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12.1 Introduction

The tendency for translated texts to exhibit less complex language use 
compared to texts produced in the original language has garnered significant 
scholarly attention in recent decades. This phenomenon, known as simplifica-
tion, has been extensively studied in corpus- based translation research since 
its emergence in the early 1990s (Baker 1996; Kruger and Van Rooy 2016; 
Laviosa 1998; Liu and Afzaal 2021; Liu, Cheung, and Liu 2023). The observed 
pattern of linguistic simplification in translation serves as the foundation for 
arguments supporting the potential existence of translation universals that dis-
tinguish translational language from other language varieties (Baker 1996).

More recently, researchers have expanded the focus of investigation from 
translation to interpreting in order to explore the presence and extent of sim-
plification as a potential universal property of interpreting. Many studies in 
this line of research have employed lexical complexity indicators to operation-
alize and measure simplification (Bernardini, Ferraresi, and Miličević 2016; 
Dayter 2018; Ferraresi et al. 2018; Sandrelli and Bendazzoli 2005). This lex-
ical approach was initially introduced by Laviosa (1998) to identify core lex-
ical use pattern in translation by comparing lexical density, list head, and the 
proportion of high- frequency words in translated and non- translated English 
texts. Laviosa (1998) discovered that, in contrast to non- translated texts in the 
original language, translated texts tend to be less informative, more repetitive, 
and less lexically sophisticated. However, in the limited body of research on 
interpreting, findings have been inconsistent and even contradictory (Dayter 
2018; Kajzer- Wietrzny 2015; Russo, Bendazzoli, and Sandrelli 2006; Xu and Li 
2022). Empirical evidence further indicates that the manifestation of simplifi-
cation in interpreting may be influenced by genre (Hu, Xiao, and Hardie 2019; 
Xu and Li 2022), mode (Kajzer- Wietrzny 2015; Lv and Liang 2019), the influ-
ence of orality (Shlesinger and Ordan 2012), and the specific measures used. 
Notably, most existing studies on simplification have employed the umbrella 
term “interpreting” to encompass various types of interpreting without 
making clear distinctions regarding their specific characteristics. This poses 
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a methodological challenge for researchers aiming to compare the results of 
different studies. Furthermore, even within the same type of interpreting, the 
final product may be influenced by factors such as the qualifications of the 
interpreter (Xu, Hale, and Stern 2020; Xu 2021), interpreting directionality 
(Dayter 2018; Sandrelli and Bendazzoli 2005), and language pair (Bernardini, 
Ferraresi, and Miličević 2016; Russo, Bendazzoli, and Sandrelli et al. 2006). 
Therefore, investigating simplification as a narrowly defined linguistic universal 
may not fully capture its dynamic nature. Instead of solely focusing on substan-
tiating simplification as a hypothesis, it is more meaningful to profile its diverse 
manifestations using valid measures and to extrapolate the reasons behind 
observed variations or commonalities in order to gain a deeper understanding 
of the interpreting process. Similarly, Chesterman (2010, 6), who focused on 
translation universals, argued that “perhaps it would be more fruitful to search 
for less- than universal patterns in translation profiles, under different sets of 
conditions, and thus make more modest claims.”

On a different note, most existing studies on simplification in translation and 
interpreting have primarily employed a monolingual comparative approach, 
drawing comparisons between translational language and non- translated 
original language following the practice of Laviosa (1998). However, some 
researchers argue that the tendency to simplify may not be exclusive to trans-
lational language and could also be a characteristic of other language varieties 
influenced by bilingualism, such as L2 speech or writing (Chesterman 2010; 
Kotze 2020; Lanstyák and Heltai 2012). These bilingualism- influenced lan-
guage varieties have been extensively discussed under the notion of language 
contact, which refers to a situation where language production is constantly 
shaped by cross- linguistic influence due to the activation of two language 
systems by the producer (Thomason and Kaufman 1992). Viewed from this 
perspective, translation and interpreting can be considered as language- 
contact events (Kranich 2014). Kotze (2020, 121) posited that “in contexts of 
contact- influenced communication, cooperation and normativity may com-
bine in unique ways to impose certain socio- cognitive constraints on language 
production, leading to the avoidance of complexity, increased explicitness and 
hyperstandardization or conservatism, in order to ensure effective communica-
tion.” However, studies on simplification in translational language have rarely 
considered the inclusion of contact- induced language varieties as reference 
texts for comparison. Little is known about whether the observed simplifica-
tion in translational language is similar to or different from its potential exist-
ence in other contact- induced language varieties.

With the aim of narrowing this research gap, this study sets out to explore 
simplification in interpreting by examining the lexical variation patterns 
among three language varieties: speech interpreted from Chinese into English 
(interpreted speech), original English speech produced by native speakers 
(L1 speech), and original English speech produced by advanced non- native 
speakers (L2 speech). By measuring the extent to which simplification 
manifests itself  across these language varieties, the study aims to explore 
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potential similarities in the lexical use patterns between interpreted speech and 
L2 speech, considering their shared characteristics as bilingualism- influenced 
language activities.

12.2 Lexical simplification in interpreting

Existing studies on lexical simplification in interpreting reveal that its 
operationalization features great complexity and is subject to the influence of 
a wide range of intra-  and extra- textual factors (Bernardini, Ferraresi, and 
Miličević 2016; Dayter 2018; Ferraresi et al. 2018; Lv and Liang 2019; Russo, 
Bendazzoli, and Sandrelli 2006; Sandrelli and Bendazzoli 2005; Xu and Li 
2022). These factors are intertwined, giving rise to various lexical use patterns 
in interpreted speech. Sandrelli and Bendazzoli (2005) were among the first to 
adopt Laviosa’s approach in examining lexical simplification in interpreting. 
They collected data from an open trilingual corpus (Italian, English, and 
Spanish) of European Parliament speeches (EPIC) and their simultaneous 
interpreting. Sandrelli and Bendazzoli found that there is little variation in 
lexical density when comparing interpreted speech to original English speech. 
Moreover, they observed a higher proportion of high- frequency words in 
the list head of interpreted English, indicating a more frequent use of high- 
frequency words and less lexical variation. However, this pattern did not apply 
to interpreted Italian speech, suggesting that the level of repetitiveness may 
be influenced by the specific language combination. They also discovered a 
higher percentage of lexical words in interpreted English, which may be 
attributed to interpreters adopting different coordination strategies, such as 
adding explanations, reformulations, and paraphrases. On the whole, Sandrelli 
and Bendazzoli’s study reveals that the lexical simplification pattern does not 
consistently apply to simultaneously interpreted speech. A similar finding was 
reported by Kajzer- Wietrzny (2015) in another study. Comparing the lexical 
use of English speech interpreted from German, French, Dutch, and Spanish 
to that of the original English speech, Kajzer- Wietrzny found that regardless 
of the language combination, interpreted speech is not more simplified than 
original English. Instead, interpreted speech exhibited a higher level of lexical 
density and less use of high- frequency words. While English speech interpreted 
from Spanish showed a higher level of repetition than the original, supporting 
the simplification hypothesis, the opposite was observed for speech interpreted 
from French. This finding suggests that the tendency for repetition may depend 
on the specific language combination. In a similar vein, Dayter (2018), based 
on a parallel bidirectional corpus of original and simultaneously interpreted 
speech in Russian and English, demonstrated that interpreting directionality 
may also influence the lexical variation pattern in interpreting. Dayter’s study 
revealed that compared to the original Russian speech, interpreted Russian 
had lower lexical density and higher list head coverage, confirming a tendency 
for simplification. However, the speech interpreted from Russian into English 
exhibited the opposite trend.
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Shlesinger and Ordan (2012, 43) once posited that “modality may exert a 
stronger effect than ontology— i.e. that being oral (vs written) is a more powerful 
influence than being translated (vs original).” In light of the emergence of 
varying counterevidence, one may wonder whether the lexical approach, which 
was originally used to study translation, is suitable for interpreting. With this 
research agenda in mind, some researchers have become interested in exploring 
how lexical use may present different patterns between interpreting and trans-
lation or across interpreting types (Bernardini, Ferraresi, and Miličević 2016; 
Ferraresi et al. 2018; Lv and Liang 2019; Shlesinger and Ordan 2012; Xu 
and Li 2022). One major study in this group is from Bernardini, Ferraresi 
and Miličević (2016), who compiled an intermodal bidirectional corpus of 
interpreted and translated EU Parliament speeches (EPTIC). In contrast to the 
findings of previous research, they found that interpreted speech demonstrates 
a more simplified lexical use pattern than translated text and original speech, 
showing a strong mediation effect on the reduction of lexical complexity. Based 
on this result, Bernardini, Ferraresi and Miličević (2016, 81) argued that “sim-
plification thus appears to be both of feature of orality and a feature of medi-
ation, such that interpreted texts, being both spoken and mediated, occupy 
one extreme of the simplicity cline.” This finding largely supports Laviosa’s 
simplification hypothesis.

In addition, Bernardini and colleagues found that interpreted Italian 
speeches have lower lexical density and mean sentence length than their 
translated versions, while interpreted English texts make greater use of high- 
frequency words. This suggests that the lexical complexity measures may 
apply differently to different languages. In a more recent study that adopts an 
intermodal comparative approach, Xu and Li (2022), based on a corpus of 
interpreted and translated English speeches from the Hong Kong Legislative 
Council and original English speeches from the UK parliament, reported 
similar findings. According to Xu and Li (2022), except for the measure of lex-
ical density, interpreted speech is consistently more simplified than translated 
original speech in terms of the standard type- token ratio, list head coverage, 
and average sentence length, indicating that interpreted speech is more repeti-
tive and less diverse in lexical use. From a different perspective, Lv and Liang 
(2019) investigated the lexical use patterns across different interpreting modes. 
Their study examined a set of lexical complexity measures in consecutively 
interpreted English speech from Chinese, simultaneously interpreted English 
speech from Chinese, and original English speech. The results indicated that con-
secutively interpreted speech exhibited greater simplification than the original 
speech in all aspects, while simultaneously interpreted speech demonstrated 
an opposite trend that is more informative and lexically sophisticated than the 
original. These findings suggest that the lexical use pattern in interpreting may 
also be influenced by the interpreting mode.

Based on the available studies, it appears that the lexical use pattern in 
interpreting is highly complex, and its operationalization is heavily influenced 
by various factors inherent to the interpreting activity under investigation, 
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as well as the nature of the reference text used for comparison. Due to the 
challenges in accessing data for corpus- based interpreting studies, unraveling 
the intricate interplay of the various factors and testing their individual or 
collective influence on simplification may not always be feasible. Despite the 
diverse findings, most researchers agree that the mediation process, whether 
through interpreting or translation, tends to reduce lexical complexity, with 
simplification manifesting in different linguistic ways (Bernardini, Ferraresi, 
and Miličević et al. 2016; Ferraresi et al. 2018; Shlesinger and Ordan 2012). 
Furthermore, the majority of existing studies on simplification in interpreting 
focus solely on comparing interpreted texts to two speech varieties: ori-
ginal speech by native speakers and translated texts. Very few studies utilize 
other language varieties as reference texts. In light of this, the present study 
introduces advanced bilingual language use, specifically L2 speech, as a new 
reference text for comparison. Since L2 speech is produced under signifi-
cant cross- linguistic influence, it shares similarities with interpreted speech, 
as both can be categorized as language- contact events (Kotze 2020; Kranich 
2014). Specifically, this study aims to investigate the variation in lexical use 
patterns across interpreted speech, L1 speech, and L2 speech by addressing the 
following research questions:

RQ 1:  How does the lexical use pattern vary across interpreted speech, L1 
speech, and L2 speech?

RQ 2:  Are there any similarities or differences between interpreted speech and 
L2 speech regarding the variation in lexical use patterns?

12.3 Methods and procedures

12.3.1 Corpus compilation

The data used in this study is sourced from the Political Debate English  
Comparable Corpus (PEDCC). PEDCC consists of three subcorpora  
representing different language varieties: Simultaneously Interpreted English  
Speech (L2I), Native English Speech (L1O), and L2 English Speech (L2O).1  
L2I comprises debates from the Legislative Council of Hong Kong, where pro-
fessional interpreters interpret impromptu speeches from Cantonese (Chinese)  
into English. These interpreters are native Cantonese speakers who work into  
their second language during interpretation. Given that L2I was compiled from  
interpreted debates, the interpreting activity can be classified as “free simultan-
eous interpreting” (Dayter 2018). In this type of interpreting, the interpreters  
are required to interpret impromptu speeches delivered by the speakers. It  
is important to note that this differs from situations where source speech  
speakers read from a prepared script (Kajzer- Wietrzny 2015). The impromptu  
nature of the interpreted speeches adds an additional layer of complexity  
and spontaneity to the interpreting process. L1O consists of debates from the  
British Parliament’s House of Commons, featuring native English speakers.  
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L2O is derived from interviews conducted in English by native Cantonese  
speakers in two popular Hong Kong TV programs: “All About Money and  
Talk and Walk.”

A total of  50 speeches, covering the period between 2016 and 2020, were 
collected from these sources. All speeches share a question- and- answer 
format and revolve around political, financial, and social topics. The three 
subcorpora (L2I, L1O, and L2O) are comparable and homogeneous in terms 
of  size, genre, format, time span, and language type, thereby minimizing 
the potential influence of  confounding factors. The detailed information of    
the three sub- corpora is presented in Table 12.1 below. To ensure accuracy, the 
collected speeches were automatically transcribed using iFLYTEK, an auto-
matic transcription software. Manual verification was conducted to ensure 
transcription accuracy.

12.3.2 Data analysis

Following Laviosa’s approach, the present study will adopt four mainstream 
lexical complexity indicators: type- token ratio, lexical density, list head, and 
core vocabulary coverage. The aim is to maximize comparability of results 
with previous research (Dayter 2018). The type- token ratio describes the pro-
portion of word types to the total number of running words. It is frequently 
used in interpreting studies to indicate the level of lexical variety (Shlesinger 
and Ordan 2012). The type- token ratio can be automatically obtained using 
the Lexical Complexity Analyzer (Ai and Lu 2010; Lu 2012). Lexical density 
measures the informativeness of a text and is calculated as the proportion of 
content words to functional words (Stubbs 1986). Content words, also known 
as lexical words, include nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adverbs (Sandrelli 
and Bendazzoli 2005). The number of functional words can be obtained by 
subtracting all the content words from the total running words. Similar to the 
type- token ratio, lexical density can also be automatically calculated using   
the Lexical Complexity Analyzer. For the list head, it serves as an indicator 
of the repetitiveness level within a text. As a corpus- internal measure, it 
represents the percentage of the corpus that is accounted for by high- frequency 

Table 12.1  Profile of the three subcorpora in PEDCC

Subcorpus Texts 
count

Token 
no.

Source Format Producer Language Availability

L2I 50 103,097 HK LegCo 
debates

Q&A L2 speakers English Publicly 
available

L1O 50 104,077 UK Parliament 
debates

Q&A L1 speakers English Publicly 
available

L2O 50 105,186 HK TV 
interviews

Q&A L2 speakers English Publicly 
available
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words. The list of high- frequency words for each of the three subcorpora is 
provided in Appendix 1. High- frequency words are typically defined as the 100 
most frequently used words (Ferraresi et al. 2018). Core vocabulary coverage 
measures the proportion of high- frequency words to low- frequency words. 
The high- frequency words used in this study are the top 200 most frequently 
used words, obtained from an external reference corpus (Bernardini, Ferraresi 
and Miličević 2016; Ferraresi et al. 2018). To create this list, the spoken com-
ponent of the BNC (Leech, Rayson, and Andrew Wilson 2001) was adopted as 
the reference corpus. The list of the most frequently used words from the BNC 
is provided in Appendix 2.

According to the definitions of the four lexical indicators, a higher value for 
type- token ratio and lexical density represents greater lexical diversity, while a 
higher value for list head and core vocabulary suggests a larger portion of the 
text is occupied by high- frequency words, indicating increased repetitiveness. 
Consistent with previous research conventions (Ferraresi et al. 2018; Lv and 
Liang 2019), the type- token ratio, lexical density, and core vocabulary were 
calculated on a textual basis to indicate lexical use patterns, while list head was 
calculated at the corpus level. However, the calculation approach for list head 
may not fully capture within- corpus individual textual variation (Biber and 
Jones 2009) or how it relates to the exhibition of repetitiveness at the corpus 
level. Therefore, in addition to calculating list head at the corpus level, this 
study also performed calculations on a textual basis. The results from the two 
calculation methods are compared to assess their compatibility.

12.4 Results

The calculation results of the four lexical indicators on a textual basis, including 
their mean values across the 50 texts in each subcorpus and standard deviation, 
are presented in Table 12.2. The calculation of list head at the subcorpus level 
is presented in Table 12.3. Both calculation methods yield the same results, 
except for a marginal distinction between the values in L2I. This confirms the 
validity of both calculation methods. The lexical variation pattern in the three 
subcorpora is depicted in Figure 12.1.

On the whole, the simplification phenomenon appears to be most pronounced  
in L2 speech, which exhibits the lowest type- token ratio and the highest list  

Table 12.2  Lexical variation patterns across the three subcorpora (by- text calculation)

M (SD) in L2I M (SD) in L1O M (SD) in L2O

Type- token ratio 0.257 (0.022) 0.285 (0.019) 0.238 (0.020)
Lexical density 0.499 (0.024) 0.490 (0.017) 0.502 (0.021)
List head coverage 0.560 (0.037) 0.562 (0.022) 0.605 (0.027)
Core vocabulary coverage 0.582 (0.049) 0.578 (0.023) 0.652 (0.034)
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head and core vocabulary coverage. This suggests that L2 speech has the least  
lexical variety and is the most repetitive among the three language varieties,  
indicating a strong tendency for speakers to simplify their lexical use when  
speaking in their second language. In contrast, L1 speech is characterized by  
the highest type- token ratio and the lowest core vocabulary coverage, indicating  

Figure 12.1  Comparison of lexical measures across interpreted, L2 and L1 speech

Table 12.3  List head coverage in the three subcorpora (by- corpus calculation)

Subcorpus Token no. List head (freq.) List head ratio

L2I 102,312 57,331 0.5603
L1O 103,845 62,858 0.6053
L2O 101,907 57,312 0.5623
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that native speakers have more linguistic resources available and are more cap-
able of producing lexically sophisticated speech. Regarding interpreted speech,  
a tendency for interpreters to simplify their lexical use can be observed when  
compared to non- interpreted native speech. Interpreted speech shows a lower  
type- token ratio and a higher core vocabulary coverage. The portion covered  
by list head is almost the same between L2I and L1O. This lexical use pattern,  
as reflected by the type- token ratio and core vocabulary coverage, confirms the  
presence of a simplification phenomenon in interpreting. However, it is intri-
guing to note that the extent to which speakers simplify their speech is greater  
in L2 speech than in interpreted speech. Furthermore, while the simplification  
phenomenon can be largely confirmed through the type- token ratio and core  
vocabulary coverage, the lexical variation patterns revealed by lexical density  
show a completely opposite trend. Lexical density, which measures information  
load and lexical variety, is highest in L2 speech, followed by interpreted  
speech and L1 speech. This result suggests that L2 speech is the most inform-
ative among the three varieties in terms of lexical density.

In order to determine whether the mean values of the four lexical complexity  
measures are statistically different, a one- way ANOVA test was conducted for  
each lexical measure across the three subcorpora. The results of the ANOVA  
tests, presented in Table 12.4, indicate statistical significance (p<0.01) for all  
four lexical measures, confirming the distinctions in lexical use among the three  
language varieties. However, the ANOVA test alone does not provide informa-
tion on the statistical significance of pairwise differences. Therefore, a series  
of Tukey post hoc tests were performed. The results, as shown in Table 12.5,  
reveal that all the differences between L1 and L2 speeches are statistically sig-
nificant, indicating that these two types of language varieties are inherently  
different in terms of their lexical use. In the case of interpreted speech, not  
all pairwise comparisons with L1 and L2 speeches exhibit statistical signifi-
cance. For instance, although the proportion of core vocabulary coverage in  
interpreted speech is higher than that in L1 speech, the difference between the  
two is not statistically significant. This suggests that interpreted speech occupies  
an intermediate position in terms of lexical complexity among the three  
language varieties, with certain aspects of its lexical use resembling both L1  
and L2 speech. To enhance the comprehension of the ANOVA test results,  

Table 12.4 ANOVA  tests results of the lexical measures

Lexical measures F value P value

Type- token ratio 67.85 <0.01*
Lexical density 4.14 <0.01*
List head 37.52 <0.01*
Core vocabulary coverage 64.22 <0.01*

Note: * indicates a statistically significant difference in the measure.
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the means of the three language varieties and their respective distributions are  
visually depicted in four boxplots, as presented in Figure 12.2.

12.5 Discussion

By analyzing data from a corpus containing English speech simultaneously 
interpreted from Chinese, English speech produced by native speakers, and 
English speech produced by advanced non- native speakers, this study aims to 
investigate the phenomenon of simplification in interpreting. Consistent with 
previous research findings (Bernardini, Ferraresi and Miličević 2016; Dayter 
2018; Kajzer- Wietrzny 2015; Russo, Bendazzoli, and Sandrelli 2006), the 
results of this study demonstrate that not all parameters uniformly indicate 
the presence of simplification in interpreting, thus highlighting the complexity 
associated with its manifestation in this context. When compared to the lexical 
use observed in non- interpreted L1 speech, interpreted speech exhibits lower 
lexical variety and increased repetitiveness, as indicated by a higher type- token 
ratio and lower core vocabulary coverage. These findings provide supporting 
evidence for previous research that confirms the tendency toward simplifica-
tion in interpreting (Bernardini, Ferraresi and Miličević 2016; Lv and Liang 
2019; Xu and Li 2022).

However, it is worth noting that the lexical density observed in interpreted  
speech exceeds that found in non- interpreted original speech, suggesting that  
interpreters employ content words to a greater extent than native speakers.  
Although this finding may initially seem counterintuitive, similar results have  
been reported in several previous studies (Dayter 2018; Kajzer- Wietrzny  
2015; Russo, Bendazzoli, and Sandrelli 2006; Xu and Li 2022). In light of  
this counterevidence, researchers have proposed various explanations to  

Table 12.5  Tukey post- hoc tests results

Pair- wide comparison Difference P value

Type- token ratio L2I- L1O - 0.027 <0.01*
L2O- L1O - 0.047 <0.01*
L2O- L2I - 0.019 <0.01*

Lexical density L2I- L1O 0.008 0.12
L2O- L1O 0.012 0.02*
L2O- L2I 0.003 0.70

List head L2I- L1O - 0.002 0.9
L2O- L1O 0.043 <0.01*
L2O- L2I 0.045 <0.01*

Core vocabulary coverage L2I- L1O 0.005 0.79
L2O- L1O 0.075 <0.01*
L2O- L2I 0.070 <0.01*

Note: * indicates a statistically significant difference in the measure.

 

 

 

 



Comparative analysis of interpreted, L2, and native speech  207

account for the increased lexical density, taking into consideration factors  
such as interpreting type, directionality, and specific strategies employed by  
interpreters (Dayter 2018; Kajzer- Wietrzny 2015; Shlesinger and Ordan 2012;  
Xu and Li 2022). For instance, Dayter (2018) discovered higher lexical density  
in situations where interpreters were required to engage in simultaneous  
interpreting “with text.” This implies that the source speech was delivered from  
a meticulously planned script, featuring dense lexis and a more diverse struc-
ture. Consequently, the interpreter’s output may exhibit higher lexical density.  
Additionally, as interpreters must work into their non- native language (B  
language), they tend to exercise caution and may resort to over- correction to  
ensure the quality of their rendition, thereby relying more heavily on intricate  
lexical options (Dayter 2018). However, it should be noted that in the present  

Figure 12.2  Comparison of mean and distribution of four lexical complexity indicators 
across three subcorpora
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study, the source speech consisted of impromptu speech in a question- and-  
answer format, which is different from Dayter’s (2018) scenario.

Regarding the influence of interpreting directionality on lexical use, 
Sandrelli and Bendazzoli’s study (2005) observed lower lexical density when 
the speech was interpreted from Italian into English, and higher lexical density 
in the opposite direction. However, it was unknown whether the interpreters 
were working into their B language in the instances of higher lexical density, 
making it challenging to compare the results with those of Dayter (2018). 
Some researchers expressed skepticism toward Dayter’s explanation. Xu and 
Li (2022) pointed out that working into the interpreters’ B language imposes 
greater cognitive demands, which may reduce lexical complexity and increase 
the use of high- frequency words in their output. Aligning the increased lexical 
density with interpreting strategy, Kajzer- Wietrzny (2015, 247) suggested that 
it “may be interpreters’ avoidance of redundancy and the need to produce a 
very compact and dense text caused by severe time constraints in simultaneous 
interpreting.” These assumptions about higher lexical density in interpreted 
speech appear valid to some extent. However, they also raise a fundamental 
question regarding the reliability of lexical density as an indicator of simplifi-
cation in interpreting. Further empirical investigations are needed to examine 
how the proposed factors influence lexical density in interpreting.

Furthermore, it is intriguing to note that simplification is not exclusive to 
interpreted speech, as an even more pronounced manifestation is observed in 
L2 speech. Among all the investigated language varieties, L2 speech exhibits 
the least diverse lexical use and the highest degree of repetitiveness, as indicated 
by all the lexical indicators except for lexical density. This finding aligns with 
the patterns observed in previous studies on L2 use (Lanstyák and Heltai 2012; 
Liu et al. 2023). The observed simplification in L2 speech can be attributed 
to the nature of bilingualism- influenced communication and the associated 
high cognitive demands. According to processing efficiency theories (Hawkins, 
2004), the tendency to simplify lexical options “is regarded as more efficient 
processing mechanism in contexts of high cognitive demand, since it reduces 
the processing effort of parsing syntactic and discourse relationships in lin-
guistic production” (Kotze 2020, 120). When examining the three language 
varieties in terms of their cognitive demands, the production of L1 speech is 
highly automated due to the speaker’s years of exposure to their first language 
(Liu, Cheung, and Liu 2023; Trebits 2014). In contrast, both interpreters and 
L2 speakers need to engage in significant cross- linguistic language processing 
and navigate various contextual challenges that do not exist in L1 speech pro-
duction. This inevitably results in increased cognitive demands for the produ-
cers. Specifically, simultaneous interpreters must allocate attention to multiple 
sub- tasks simultaneously, such as active listening and analysis, memoriza-
tion, speech production, and coordination (Gile 2009). Combined with time 
constraints, the need to keep pace with speakers, and the ethical requirement 
to constantly monitor the quality of their output, simultaneous interpreting 
poses significant cognitive demands on interpreters (Seeber 2011). This may 
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lead to behavioral pattern changes, whether consciously or unconsciously 
initiated by interpreters, in order to alleviate cognitive overload. A similar situ-
ation applies to L2 speech production. In order to generate proficient speech 
in their second language, L2 speakers must constantly address the inherent 
structural differences between the two languages and adapt to the contextual 
requirements of immediate oral communication (Vercellotti 2019). Due to the 
high cognitive demands, both interpreters and L2 speakers may not possess 
the same cognitive resources as L1 speakers do to enhance the lexical diversity 
of their output. Moreover, the presence of simplification in both interpreted 
speech and L2 speech may indicate that many observed features of transla-
tional language can also be present in other language varieties produced 
within similar socio- cognitive contexts (Chesterman 2010; Kruger and Van 
Rooy 2016; Lanstyák and Heltai 2012). Therefore, it is crucial to carefully 
examine the distinctions in their various manifestations to comprehend the 
characteristics of different language varieties.

12.6 Conclusion

The question of whether simplification can be considered a universal feature of 
translational language has been a central focus in corpus- based translation and 
interpreting studies. Laviosa (1998, 9) called upon researchers to explore sim-
plification by examining lexical variation patterns across different text genres 
and mediation types, aiming to “establish whether and to what extent these 
regularities are subject field and/ or modality specific and/ or language specific, 
or whether they can indeed be considered universal features of translational 
English.” In response to this call, the present study investigates the manifestation 
of simplification in simultaneous interpreting from Chinese into English using 
four lexical complexity indicators. Going beyond previous research, this study 
introduces L2 speech as a new reference language variety to explore whether 
simplification may also occur in other bilingualism- influenced language activ-
ities. While not all lexical indicators consistently support the presence of sim-
plification in interpreting, there is a tendency observed in interpreted English 
speech to rely on less varied lexical options and more high- frequency words 
compared to L1 English speech. This finding partially supports the notion of 
simplification. Another intriguing result is the detection of a greater degree of 
simplification in L2 English speech, which can be attributed to the high cogni-
tive demands involved in producing speech in a second language.

The findings of existing studies on simplification in interpreting reveal a 
wide range of perspectives, making it difficult to reach a definitive conclusion 
regarding its presence. Simplification is a phenomenon that heavily depends 
on the specific situation, posing methodological challenges in isolating and 
investigating the complex factors that contribute to its occurrence. To gain a 
more nuanced understanding of simplification in interpreting, further research 
efforts are needed to carefully consider the various contextual factors involved. 
Moreover, future studies could enhance their insights by incorporating a 
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broader set of simplification indicators, which would provide a more compre-
hensive picture of its operationalization and enable examination at different 
linguistic levels. Additionally, exploring the universality of simplification would 
benefit from the inclusion of additional reference language varieties. These 
efforts will contribute to a more coherent and comprehensive understanding 
of simplification in interpreting.

Notes

 1 The L2I and L1O are existing corpora that were initially compiled in Xu and Li 
(2022). The L2O is a new sub- corpus added to PEDCC.

 2 Unclassified words (with the tag Uncl, i.e., er, erm) and exclamations (with the tag 
Int, i.e., mm, mhm, ah, yeah, oh) were removed from the list of core vocabularies.

 3 This represents infinitive marker “to” when it is combined with the preceding verb 
“gonna” and “wanna.”

 4 This is the initial part of “can’t” (i.e., ca~ +  n’t).
 5 This is the initial part of “gonna” (i.e., gon~ +  ~na).
 6 This is the initial part of “won’t” (i.e., wo~ +  n’t).
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Appendix 1   
List Head words in the three subcorpora

This list contains 100 most frequently used words extracted from L2I.

the
to
and
of
in
a
that
we
is
for
i
have
you
be
it
are
will
this
they
not
so
on
as
there
’s

with
do
can
if
but
Hong
Kong
has
or
about
by
government
would
n’t
also
should
people
well
at
been
now
mr
then
from
an

was
said
up
our
more
their
when
some
because
these
all
what
them
time
members
may
one
just
such
say
public
my
years
think
no

like
tax
whether
question
other
animal
how
out
any
very
which
under
want
animals
services
many
thank
your
need
development
take
president
new
work
secretary
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This list contains 100 most frequently used words extracted from L2O.

the
to
and
of
a
you
that
we
in
is
so
it
i
’s
for
are
have
they
this
do
know
think
as
what
be

right
but
with
about
very
Hong
Kong
on
there
or
people
really
because
not
like
how
can
at
now
will
your
all
’re
us
n’t

from
more
also
if
was
actually
just
our
when
their
lot
then
one
well
would
these
them
some
which
has
kind
time
up
need
who

an
been
say
out
see
want
terms
different
by
my
work
thing
get
’ve
business
market
look
government
even
other
going
go
years
where
tell

This list contains 100 most frequently used words extracted from L1O.

the
to
and
that
of
in
is
a
i
we
for
will
are
have
it

on
this
be
with
not
as
he
government
hon
has
my
but
can
at
our

they
’s
what
there
from
minister
people
by
which
right
so
been
do
house
about

friend
their
an
all
would
his
more
who
very
work
am
those
was
or
if
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uk
secretary
health
out
no
when
Ireland
need
make
ensure

one
children
state
now
country
these
northern
also
them
up

NHS
year
think
support
does
than
care
time
important
new

know
many
us
should
being
across
eu
him
she
Because

Appendix 2

This list contains the 200 most frequently used words extracted from the 
spoken component of the British National Corpus.2

the
I
you
and
it
a
’s
to
of
that
n’t
in
we
is
do
they
was
have
what
he
but
for
be
on
this
know
well

so
got
’ve
not
are
if
with
no
’re
she
at
there
think
yes
just
all
can
then
get
did
or
would
them
’ll
one
up
go

now
your
had
were
about
two
said
’m
see
me
very
out
my
when
mean
right
which
from
going
say
been
people
because
some
could
will
how

an
time
who
want
like
come
really
three
by
here
put
has
good
as
does
cos
any
down
where
~na3

him
his
other
five
something
their
these
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our
way
ca~4

actually
back
four
’d
should
gon~5

take
thing
look
those
why
things
only
into
us
quite
hundred
lot
make
first

okay
more
doing
done
twenty
went
six
give
thought
again
off
might
year
her
last
much
need
day
used
says
still
sort
years

never
little
than
tell
many
same
another
money
point
bit
being
anything
week
too
ten
through
eight
new
nice
work
always
thank
next

must
probably
saying
pounds
nine
Mr
seven
also
wo~6

big
over
of course
getting
made
after
number
old
find
coming
thirty
fifty
as well
thousand

 




