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1.1 Introduction

Since the late 1990s, corpus-based translation research has significantly enriched
translation studies, transitioning the field from a prescriptive to a descriptive
approach (Baker 2019). The application of corpus linguistics enables examin-
ation of linguistic features based on extensive empirical databases of natural
discourse, promoting robust and comprehensive analyses (Biber, Conrad, and
Reppen 1994).

CISinitiated by Shlesinger (1998) has since illuminated interpreting research.
CIS primarily aims to reveal the unique patterns and features of interpreted
texts and explore the complex cognitive processes used by interpreters (Setton
2011). The European context, renowned for its multilingual environment and
available data, has significantly contributed to CIS. The European Parliament
Interpreting Corpus (EPIC), for example, is a valuable resource that has
facilitated various studies (Bernardini, Ferraresi, and Mili¢evi¢ 2016; Russo,
Bendazzoli, and Sandrelli 2006).

Contrasting Europe’s advances, China’s CIS, despite its late start, has
experienced rapid growth since the late 2000s. CIS in China largely focuses
on Chinese-English interpreting, involving two genetically distant languages
that present unique challenges (Crystal 1987, p. 292). Understanding these
complexities is vital in reviewing CIS research in China, as it highlights the
distinctive difficulties faced by Chinese-English interpreters. While previous
reviews exist (Wang and Tang 2020), a comprehensive examination of CIS in
China’s current research status is critical to further understanding the oppor-
tunities and challenges in Chinese-English interpreting studies.

1.2 Methodology

1.2.1 Data collection and description

This investigation provides a comprehensive overview of the research land-
scape surrounding CIS in China since the emergence of the first interpreting
corpus in 2008 (Wen and Wang 2008). The focus is primarily on studies
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conducted over the past decade, during which CIS in China experienced
significant growth and development. To conduct a systematic survey, two
prominent academic databases, Web of Science (WoS) and China National
Knowledge Infrastructure (CNKI), were utilized. The WoS database, specif-
ically the Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI) edition, was queried using
the title keywords “interpret*” and “corp*” to retrieve relevant articles. The
search was limited to the period between January 1, 2008, and December 31,
2022, with English language restriction and document type limited to articles
or early access publications. The research areas were confined to Linguistics,
Language and Linguistics, and Communication. Similarly, the CNKI data-
base, which encompasses influential Chinese scholarly journals indexed by
the Chinese Social Sciences Citation Index (CSSCI), was employed. Ten key
journals! focusing on translation studies were selected (Liu, Cheung, and Zhao
2022). The title keywords “[13%” (interpreting) and “iE¥l7Z” (corpus or cor-
pora) were used in the search, with the time frame set from the same period
(2008-2022) and the document type limited to articles. The search yielded 56
English articles from WoS and 41 Chinese articles from CNKI.

1.2.2 Data analysis

From the WoS database, we initially obtained a total of 56 articles. After manu-
ally screening for relevance and removing unrelated articles, we were left with
33 articles that are related to CIS in the Chinese context. Among the 33 articles
published from 2013 onwards, further screening resulted in a final selection of
16 articles that met our criteria. Similarly, the CNKI database yielded a total
of 41 articles. Within this collection, 17 articles were published before 2013,
but only ten of them were found to be relevant after rigorous evaluation. For
the articles published from 2013 onwards, a careful screening process resulted
in a final selection of 22 articles that met our specific research requirements.

It is worth noting that among the ten articles published prior to 2013,
researchers primarily focused on three key areas: corpus compilation (e.g., Hu
and Tao 2010; Li and Wang 2012; Wang and Ye 2009), the pedagogical use
of interpreting corpus (e.g., Tao 2010; Wang and Ye 2009), and the specific
linguistic features of interpreted speech, including lexical bundles (Wang and
Huang 2011), explicitation (e.g., Dai 2011; Hu and Tao 2009), and simplifica-
tion (Liand Wang 2012). During this period, the research was in its early stages,
with only a few large-scale corpora being constructed for studying interpreting.
Moreover, the parameters used for investigating interpreting mainly relied on
traditional measures, such as mean sentence length, mean word length, and
lexical density. Statistical methods were infrequently employed, with a greater
emphasis on frequency counting. As a result, our current review divides the
analysis into two distinct periods: 2008-2012 and 2013-2022, with a specific
focus on the latter period. The first period is referred to as the exploratory
period, while the latter period is termed the maturity period. This approach
allows for a focused examination of the developments in the field over the past
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decade, providing valuable insights into the advancements in corpus-based
interpreting studies.

Through systematic analysis and summarization of 48 articles within the
domain of CIS, our primary aim is to provide a comprehensive understanding
of these papers and identify emerging research trends. In order to accomplish
this objective, we employed a coding scheme, adhering to the methodology
delineated by Liu, Cheung, and Zhao (2022), to conduct a thorough analysis
of the articles. Each article underwent meticulous examination, and relevant
information pertaining to various dimensions such as article type, research
framework, subject field, mode of interpreting, corpus compilation methods,
corpus software employed, and linguistic features analyzed, was meticulously
recorded in an Excel spreadsheet. This comprehensive analysis facilitated an
in-depth exploration of the specific research content. Finally, the synthesized
data and detailed analysis enabled us to discern the prevailing research trends
within the field of CIS.

1.3 Overview of corpus-based interpreting studies in China

This section offers an overview of CIS in China. In Section 1.3.1, we present
a comprehensive account of studies conducted from 2008 to 2012, a period
marked by the emergence of a limited number of articles, predominantly
focused on corpus compilation with only a few incorporating corpus-based
research. As a result, this phase was characterized as the exploratory period.
Moving on to Section 1.3.2, we delve into the maturity phase, spanning the
years 2013 to 2022. This period witnessed a significant surge in research efforts
devoted to CIS in China. The range of research topics expanded, accom-
panied by the introduction of comprehensive corpus software for compilation,
transcription, and annotation. Furthermore, there was a notable increase in
the development of self-compiled corpora, coupled with a diversification of
research methodologies employed.

1.3.1 The exploratory period (2008-2012)

The period spanning from 2008 to 2012 in China can be characterized as the
exploratory period. This investigation revealed that during this time, no art-
icles were published in international journals, and only ten influential articles
were identified from CNKI. Among these ten articles, three involve the general
discussion of interpreting corpora, including the comprehensive exploration
of the construction and development of interpreting corpora (Zhang 2009)
and the general use of corpora in teaching interpreting (Tao 2010; Wang and
Ye 2009).

As the field of interpreting research advances, there has been a notice-
able surge in efforts dedicated to constructing specific interpreting corpora.
A pioneering achievement in this regard was realized by Wen and Wang (2008)
through the creation of the Parallel Corpus of Chinese EFL Learners—Spoken



14 Yin, Xu, and Liu

(PACCEL-S), marking the first interpreting corpus in China. PACCEL-S
encompasses transcripts from TEM 8§ interpreting tests, totaling 495,231
words. This corpus is meticulously annotated with part-of-speech (POS) tags,
header markup, grammatical mistake markup, paralinguistic information
markup, and sentence-level alignment. While primarily designed as a learners’
corpus, PACCEL-S has played a pivotal role in guiding subsequent endeavors
related to the compilation, alignment, and annotation of interpreting corpora
in China. Exploiting the PACCEL-S corpus, Dai (2011) conducted a study
examining disfluency differences in Chinese-English interpreting, specific-
ally exploring variations between female and male EFL learners, as well as
between high-scoring and low-scoring groups. This investigation capitalized
on the valuable insights provided by the PACCEL-S corpus, shedding light on
the aforementioned distinctions within the context of interpreting research.

Hu and Tao (2010) contributed to this development by creating the Chinese-
English Conference Interpreting Corpus (CECIC). CECIC encompasses
544,211 words and includes original Chinese texts alongside their English
interpretations from press conferences held by the Chinese government
between 1988 and 2008. During the compilation process, sentence alignment
was conducted using ParaConc, while Chinese word segmentation was done
using ICTCLAS3.0 developed by the Institute of Computing Technology
of the Chinese Academy of Sciences. In addition, Hu and Tao (2010)
delineated two primary research directions that can be pursued utilizing the
CECIC: interpreting studies on Translation Universals and investigations into
linguistic features. Building upon the CECIC, Hu and Tao (2009) conducted a
study examining the explicitation of textual meaning and its underlying reasons
in Chinese-English conference interpreting using ParaConc. Similarly, Wang
and Huang (2011) explored the use of chunks in Chinese-English interpreting
by senior students based on the same corpus. Furthermore, employing the
CECIC, Hu and Tao (2012) investigated the syntactic features of press confer-
ence interpreting.

Several other corpora were compiled, each contributing to the expanding
landscape of interpreting research. Wang (2012) presented the construction
and processing of the “Corpus of Chinese-English Interpreting for Premier
Press Conferences” (CEIPPC), a self-built corpus. This corpus comprises
transcripts of original Chinese speeches and their simultaneous interpret-
ations from the annual Chinese Premier Press Conferences held between 1998
and 2012, encompassing approximately 100,000 words. The primary corpus
tool employed for this compilation was ParaConc. In a separate study, Li and
Wang (2012) utilized the self-built comparable subcorpus of the “Hong Kong
Bilingual Interpreting Corpus on Contemporary Social Life” (BICCSL) to
investigate lexical patterns. The annotation of POS tags was carried out using
the Free CLAWS WWW trial service, while WordSmith was utilized for exam-
ining word frequencies. By 2012, four significant corpora have been compiled
to study Chinese-English interpreting: PACCEL-S, CECIC, CEIPPC, and
BICCSL. These corpora have furnished invaluable resources for further
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research and analysis within the field. However, it is important to note that
during this period, there was a lack of standardized systematic techniques
concerning corpus compilation strategies, with scholars employing their indi-
vidual approaches to corpus construction. Furthermore, the extensive utiliza-
tion of the PACCEL-S corpus in interpreting research resulted in a relatively
greater emphasis on interpreting learners. It is worth noting, however, that
the data contained within this corpus originated from TEM-8 interpreting
tests, rather than authentic work or learning scenarios, which raises concerns
regarding the extent to which analyses are based on naturally occurring
interpreting discourses (Zhang 2012).

1.3.2 The maturity period (2013-2022)

The period from 2013 to 2022 stands as a significant era of growth and
advancement for CIS in China, forming the primary focus of this comprehen-
sive review. During this decade, the field of interpreting corpora research has
witnessed a notable expansion, encompassing a diverse range of subjects and
resulting in a substantial increase in both the size and scope of interpreting cor-
pora compared to the previous period. Noteworthy progress has been made in
various aspects of corpus development, including construction, transcription,
annotation, retrieval techniques, and data analysis. This progress has led to
the emergence of several exemplary corpus analysis software tools (Li and Hu
2013; Li and Halverson 2020; Wang, Li, and Li 2019). A thorough examination
was carried out, encompassing a total of 38 articles published between 2013
and 2022. Among these articles, 22 are research papers, while the remaining
16 consisted of introductory, review, or summary papers that did not involve
empirical studies. The focal point of the analysis centered on the 22 research
papers, with a comprehensive investigation into their research approach and
research object. In terms of research approach, the majority of 19 studies
(86%) in the field of interpreting have predominantly focused on synchronic
aspects. In these studies, researchers have directed their investigations toward
specific timeframes to gain insights into interpreting practices. However, the
exploration of diachronic aspects, which involves studying the evolution of
interpreted text over its historical trajectory, has been relatively limited, with
only one study conducted by Pan and Wang in 2021 addressing this dimension.
Furthermore, two studies, namely Gu (2019) and Gu and Tipton (2020), have
adopted an integrated approach by concurrently examining both synchronic
and diachronic dimensions. By doing so, they have aimed to provide a compre-
hensive understanding of interpreting practices.

The 22 papers reviewed in this study can be broadly classified into three
distinct categories based on their research object: linguistic features of
interpreting language, translation universals observed in interpreting, and
the interpreting process (Wang and Tang 2020). Among these categories, the
interpreting process emerges as the most prevalent research subject, accounting
for 59% (13 out of 22 articles). This body of work examines various aspects such
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as shifts (Pan and Wang 2021; Wang and Qin 2015), non-renditions in court
interpreting (Cheung 2017), the mediation of China’s discourse by Chinese
government-affiliated interpreters (Gu 2018, 2019; Pan and Zheng 2017), ter-
minological preparation for simultaneous interpreting (Xu 2018a, 2018b),
propositional information loss (Lu 2018), pauses in interpreting (Wang, Li,
and Li 2019), uncertainty in interpreting (Shen, Lv, and Liang 2019), meta-
phor in interpreting (Sheng 2021), and lexical bundles in interpreting (Li and
Deng 2022).

Linguistic features of interpreting language comprise another significant
area of research, accounting for 23% (5 out of 22 articles) of the reviewed lit-
erature. Within this domain, two studies specifically examine lexical features,
focusing on lexical patterns (Fu and Wang 2021) and modal verbs (Li and
Hu 2013). One study delves into larger linguistic units, that is, 4-gram lex-
ical bundles (Li and Halverson 2022). Additionally, two studies investigate
discoursal features, particularly the usage of hedges (Pan and Zheng 2017;
Wang and Li 2015). Furthermore, the investigation of translation universals
in interpreting constitutes another prevalent research subject. In particular,
explicitation (Tang and Li 2017; Li and Halverson 2020) and simplification
(Lv and Liang, 2019) emerge as primary focal points within this category. It
is worth noting that one article deviates from the aforementioned categories,
examining how foreign media outlets reported on the press conference inter-
pretation during the Chinese Prime Minister’s meetings with both Chinese and
foreign journalists by utilizing data from the Factiva Global News Database
(Cheng and Xu 2020).

Regarding the utilization of corpora, a total of 29 papers in this review draw
upon specific interpreting corpora, while the remaining nine papers focus on
general introductions of interpreting corpora, such as review articles (Chen
and Fu 2014; Wang and Fu 2020), general introductory papers of interpreting
corpora (Deng 2018), and of the principles and approaches (Zhang 2013).

A comprehensive account of the methodology employed in the 29 studies,
encompassing corpus design, compilation, and annotation, is presented in
Section 1.4.

1.4 Corpus design

1.4.1 Sources and fields of the corpus data

It is evident that the corpora at this stage encompass a wide array of fields or
disciplines, such as education (Tang and Li 2017), the legal realm (Cheung
2017), business and academia (Lu 2018), among others. The most common
source of corpus data is derived from Chinese government press conferences
(Fuand Wang 2021; Gu 2018, 2019; Gu and Tipton 2020; Li and Hu 2013; Pan
and Wang 2021; Pan and Zheng 2017; Shen, Lv, and Liang 2019; Wang and Li
2015; Wang and Qin 2015), which cover a wide range of fields including pol-
itics, economy, military, diplomacy, and people’s livelihood. Another significant
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data source originates from interpreting learners (Li and Deng 2022; Wang,
Li, and Li 2019; Zhang 2015a, 2015b, 2017, 2019), with the learner corpora
being CILC and PACCEL-S. Among the 29 articles, 23 (79%) utilized self-
constructed corpora, five (17%) employed existing corpora, and one (Sheng
2021) added new interpreting data to the existing corpus CECIC (Hu and Tao
2010) and analyzed the updated corpus.

It is noteworthy that several corpora have been consistently reused in mul-
tiple studies, reflecting their importance and value in interpreting research. For
example, the self-constructed CILC has been extensively utilized by Zhang
in a series of articles, covering various aspects such as corpus construction
processes, paralanguage tagging standards and procedures in CILC (Zhang
2015a), interpreting strategies tagging methods and their significance in CILC
(Zhang 2015b), an overview of CILC construction and research (Zhang 2017),
as well as linguistic information tagging strategies and analysis in CILC (Zhang
2019). In a similar vein, Gu employed the self-made Chinese-English Political
Discourses Corpus (CE-PolitDisCorp) in three articles to delve into the medi-
ation of China’s discourse on past actions and achievements by government
interpreters (Gu 2018). Furthermore, Gu examined the government-affiliated
interpreters’ role in mediating and reconstructing China’s discourse on PEOPLE
(Gu 2019), and investigated how these interpreters mediate Beijing’s discourse
at various levels using self-referential terms (Gu and Tipton 2020). Li and
Halverson utilized another self-made corpus, the Chinese-English Interpreting
Corpus of Premier Press Conference (CICPPC), to illustrate the intricacies
involved in determining causal factors for explicitation (Li and Halverson
2020). They also investigated the discourse functions and relationships to the
source text of 4-gram lexical bundles in the interpreted text (Li and Halverson
2022). In a separate study, Cheung employed a court interpreting corpus to
examine whether court interpreters actively coordinate communication while
performing their interpreting duties (Cheung 2017). Furthermore, Pease, Pease,
and Cheung (2018) proposed a novel method of discourse analysis based on
speech act theory and formal ontology, drawing insights from the same corpus.
During this phase of research, the PACCEL-S corpus, which is considered the
first interpreting corpus in China, was employed on two occasions. Wang, Li,
and Li (2019) investigated pauses in Chinese-English interpreting using the
PACCEL-S corpus, while Li and Deng (2022) explored the frequency effects of
lexical bundles in interpreting with the same corpus.

In summary, self-constructed corpora play a prominent role in corpus-based
interpreting research, indicating the well-developed techniques employed
in compiling English-Chinese interpreting corpora. This prevalence also
underscores researchers’ substantial confidence in the adaptability of such cor-
pora. While researchers explore a wide range of interpreting fields, the avail-
able sources remain somewhat limited, primarily reliant on data derived from
press conferences. This limitation likely stems from the inherent difficulty in
accessing authentic interpretation corpora (Li and Li 2010). Notably, corpus
data from press conferences is typically accessible online, whereas interpreting
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data from other domains such as business and medicine tend to be predomin-
antly confidential.

1.4.2 Corpus compilation and annotation

Excluding the 13 articles that did not provide details on transcription
methods, manual transcription was employed for the corpus data in 14 articles.
Interestingly, only two articles highlighted the utilization of relatively novel
transcription methods. In one study, researchers utilized corpus transcription
and alignment with the support of Tencent Al, supplemented by the manual
intervention (Lu and Zhang 2022). The other article implemented compound
transcription, which involved linear time alignment, sentence alignment, and
information alignment (Zhang 2017). These instances suggest that the tran-
scription of interpreting corpora predominantly relies on manual methods,
while the exploration of automated transcription technology is still at an
early stage.

Regarding corpus compilation, most articles did not specify the particular
methods employed. However, Tang and Li (2017) indicated the use of manual
alignment for aligning bilingual corpora. On the other hand, Pan and Zhang
(2017) and Pan and Wang (2021) mentioned the utilization of ParaConc
for aligning bilingual corpora. Extracting corpus data directly from existing
resources also emerged as a convenient option. Zhang (2019) conducted a study
by selecting corpora from the larger CILC corpus through stratified sampling
and subsequently establishing a smaller corpus. Xu (2018a) mentioned the util-
ization of the Sketch Engine platform’s focused web “crawler,” WebBootCat,
to automatically collect a network corpus. Additionally, Xu constructed a
smaller English-Chinese comparable professional corpus to enhance the pre-
interpretingmode. It can be inferred that there currently exists no automated tool
for corpus compilation, and most of the corpus compilation work necessitates
manual completion. Regarding annotation methods, it is noteworthy that 16
articles did not provide explicit information on this aspect. However, manual
annotation was frequently employed, alongside the emergence of various
innovative annotation techniques. Wang and Qin (2015) exemplified a com-
bination of manual and automatic tagging, utilizing the Stanford POS Tagger
for English part-of-speech tagging and ICTCLAS for Chinese part-of-speech
tagging. Lv and Liang (2019) utilized the automatic part-of-speech tagging
tool “Free CLAWS WWW tagger” (UCREL) to identify lexical simplification
parameters. Fu and Wang (2021) employed Treetagger for part-of-speech res-
toration and tagging to analyze lexical features within the corpus. Additionally,
Pan, Wong, and Wang (2022) demonstrated the possibility of exploring learner
data through human annotation, machine-facilitated human annotation, and
human-supervised/edited machine annotation, presenting three case studies
to support their claims. Similarly, Lu and Zhang (2022) adopted an auto-
matic annotation-first approach, followed by manual annotation, to anno-
tate interpreting strategies, information equivalence, and paralanguage in



Corpus-based interpreting studies in China 19

interpreting. Evidently, as research progresses in this field, annotation methods
have evolved into more sophisticated and nuanced techniques.

1.4.3 Types of corpora

In terms of corpus data types, Consecutive interpreting (CI) emerges as the
most prevalent mode, encompassing 55% (16 out of 29 articles) of the corpus
data. Two articles made use of SI data, while eight articles (28%) incorporated
both CI and SI data. One corpus data source deviated from the CI and SI cat-
egories, specifically the foreign media coverage of the Chinese Prime Minister’s
interactions with Chinese and foreign journalists in the Factiva Global News
Database (Cheng and Xu 2020). With regard to corpus types, 23 articles
employed parallel corpora, three utilized comparable corpora, and three made
use of single-language corpora. The limited availability of comparable cor-
pora strongly suggests that researchers have primarily focused on examining
the linguistic features of interpreted texts or the process of interpreting, while
neglecting comprehensive comparisons across various modalities, including
interpreted texts, translated texts, and source languages. This noticeable lack of
comparative analysis highlights a promising avenue for future research, offering
an opportunity to delve further into the intricate nuances of interpreting and
translation practices.

1.5 Methodological issues

This section delves into an examination of the methodological approaches
employed in 22 research articles, specifically from the perspective of data
collection and analysis methods.

1.5.1 Features for analysis

In terms of data collection methods, the majority of the 22 research articles
(20 out of 22) employed a corpus linguistics approach. However, two studies
took a different route by utilizing focus group interviews (Xu 2018b) and a
combination of simulated experiments and focus group interviews (Xu 2018a).
The objective of these studies was to verify the effectiveness of incorporating
a corpus-based terminological preparation procedure. In the remaining 20
research articles, data analysis primarily revolved around calculating the fre-
quency of specific linguistic indicators, which were classified into three distinct
levels: lexical, syntactic, and discoursal.

Three studies delved into the lexical characteristics of interpreted texts
through corpus analysis. Li and Hu (2013) examined the usage of modal verbs
in Chinese-English press conference interpreting, investigating their distinctive
features and underlying motivations. They conducted a frequency analysis of
English modal verbs in the Chinese-English conference interpreting subcorpus
and the original conference English subcorpus, comparing their distributions
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based on the modal degree and modal types. Lv and Liang (2019) explored
the presence of distinct lexical patterns across CI and SI outputs, examining
information density, lexical repetitiveness, and lexical sophistication. Their
corpus encompassed SI and CI output texts, read-out translated speeches, and
non-interpreted original English speeches, with findings indicating greater sim-
plification in CI outputs compared to SI counterparts. Fu and Wang (2021)
conducted a comparative analysis of lexical features in SI, CI, and original
spoken English texts. Their primary focus encompassed lexical density, type/
token ratio, core vocabulary coverage, list head coverage, hapax legomena, and
mean word length.

In addition to the studies focusing on lexical features, three research art-
icles have specifically concentrated on the syntactic level by examining lexical
bundles. Li and Halverson (2020) investigated the intricate task of identi-
fying causal factors contributing to explicitation. They accomplished this by
quantitatively calculating the frequency of 4-gram lexical bundles and their
three structural types. In their subsequent investigation in 2022, they fur-
ther explored the discourse functions and relationships between these 4-gram
lexical bundles in interpreted texts and the source text. Another significant
contribution was made by Li and Deng (2022), who analyzed the distribu-
tion and characteristics of lexical bundles by examining the frequency of
the component words within these bundles. These studies provide valuable
insights into the syntactic dimension of language through the examination of
lexical bundles in interpreted texts. By exploring the frequency, distribution,
and characteristics of these bundles, researchers can uncover patterns and
trends that enhance our understanding of the intricate syntactic complexities
inherent in interpretation.

There are 14 articles that specifically focus on the discoursal features of
interpreted texts. The prevalent indicators within the category of interactional
metadiscourse (Hyland 2005) include hedges, self-referential terms, and others.
For example, Wang and Li (2015) examined the characteristics and motiv-
ations behind the usage of hedges by professional translators. They utilized
ParaConc to identify high-frequency hedging items, such as “some,” “about,”
“I think,” “according to,” and then analyzed their patterns in interpreting by
finding their corresponding source text items using ParaConc. Pan and Zheng
(2017) investigated gender differences in hedging in Chinese-English conference
interpreting based on a transcribed parallel corpus. They employed both quan-
titative analysis, using AntConc to calculate the overall frequency of hedges,
and qualitative analysis, which involved scrutinizing the interpreting process
and documentary resources. Gu (2018) employed a corpus-based Critical
Discourse Analysis (CDA) approach to critically explore how government
interpreters mediate China’s discourse on past actions and accomplishments
in English. AntConc was used to calculate the frequency of self-referential
terms, specifically the present perfect and present perfect continuous with the
subjects “we,” “China,” and “government” in the interpreted texts. Gu (2018)
further examined the mediation and (re)construction of China’s discourse by
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analyzing the frequency of people-related items (2019) and self-referential
terms (2020) used by government-affiliated interpreters. Gu (2018) combined
corpus linguistics with CDA, integrating quantitative and qualitative ana-
lysis to establish connections between linguistic features in interpreted texts
and their socio-political and ideological dimensions. This approach represents
a relatively new development in the field of Conference Interpreting Studies
in China.

Other interpreting strategy indicators are also utilized, including shifts, non-
renditions, uncertainty, and explicitation. In the context of interpreting, shifts
refer to changes in the target speeches compared to the source speeches that
result not from obligatory systemic differences between languages but from
deliberate choices made by interpreters (Pan and Wang 2021). Wang and Qin
(2015) investigated the communication norms in Chinese-English interpreting,
specifically focusing on different types of shifts such as cohesive addition, elab-
oration, expansion of information, and explicitation of the intended meaning.
They manually annotated these shifts and calculated the frequency of specific
words or units categorized under each type. Pan and Wang (2021) narrowed
their focus to target-oriented shifts and conducted a diachronic study. They
compared the frequency of target-oriented shifts between different time periods
to examine whether the interpretation for the Chinese government by institu-
tional interpreters became more target-oriented during the 2010s compared
to the 1990s. They used ParaConc to identify five types of target-oriented
shifts through source-target comparison, followed by a qualitative analysis
where examples were provided to further examine the changes in different cat-
egories of shifts between the two periods. Non-renditions are utterances in the
target language that lack a corresponding counterpart in the source language
(Wadensjo 1998/2014). Cheung (2017) examined the types and frequencies of
non-renditions in interpreting to demonstrate how court interpreters actively
coordinate communication during their interpreting duties. Shen, Lv, and
Liang (2019) investigated the uncertainty experienced by expert interpreters
at Chinese Premier Press Conferences by quantifying the frequency of uncer-
tainty indicators, such as filled and silent non-juncture pauses, self-correction,
repetition, and reformulation.

In contrast to the previous period, which saw only two studies focusing
on the discourse level of interpreting texts (Dai 2011; Hu and Tao 2009), the
current period demonstrates a notable shift in research focus. During this
period, the majority of studies have dedicated their attention to investigating
the discourse level of interpreting. This significant increase reflects the growing
recognition of the crucial role that discourse plays in interpreting research,
highlighting the emerging trend of exploring the complex interplay between
language, context, and the communicative strategies employed by interpreters.
This paradigm shift serves as a compelling indication of a maturing field,
emphasizing the importance of further delving into discourse-level analyses to
advance our understanding of interpreting processes and enhance the quality
of interpreting practices.
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1.5.2 Data analysis methods

Regarding data analysis, the field of CIS research in China has progressed
beyond mere frequency counts and has embraced the use of statistical testing
to ascertain the significance of observed differences. All 22 research articles
included in the review involved quantitative analyses. Eleven articles relied on
frequency calculations for data analysis, while the other 11 articles employed
various statistical tests. These tests encompassed a range of methods, including
t-tests (Xu 2018a; Zhang 2019), log-likelihood tests (Wang, Li, and Li 2019),
chi-square tests (Li and Deng 2022; Li and Hu 2013; Pan and Wang 2021), and
analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests (Lv and Liang 2019; Shen, Lv, and Liang
2019). Some articles even employed multiple statistical tests. For example,
Pan and Zheng (2017) utilized both t-tests and log-likelihood tests, while Lv
and Liang (2019) employed one-way ANOVA tests and post-hoc pairwise
comparisons using Wilcoxon rank-sum tests (with Bonferroni correction).
Fu and Wang (2021) incorporated chi-square tests, Kruskal-Wallis tests, and
Mann-Whitney U tests in their study. The adoption of these statistical tests in
CIS research is motivated by their ability to provide a rigorous and systematic
approach to data analysis, allowing researchers to draw objective inferences
and arrive at valid conclusions (Oakes 2019). Moreover, statistical tests enable
researchers to assess the reliability and generalizability of their findings. By cal-
culating p-values or effect sizes, researchers can evaluate the strength and mag-
nitude of observed effects, determining the statistical significance and broader
implications of their results (ibid.).

In comparison to the previous exploratory period, where the use of statis-
tical tests in research articles was infrequent, the present period has witnessed
a substantial increase in their application. This trend signifies the growing
prevalence and adoption of statistical tests in recent years, reflecting the recog-
nition among CIS researchers of the importance of employing robust quanti-
tative methods. The utilization of advanced statistical techniques allows for a
more comprehensive exploration of data, leading to deeper insights and more
accurate conclusions. By embracing these sophisticated statistical approaches,
researchers enhance the rigor and reliability of their findings, contributing to
the advancement of CIS research.

1.6 Conclusion

The objective of this review is to provide a comprehensive overview of the
current research landscape in CIS in China. To achieve this, we have examined
influential articles from reputable sources including WoS and CNKI spanning
the late 20th century to the present. The analysis reveals a noteworthy expan-
sion in the research scope, attributed to advancements in techniques for com-
piling, transcribing, and annotating interpreting corpora. Furthermore, the
utilization of self-generated corpora and the adoption of diverse research
methodologies have significantly contributed to this expansion over the past
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decade. The current state of development in CIS reveals several notable trends.
First, synchronic studies dominate the research landscape, with a primary
focus on investigating the interpretation process and exploring discourse-level
aspects. A significant observation is the increasing utilization of statistical
tests, highlighting a growing emphasis on quantitative analysis within the field.
Furthermore, the expansion in the number and scope of corpora reflects a
broader and more diverse landscape for interpreting corpora. However, several
limitations have been identified in the field of corpus use in interpreting. To start
with, there is a relative lack of diversity in the sources of corpora utilized for
research, primarily focusing on the political interpreting of government press
conferences. This narrow focus may restrict the generalizability of findings to
other domains of interpreting. Moreover, although advancements have been
made in transcription and annotation techniques, further improvements are
required to cater to the diverse research purposes in the field (Wang and Tang
2020). Last, there is an imbalance in the availability of different types of cor-
pora for research purposes, with a predominant emphasis on consecutive
interpreting. Further efforts are warranted to address these limitations and
promote a more comprehensive understanding of CIS practices.

Note

1 Key translation journals in China include Chinese Translators Journal (9 [E##
%), Shanghai Journal of Translators (_Lif#lli¥), Foreign Language Education
(4MEH%), Journal of Foreign Languages (¥} [Ei%), Foreign Language Research (4
5%~ ), Foreign Languages in China ("' [E M%), Foreign Languages and Literature
(4MEE L), Technology Enhanced Foreign Language Education (JME FHEALZ2E),
Foreign Language Teaching and Research (4ME #%% 57 57, Foreign Language World
(IMEFY).
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