak in elkaar zit (1) <WAT precies> (1)
what the case looks like what exactly
5. | over wat wil je spreken
what you want to talk about

Excerpt (9) also illustrates another feature of dus as a turn taking device: frequently it
introduces overlapping speech and, occasionally, a stretch of simultaneous interpreting.
The presence of dus seems to indicate that the interpreter’s intent may not be to interpret
simultaneously, but rather to force a turn transition from the interviewee to herself. The

interviewee’s failure to yield the turn leads to the overlapping speech.

5.2.5. Unassigned cases

Five of the seven unassigned instances seem to share a distinctive feature, namely a
sudden change of perspective or even rendition mode. This is illustrated in Excerpt (10),
taken from Interview 1. In line 2 the interpreter first reports in third person what the
interviewee said in line 1. Then she produces a short sigh (.hhh) and starts interpreting in
first person what the interviewee had previously said. The transition between the

renditions modes is marked with an instance of dus.

Excerpt (10)

1. S c’estassassiner comme tuer quelqu’un ¢a|
that’s to assassinate like killing someone

2. | voor hem is’t een is dat een moord (.hhh) dus ik wil duidelijk maken dat
to him that’s murder so I want to clarify that
3. | <hetgaat (.) om ongeboren kinderen (.hhh) die geaborteerd worden>

this is about unborn children that are being aborted

The use of dus in (10) is likely associated with the written record that is being drafted: it
signals the start of the segment that is to be recorded by the police officer in the

appropriate first-person style used in written records. This is further evidenced by the
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reporting phrase duidelijk maken (‘clarify”), which is typical of the discourse of the
written register and was never used by the interviewee. Examples such as (10) seem to be
connected to the use of dus as a turn taking device: instead of signalling the start of her
turn, the interpreter seems to signal the start of the segment to be recorded. Figure 1, taken
from the written record of the interview, confirms that the police officer started taking
down the interpreter’s turn from the moment she uttered dus onward. There is no

reference to murder in the written record.’

aborteren en wie niet, Als het niet waar is dan betaal ik alles. Ik wil duidelijk maken dat het gaat om ongebo-
ven kinderen die geaborteerd worden nadat de termifn om legaal abortus te plegen reeds is verstreken.

Figure 1: Extract from the written record of Interview 1

6. DISCUSSION

First, it is important to underline that the overall frequency of dus in interpreters’
utterances is comparable to its frequency in dialogic spoken Dutch registers. However, it
is also quite clear that the discourse marker’s use is mostly disconnected from the primary
participants’ discourse. This strongly suggests that interpreters re-shape the original
discourse to a significant extent in dialogue contexts. Of course only one discourse marker
(dus) was analysed and it was used by only nine interpreters. Therefore, the results
definitely need to be confirmed for a larger set of markers and a larger population of
interpreters. With regard to the latter aspect, the data clearly point to considerable

variation across interpreters.

The interaction format seems to induce interpreters to use instances of dus that are
unrelated to the primary participants’ discourse. An essential part of the dialogue
interpreters’ task is to coordinate talk (Wadensjo 1998), which is reflected in a large
number of instances where dus is used to manage turn taking. This raises an interesting
question regarding coordination in interviews where interpreters do not use dus or only
use it very parsimoniously, namely, Interviews 5 to 8. There are indications that
coordination is indeed weaker in Interviews 7 and 8. These are conducted in Dutch and
Pashto with the same participants and the same interpreter. At several points the

interpreter’s competence is called into question and he is sidelined for a significant part

" Translation: ‘abort and who not. If it is not true, I’ll pay for everything. I want to clarify that this is about
unborn children that are being aborted after the deadline for a legal abortion is passed’.
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of the interview, as the interviewee has knowledge of Dutch. This clearly makes him a
secondary participant in the interaction. As for Interviews 5 and 6, interpreted by the same
interpreter with different interviewees, turn management lies firmly in the hands of the
interpreter. However, he mostly relies on ok as a turn management device. Finally,
interpreters who resort to simultaneous interpreting in the course of the interview are the
ones who use dus most frequently. At first sight, this seems surprising, because
simultaneous interpreting requires less coordination. However, simultaneous interpreting
could be a side-effect rather than a strategy: a participant who is unwilling to yield the
floor can force an interpreter into simultaneous interpreting by simply ignoring the signal

for turn transition.

A second point that needs to be raised is how interpreters seem to use dus in relation
to the written record. Several examples show interpreters singling out bits of information
by repeating them and signposting them by means of dus. Often these segments constitute
the most suitable answer to a question previously asked by the police officer. We
hypothesised that the role of dus is to draw the police officer’s attention to the signposted
segment in order for it to be taken down in the written record. This use comes close to the
discursive control function discussed in Section 3.1: dus introduces a reformulation of the
previous discourse in a version that is difficult to challenge for the police officer as it suits
the required features of the written record. Excerpt (10) is particularly illustrative of this
as dus is used at the transition point between two very different representations of the
previous discourse: one meant for the police officer (third person) and one specifically
designed for the written record (first person and register update). It remains to be seen
whether this pattern can also be found in other contexts of dialogue interpreting with
drafting, but it certainly adds to other research showing that interpreting for the written
record prompts particular discursive strategies in interpreters (Defrancq and Verliefde
2018; Verliefde and Defrancq 2022).

7. CONCLUSIONS

The motivation for this study was the observation that text collections of dialogue
interpreting rarely meet the criteria put forward by corpus linguists to qualify as a corpus.
The criterion of representativeness is especially problematic as most text collections are

small and only include interpretations of a limited number of interpreters. That does not
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disqualify the research carried out on them, which can yield valuable insights in terms of

the interpreter’s role, responsibility, interaction patterns, etc.

Our study set out to systematically analyse the use of one particular Dutch discourse
marker by nine interpreters recorded in 12 police interviews. The data collection used for
this is comparable in size to most available interpreting corpora. The main results can be
summarised as follows: in terms of frequencies, interpreters do not divert from general
usage patterns for spoken Dutch. However, their use of dus is mostly disconnected from
the speech they are interpreting. Nearly 90 per cent of the occurrences have no equivalent
in the corresponding source utterances. While explicitation seems to be at play in a certain
number of cases, the bulk of instances serves interaction coordination purposes. Given
the cognitive challenges interpreting poses it is not surprising to also find a substantial
number of filler instances where interpreters struggle to understand the source speech or
to articulate their interpretation. Some interesting cases of so-called discursive control
enforced by dus were also observed, further confirming the special relationship

interpreting holds with drafting of written records during the interview.
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