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This volume offers a comprehensive view of current research directions in Translation
and Interpreting Studies, outlining the theoretical concepts underpinning that research
and presenting detailed discussions of the various methods used.

Organized around three factors that are responsible for shaping the study of transla-
tion and interpreting today—post-structuralist theory, growth of the language industry,
and technological innovations—this volume is divided into three parts:

� Part I introduces the basics for conducting translation and interpreting research,
emphasizing the importance of grounding studies in contemporary theory and
outlining the steps necessary to ensure methodological rigor and validity of results.

� Part II provides a theoretical mapping of current translation and interpreting
research, from queer studies to cognitive science.

� Part III explores the key methodological approaches to research in Translation
and Interpreting Studies, including corpus-based, longitudinal, observational, and
ethnographic studies, as well as survey and focus group-based studies.

The international range of contributors are all leading research experts who use the
methodologies in their work. They present the research aims of these methods, as well
as their limits and discuss modes of data collection and analysis.

This is an essential reference for all advanced undergraduates, postgraduates, and
researchers in Translation and Interpreting Studies.
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Introduction

Claudia V. Angelelli and Brian James Baer

Although translation and interpreting have been described as the world’s
“second oldest profession”, the scholarly study of translation and interpreting
is a fairly recent phenomenon (Shreve 2000: 219). Only in the last 50 years or
so have anecdotal and largely prescriptive writings on translation and inter-
preting given way to empirical research and descriptive studies. Despite its
late start, the scholarly study of translation and interpreting has expanded at
a rapid pace. Borrowing freely from related disciplines in the humanities and
social sciences, such as cultural studies, sociology, anthropology, and applied
linguistics, scholars in Translation and Interpreting Studies have also devel-
oped their own theoretical and methodological approaches, which should be
of use not only for new researchers in departments of Translation and Inter-
preting Studies, but also for researchers in disciplines across the humanities
and social sciences that have begun to focus on what David Damrosch has
called the “problematics of translation” (2009: 8), not to mention those who
have yet to take the translation turn.

Given the rapid growth of the scholarly field and the appearance of new
doctoral and master’s degree programs in Translation and Interpreting Stu-
dies throughout the world, the time for a book on researching translation and
interpreting that explicitly links theoretical concepts with research methodology
and includes research paradigms in both Translation and Interpreting Studies
is now. There are several works dealing with research methods for translation
and interpreting, such as the collections Intercultural Faultlines: Research
Models in Translation Studies II (2000), edited by Maeve Olohan; Crosscultural
Transgressions: Research Methods in Translation Studies II (2002), edited by
Theo Hermans; The Map: A Beginner’s Guide to Doing Research in Translation
Studies (2002), co-authored by Jenny Williams and Andrew Chesterman; Teach-
ing and Researching Translation (2001/2013), by Basil Hatim, designed to
promote action research; Research Methods in Interpreting (2013), by Sandra
Hale and Jemina Napier, a practical guide for doctoral students; and, most
recently, Gabriela Saldanha and Sharon O’Brien’s volume Research Methodolo-
gies in Translation Studies (2014). The most systematic and comprehensive of
these works is undoubtedly Saldanha and O’Brien’s, and, as such, shares one of
the goals of this volume in promoting greater rigor in research in our field.



That being said, our volume differs from that of Saldanha and O’Brien in
several significant ways. First, this volume includes both translation and
interpreting, including interpreting of spoken and signed languages. Second,
it traces the adoption and adaptation of theories and models developed
outside of Translation and Interpreting Studies (TIS) for the study of trans-
lation- and interpreting-related phenomena, contributing in this way to
the study of how theories travel. Third, it promotes a mutually interrogative
relationship between theory, research, and practice. And finally, the volume
takes a firm position in advocating a post-structuralist approach to conduct-
ing research on translation- and interpreting-related phenomena, as discussed
in Part I.

Moreover, while offering a broad and systematic mapping of research in
the field, as Williams and Chesterman, and Saldanha and O’Brien do, this
volume is decidedly forward-looking. The contributors were asked to spec-
ulate, based on their expertise in the field, on future trends in T&I research,
suggesting not only where they think research is currently heading but also
where it should be heading, that is, what important areas are under-studied or
what new areas are emerging that deserve the attention of researchers. For
example, while issues of gender and sexuality have been broadly and con-
sistently discussed in relation to translation, they remain under-studied in the
field of interpreting, which is surprising given the significant body of literature
on gender and sexuality in sociolinguistics. On the other hand, while issues
of stress and working conditions have been widely discussed in relation to
interpreting (e.g., interpreters in war zones or in emergency situations), they
deserve more attention in Translation Studies. Our commitment to covering
research in both Translation and Interpreting Studies brings such imbalances
to light. Moreover, whereas Saldanha and O’Brien decided not to cover transla-
tion history as an object of study, we have included it, as recent historical
studies of translation and interpreting are perhaps the greatest caution against
the tendency to universalize findings across cultures and time periods.

Overall, this volume is meant to buck the increasing diversification of the
field by offering a synthetic view, uniting those aspects of the discipline that
are often separated: pure and applied research, Tanslation and Interpreting
Studies, empirical and theoretical research, and qualitative and quantitative
paradigms. This integrated view of the field is meant to remind us of our
shared theoretical foundations, and to encourage collaboration across fields
and the use of mixed methods. As a consequence, this book is meant to
highlight and promote the interdisciplinarity that has always been a hallmark
of TIS.

This volume is divided into three parts. Part I contains an introductory
essay by the editors that discusses the general features of a post-structuralist
or post-positivist approach to research of translation- and interpreting-related
phenomena, and outlines the basic components of the research journey.
Part II provides a conceptual mapping of current translation and interpreting
research, discussing the theoretical models and concepts underlying it, often
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borrowed and adopted and/or adapted from other fields. Our mapping
of translation and interpreting research in Part II, that is, our selection
and naming of the various chapters, as well as our guidance to the con-
tributors, was largely shaped by three factors: the spread of post-structuralist
theoretical approaches, the pace of globalization, and rapid developments
in technology.

Underlying most translation- and interpreting-related research today, post-
structuralist approaches are characterized by a rejection of essentialist claims,
traditional positivist concepts, such as equivalence and fidelity, and the stasis
of earlier linguistic-based models. These new approaches assume translation
and interpreting to be highly dynamic, socially constructed endeavors, and
translators and interpreters to be agents and cultural mediators, co-creators of
meaning instead of transparent vessels, thoroughly imbedded in a specific
cultural context. These theoretical precepts call for a reflective research
practice that acknowledges that language can never be an entirely neutral
instrument for communication.

The increasing communication demands in a rapidly globalizing world and
the growing consensus that access to translation and interpreting services in
legal and medical settings is a human right have highlighted the need for
high-quality translators and interpreters. At the same time, the rapid diversi-
fication of translation- and interpreting-related jobs poses new challenges for
translation and interpreting education programs and has made the language
industry itself into an object of research. That research explores a variety of
issues concerning translator and interpreting education and professional
development, the professionalization of translation and interpreting, and the
status and self-image of translators and interpreters.

Advances in technology over the last 15 to 20 years have also greatly expanded
the objects of translation and interpreting research, which now include such
phenomena as crowdsourcing, the use of computer-assisted translation tools,
the translation of context-less strings, the post-editing of machine-translation
output, and remote interpreting. In addition to generating new objects of
research, new technologies have expanded the range of methods and tools
available for the study of both product-oriented and process-oriented research,
from corpus-based studies to eye-tracking and keystroke logging.

Part III explores the major methodological approaches to research in
Translation and Interpreting Studies, including naturalistic, quasi-experi-
mental, and experimental designs, as well as product- and process-oriented
methods. Some of the specific methods discussed are corpus-based, observa-
tional, and ethnographic studies, as well as survey- and focus group-based
studies. Chapter authors range from well-established researchers in the field
who have used, and in some cases pioneered, the methods discussed to junior
scholars, who will define the research trends of the future.

This book is aimed at advanced undergraduates and graduate students,
new scholars in the field of Translation Studies, as well as practitioners inter-
ested in contributing to the scholarly study of the field through research. It is
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also aimed at another readership—doctoral students and scholars in disciplines
across the humanities and social sciences who recognize the importance of con-
sidering questions of language and translation/interpreting in the generation
of knowledge but may not be familiar with the methods for studying those
questions that have been developed in the field of Translation and Interpreting
Studies.

Overall, the volume should be of interest not only to graduate students and
new researchers but also to more seasoned researchers inside TIS, as well as
outside it, who are interested in the current and future state of T&I research
and in exploring the ways Translation and Interpreting Studies can revitalize,
if not revolutionize, ontological, epistemological, and research paradigms
across disciplinary boundaries.
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Part I

Exploring translation and
interpreting
Claudia V. Angelelli and Brian James Baer

What is T&I research?

Research has been defined in various ways according to different paradigms
and traditions. The conceptualization of research also varies among different
communities of practice and speech communities. Research in Translation and
Interpreting Studies has enjoyed an eclectic tradition, in line with its inter-
disciplinary nature. Researchers in Translation and Interpreting Studies (TIS)
come from different paths of life (ranging from cultural studies to computer
science and from languages and linguistics to educational or social psychol-
ogy) and bring their own traditions and methods to the study of phenomena
that cut across all areas of society: the rendering of written and verbal/signed
communication of values, traditions, and information across time and space.
Through the years we have seen research in TIS grow into a body of knowl-
edge in its own right. By borrowing theoretical/conceptual frameworks and
research methods from fields in both the humanities and social sciences, as well
as by creating their own, researchers in Translation and Interpreting Studies
explore phenomena related to communication, culture, and languages through
new lenses, posing different and richer questions than were asked before.

For junior scholars and doctoral students in TIS, as well as for researchers
coming from other disciplines, it is precisely the interdisciplinarity of our field
that presents the greatest challenges and opportunities. Researching TIS
today means researching transgression and re-construction, the displacement
of texts (oral, written, or signed), as well as of peoples and communities
(authors, readers, speakers, audiences, providers and recipients of informa-
tion, translators, interpreters, and interlocutors), through space and time. Our
object of study can be fuzzy and/or neat. Our lenses can be single, multiple,
and complex, our paths linear, circular, and everything in between. TIS by its
very nature allows us opportunities to study phenomena in more compre-
hensive and ethically sound ways that until now have been investigated rather
narrowly, from a mainstream perspective (e.g., focusing on inaccuracies in
communication and overlooking fundamental questions regarding access to
communication) and within a traditional, positivist framework.



Given its mixed origins—in Applied Linguistics, Comparative Literature,
and Cognitive Psychology—Translation and Interpreting Studies is uniquely
positioned to break down the traditional barriers separating the humanities,
social sciences, and hard sciences, and to drive the kind of transformation in
doctoral education described in the 2010 MLA Report on Doctoral Study in
Modern Language and Literature, by promoting interdisciplinarity, digital
humanities, and teamwork and collaboration. If, as the authors of the report
claim, “All modern scholarship necessarily includes ongoing reflection on the
fundamental constitution of the discipline” (2014: 9), then the study of
translation and interpreting, which relativizes the language we use to “know”
the world, must play a central role in that ongoing reflection in every depart-
ment and field. Such a transformation can happen, however, only if the
research methodologies and theoretical approaches of other fields are not
borrowed blindly, but are adapted and infused with a deep sensitivity to
language(s). When we acknowledge language as both an object of study as
well as the medium for conducting studies and for presenting research results,
we blur the boundary established by positivists between ontology (what is)
and epistemology (what we know about what is), necessitating a deeply
reflexive research practice.

Linking theory, research, and practice

While acknowledging the transformational potential of this interdisciplinarity,
it is not without its challenges, as it requires the merging of research para-
digms that have traditionally been seen as diametrically opposed—namely,
those developed in the hard sciences and social sciences, and those developed
in the humanities, specifically in the field of literary studies. Consider, for
example, the very different use of theory within these two paradigms. Within
the paradigm developed in the hard sciences and social sciences, theory
represents a model that is based either on tested hypotheses or on a syste-
matic exploration that requires the collection and analysis of data. In the
humanities, literary theory refers to something closer to philosophy, specifi-
cally, the philosophy of language, grounded in structural linguistics (Saussure),
sociolinguistic critiques of structural linguistic models, and extensions and
adaptations of structural linguistic models (i.e., Lacanian psychoanalysis,
deconstruction, and semiotics). Merging these paradigms forces us to recog-
nize language both as an object of study and as a vehicle for the cultural and
communicative construction of that object, that is, language as a set of
observable behaviors and at the same time as a generator and communicator
of ideologies.

While post-structuralist approaches compel us to acknowledge the con-
structedness of our categories of analysis, the provisional and relative nature
of the knowledge generated, and the situatedness of the researcher as one who
is simultaneously framer and framed, they do not negate the possibility of
empirical research. Rather, they call for a reflexive research practice, which
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encourages researchers to interrogate not only their interpretation of data, but
also the very categories they design or borrow to generate that data. This is
especially important when dealing with “other” cultures. Indeed, by invoking
broad categories for cross-cultural analysis, such as French or Chinese, or
male and female, researchers participate, unwittingly or not, in the reification
of these identities, often at the expense of sub-national, class, and alternative
gender and sexual identifications (to name just a few). Moreover, the reflec-
tion promoted by post-structuralist theories and methodologies is especially
important today as institutions and governments attempt to measure scholarly
output with strictly quantitative tools, which lend an aura of “objectivity,”
but hide as much as they reveal.

Another key feature of post-structuralist approaches is the call to situate
cultural practices within specific social contexts, countering the temptation to
universalize findings across languages and cultures, often in tacit or implicit
support of hegemonic agendas. In Translation Studies, for example, corpus-
based studies increasingly turn away from large language corpora in favor of
corpora based on text type. In Interpreting Studies, recent work has empha-
sized the necessity of studying interpreting within the specific institutions or
social contexts in which it is practiced. As Angelelli notes

The constraints that any institution (be it a hospital, a courthouse or a
national/international public/private organization) may pose on the act of
interpreting need to be accounted for in a theory of interpreting. Even when
medical, community, conference, and court interpreting seem to have strong
common grounds (based on a linguistic or information-processing per-
spective), there are probably more differences than similarities based on
the settings where these interpreting events occur and on the participants.

(Angelelli 2004b: 21)

But while these post-structuralist approaches are increasingly common
among researchers, the positivist illusion of capturing the one true meaning
of an utterance survives not only in the popular understanding of translation
and interpreting, but also in a variety of professional and educational settings.
The professional world of translation and interpreting remains dominated by
positivist notions of representation, which promote an essentially mimetic
model that posits the existence of a priori meaning expressed in one language,
which is then transferred, with a greater or lesser degree of fidelity, from that
language to another. This conceptualization of the relationship between lan-
guage and meaning is reflected to some degree in almost every aspect of
translation and interpreting practice, from the T&I classroom to the testing
industry and professional associations, from the certification of translators
and interpreters to the creation of codes of ethics and standards of practice.

The designation made by St. Jerome in the fifth century of two fundamentally
different approaches to translation—sense for sense or word for word—remains
firmly entrenched today in many institutions. This model is institutionalized,
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for example, in many legal systems, where the interpretation of sense, or
meaning (designated as the purview of lawyers and judges), is separated from
the interpretation of words, or language (designated as the purview of the
translator or interpreter). As a result, translators and interpreters have
frequently been portrayed as neutral conduits of information. We see this
positivism reflected, too, in certification exams, which often separate linguistic
competence in the source language from all the other competencies required
of the professional translator/interpreter. The translator/interpreter’s role as
“mere” language conduit, in turn, enhances the professional status of the
domain expert, be it the diplomat, the judge, or the doctor, while diminishing
that of the translator/interpreter, as reflected most blatantly in the salary
differential between language and other experts.

The secondary status of the translator/interpreter was reinforced in the
Romantic Age, which constructed the translator as the defining other of
the “original” writer—a mere imitator. Hence the enormous interest among
researchers today in translators and translation in pre-modern Europe (see
Kronitiris 1997; Goldberg 1997; White 2011; Uman 2012; and Goodrich
2013), and in cultures outside the West (see Pollard 1998; Hung and Waka-
bayashi 2005; Hermans 2006; Cheung 2006; Bandia 2008; Kothari and
Wakabayashi 2009; Inggs and Meintjes 2009; and Batchelor 2009). And so,
the marginal professional status of translators and interpreters today is a
valuable object of study insofar as it reflects deep-seated cultural anxieties
over who controls meaning. As Rakefet Sela-Sheffy argues in this volume:
“It is the contradiction between the potential power of translators and inter-
preters as cultural mediators (Bandia and Milton 2009), on the one hand, and
their obscure professional definition and alleged sense of submissiveness, on
the other, that makes them such an intriguing occupational group.”

While Roman Jakobson suggested the theoretical untenability of the positivist
separation of word and sense in his 1959 article “On Some Linguistic Aspects
of Translation,” researchers in the field of translation and interpreting over
the last 20 years have provided an empirical basis for Jakobson’s theoretical
claim. Angelelli (2004a), for example, showed that the various roles played by
interpreters in medical settings far exceed the prescriptive descriptions of the
interpreter’s role in the reigning codes of ethics. This disjunction contributes
to the interpreter’s uncertain self-image, discussed by Rakefet Sela-Sheffy in
this volume, by instilling a sense that she is unable to conform to the dictates
of the professional codes of conduct (Angelelli 2007). Research holds the
key to resolving this situation by providing the kind of empirical evidence
that should form the basis of our codes and our assessments, as well as our
classroom practice.

For too long the professional field of translation and interpreting has
been shaped by anecdote and intuition on the part of experts, or at least
professionals—for, as Shreve (2002: 154–55) notes, not all professionals are
experts. Nevertheless, resistance to the post-structuralist understanding of
the relationship of language to meaning, i.e., that meaning is constructed in
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the act of interpretation, remains strong. In fact, the tension between the
prescription to act as a neutral conduit of stable and fixed meanings and the
reality of the translator and interpreter’s role as co-constructor of meaning is
evident from the very earliest stages in the professionalization of translation
and interpreting in the postwar period. For example, in a 1955 article published
in the New York Times Magazine, titled “Interpreter: Linguist Plus Diplomat,”
a professional U.N. interpreter is quoted as saying: “You must be absolutely
faithful to what the delegate is trying to convey” (White 1955: 12; italics
added)—not to what the speaker is saying but to what the speaker is trying to
say, which casts doubt on the ontological status of the source utterance.
Moreover, the addition of diplomat to the interpreter’s role as language expert
as suggested in the article’s headline is not a simple add-on insofar as it
authorizes the interpreter to consider a host of factors beyond the denotative
semantics of the source utterance—it makes her a cultural mediator. As the
interpreter interviewed puts it, “Sometimes you interpret exactly what he says
and then add a few words to explain what he means,” and later, “You do an
editing job as you go along” (White 1955: 12; italics added). The interpreter’s
words express a fundamental tension within our modern understanding of
translation and interpreting, which was especially acute in the 1950s, when
the Sapir-Whorf concept of linguistic relativity competed with the promotion
of machine translation and a model of translation as linguistic matching.
While the former posits the inseparability of words and their meaning, placing
limits on translatability and constructing translation as “a complex decision
making process,” to use Jiří Levý’s phrase, the latter posits the separability of
words and meaning, promoting an ideal of universal translatability.

The persistence of positivist notions is perhaps more acute in Interpreting
Studies, Angelelli (2004b: 21) argues, because unlike Translation Studies
“interpreting did not develop into Interpreting Studies with an underlying
theory. The theory and research on which interpreting rests has been pro-
duced mostly by the field with little influence from other [fields] (even though
interpreting is per se an interdisciplinary endeavor).” Hence the importance of
breaking the closed circle in which prescriptive codes and anecdotes continue
to influence the training and professional identity of interpreters. This situa-
tion, Angelelli contends, “leads to a complex field of practice lacking the
insights of interdisciplinary research and theory and losing the opportunity to
contribute to theory development” (2004b: 24). Creating a mutually inter-
rogative relationship between theory, research, and practice offers the greatest
hope of breaking that self-perpetuating circle.

The research journey

While post-structuralist theory challenges many of the positivist pieties of
traditional research paradigms, it should not lead us to abandon the tradi-
tional research journey. In fact, it calls upon us to show even greater rigor and
systematicity in order to reduce bias as much as possible and to validate our
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findings through the application of mixed methods. Conceptualized as an art
and a craft (Booth, Colomb, and Williams 2008), the research journey begins
with curiosity, interest in a topic, a hypothesis, a hunch, or a question on the
part of the researcher. That being said, the research journey is not undertaken
by the researcher alone. Research on cross-cultural communication, on how
texts and information travel across space and time, touches the lives of many.
It involves not only the researcher but also the authors, the readers, the
audiences, the speakers of minority languages, all of whom have a direct or
indirect interest in the results of the research. Research in TIS also brings
scientific communities closer together as it stands at the intersection of many
disciplines. So, the journey is shared.

Also, like a journey, research requires a great deal of effort and rigor. While
several studies in T&I have used the methods discussed in this volume, they
have not always shown rigor in respecting the integrity of the methods. For
example, in the last 15 years we have witnessed a growth of M.A. and doctoral
theses in TIS using surveys to measure perceptions, beliefs, qualities, etc.
Surveys have become a popular way of gathering data (especially with free
software like SurveyMonkey). Very few of the studies using this method,
however, discuss the reliability and validity of the survey administered
(required for any measurement instrument), simply assuming that the survey
measures what the author intended it to measure. Another important point of
rigor involves the manipulation and analysis of the data. Many studies do not
exhibit the necessary rigor in sampling but, nevertheless, claim to generalize
results. In addition, many times authors do not conceptualize a survey as a
way of correlating variables and limit their analysis to descriptive statistics.
Unlike specialized software designed for technical studies, many beginner
software programs do not run correlations. Therefore, authors using this basic
free software are not able to take full advantage of the data they have
collected. And what is even more problematic is when the software rather
than the research question seems to dictate the extension of the analysis.

And so, only when we are equipped with a commitment to rigor and sys-
tematicity are we ready to embark on the research journey, which we will
describe below in terms of stages. While these stages do not necessarily follow
one another in a particular order, some definitely come before others. But this will
depend on the approach and the nature of the research. One of the earliest
stages is the statement of the problem. This should clearly state and define the
issue to be studied, its scope and nature, the need for this research, the gaps it
will fill, why it merits our attention. Most generally, the statement of the
problem culminates with a research question that will address the problem.
Depending on the approach or paradigm, the research question can be an
exploratory one that will be addressed by the study, a hypothesis to be accepted
or rejected, or a hunch (not formulated as a question) to be followed.

The theoretical framework refers to the theory/set of theories on which the
study will be grounded, the available lenses through which we can examine
the problem. A research problem is like any other kind of problem. We can
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look at it from different perspectives depending on what we can see or what
we want to see. Thus, the same data can be discussed differently according to the
lens used. When we look at the problem through the lens of history or sociol-
ogy, literature, feminism or agency, interaction, displacement or hegemony, we
are framing the study in a way that will impact the very essence of it. The theo-
retical framework, therefore, cannot be considered a posteriori or as an add-on.

The literature review or review of the relevant literature is key to situating
our research project in a larger context. Through the literature review, we
participate in an ongoing dialogue and become part of a community of dis-
course. Research contributes to knowledge, to the advancement of a field of
study, shedding light on a problem, and sometimes resolving it. It is therefore
essential to be familiar with what has been written about the problem we are
exploring, or similar ones, for two basic reasons. First, it does not make sense to
re-invent the wheel. Second, and more importantly, as researchers we always
stand on the shoulders of those who came before us. Acknowledging and
citing previous work done in the field, giving credit where credit is due, is,
therefore, the proper and ethical thing to do.

The methods section is closely linked to the research question and the
theoretical framework. The lens we decide to use to look at the issue and the
question we ask about it will establish how we will go about answering/
exploring the question. It is not the other way around. We will not decide on
a method a priori simply because we are more familiar or comfortable with it.
Otherwise we will have to find a research question that lends itself to investi-
gation with the method we have chosen. This is a case of the tail wagging
the dog. Once the method has been selected, we collect a certain type of data
(perceptions, texts, behaviors) that will be analyzed in a specific way, that is,
according to the method.

The data analysis section is also closely linked to the research question
and the method used. We analyze the data we gathered (which depends on the
question) based on the method used to gather it. Different types of data allow
for different types of analysis. And various research questions can be answered
using different types of data (e.g., data resulting from surveys, which are gen-
erally quantifiable, or from direct observations). In this section we analyze the
data and explain to the reader how we did it. This section does not necessarily
present an interpretation of the data, as data may be interpreted in different ways.

The results section, also sometimes merged with the discussion section, is
where the researcher takes a stand with her/his own interpretation of her/his
results. This is, however, not arbitrary as it is bound by the lens used and
the data collected, which derived from the method used, which was dictated
by the research question. It is, together with the discussion section, one of
the most exciting parts of the journey, as we are able here to present our
contribution to the field.

The discussion section—which may stand alone or be merged with the
results section or the call for further research section—links the results of the
study to the review of the literature, argues how the results reinforce or differ
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from findings from other studies, and posits additional questions. The con-
clusion section is the one where the researcher revisits the research question to
discuss how it was systematically answered. In so doing, the researcher links
all parts of the study, beginning with the lens used (the theoretical framework)
to study the issue at hand to recapping the results and their meaning. The
implications section is also a crucial part of the study. Results of a study can
have implications at both the theoretical and practical levels, and the impli-
cations may affect different groups or entities. So, this section connects
research to the outside, to a community, a group, or a system.

In the process of breaking a whole into its parts to make it more manage-
able, one may think of a study and its write-up (whether it is a dissertation,
a grant report, or a publication) as a collection of pieces (statement of a
problem, research question, theoretical framework, review of relevant litera-
ture, methods, results, analysis, etc.) that must be present (to meet require-
ments, for example) just because. The truth is that each piece contributes to
the whole in a unique way. There is nothing capricious about the collection of
parts and there is nothing arbitrary about the structure. Although some
research designs may be more or less flexible than others, depending on the
question and the approach, all the parts contribute something unique. For
example, while an experimental design imposes something—a treatment—on
the participants, and the research question is firm, a naturalistic design does
not impose any pre-constructed frame on the participants, and the research
question may change to a certain degree. In any case, a question, be it about
an individual or a group, a single text or a corpus, asked synchronically or
asynchronically, at a macro or micro level, can be answered with confidence
when the process (the journey) used to answer it has been systematic and
rigorous.

Conclusion

The possible directions research into translation- and interpreting-related
phenomena will take are limitless. New research directions will emerge from
within Translation and Interpreting Studies proper, as well as any number of
other fields that choose to take the translation/interpreting turn. And so, the
map of the field provided in Part II, while comprehensive, will continue to
evolve, as will the methods and tools presented in Part III. What will remain
constant, however, is the necessity of investigating that most fascinating
and complex aspect of our lives as human beings—communication across
languages and cultures.
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