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1. Introduction

This Special Issue of Translation Spaces focuseS @mpteeent research that studies translators,
interpreters and translation project managers, inatheir authentic work situations and
environments, i.e., as embedded in a spegific temparal and spatial context. In an attempt to
extend the scope of analysis of translation,process research from individuals and texts to
subjects or collectives in their social and“material worlds, particular attention will be paid to
the following areas: current tranSlation, and interpreting practice, the genesis of translations,
the handling and completion’ of, tramslation projects in real working environments and the
factors shaping these translation/interpreting situations.

Most of the papersdinithis“Special Issue were originally presented at the fifth Translation
Process ResearchbWaorkshop (TPRWS5) in December 2016 at the University of Graz. The
biannual TPRWS)are dedicated to current research on cognitive and behavioural aspects of
translationf As local hosts, we took the liberty of giving TPRW5 an additional agenda by
highlighting“secio-cognitive approaches and workplace research. This focus has its roots in
our own dcurrent research project, Extended Translation: Socio-Cognitive Translation
Processes inthe Workplace (ExTra), which is financed by the Austrian Science Fund (FWF).
In thiS project, as in the articles in this Special Issue, we study the translation process while
taking account of the technological and social embeddedness of translators in their real
working environments. Our primary objective is to contribute to expanding the established
tradition of experimental translation process research (TPR) with an ethnographic approach
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that permits insights into the diversity and complexity of translation practice, aspects that
cannot really be reconstructed in a laboratory setting.

While the specific theoretical foundations of the individual articles in this volume might differ
and range from situated cognition and ergonomics to practice theory, they all nonetheless
agree on the situatedness of translation, interpreting and related processes, one of the main
assumptions of our research. Of particular interest are the processes at the workplace, the
actions of those involved — as embedded in a specific environment— and _how such
workplaces develop over time, i.e., the process dimension of translation work. A€cordingly, it
seems appropriate to begin with an overview of the notion of the translatien/interpreting
process in Translation Studies before moving on to introduce and discuss these elements of
workplace research that are of relevance for this Special Issue @and“fer “centemporary
translation studies research.

2. The derivation and diversificationofstranslation process
research

Interest in TPR has continued to grow since theyfirst pioneering works emerged in the 1980s
(e.g., Gerloff 1986; Krings 1986; Lorscher 1987).>The study of translation as a process
complements research that focuses on seurce/target text relationships or the cultural and
literary systems of which they form part.y'PR applies empirically sound cognitive science
approaches to observe and descrfibe translation processes in order to identify patterns in the
behaviour of translators/interpretersiunder different conditions and draw inferences on their
cognitive processes. Thearies anddymodels initially from the cognitive sciences, cognitive
psychology and cognitive slinguistics in particular are used to describe and explain the
connections in thisdbehaviour<and obtain a better understanding of translation processes (e.g.,
Risku 2010; Mufoz,2010a; 2010b; Martin 2013). TPR looks at factors related to people, tasks
and (work) settings, studying, for example, whether bilingual laypersons translate differently
to advanced translation students (Hansen 2003); whether and how creativity shows itself in
the translation® process (KuBmaul 2000; Bayer-Hohenwarter 2009); how contextual
infermatien/ influences translation (Rydning and Lachaud 2010); how reading and writing
processes,are distributed during translation (Dragsted 2010); or the special challenges faced in
sightitranslation (Shreve, Lacruz, and Angelone 2010).

Substantial parts of translation/interpreting processes take place in the brain or, in the case of
translation, on the screen and are therefore difficult to observe with the naked eye. Thus, TPR
uses various data collection methods (e.g., introspection, EEG measurement, think-aloud
protocols, retrospective self-reflection, screen recording, keystroke logging, pupillometry and
eye tracking), often in combination, to increase the reliability of the results (cf. triangulation;
Alves 2003; Lachaud 2011). In the case of interpreting, separating the process from the
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product for analysis purposes is difficult; this is applicable above all in field studies (see
Englund Dimitrova 2005 for a stance on combining process and product analysis).
Accordingly, the methods commonly used in TPR have so far been applied less frequently in
studying the interpreting process. Indeed, the very nature of interpreting makes the use of
methods like think-aloud protocols or screen recordings difficult (Tiselius 2013, 140; for eye-
tracking studies, see Hy6nd, Tommola, and Alaja 1995; Seeber 2012), not least because it is
impossible to verbalise the process while interpreting, and interpreting is usually not reliant
on a computer screen to the same extent as translation. Some studies have, however, used the
immediate introspection method, with the interpreters describing the process and processing
difficulties immediately after interpreting (e.g., Ivanova 1999; Vik-Tuovinén2006;“Englund
Dimitrova and Tiselius 2009; Tiselius and Jenset 2011; Tiselius 2013).

Recognition of the situatedness of translation processes has encouraged their study in their
natural environment. Consequently, the approaches used in contemporary I PR can now range
from experimental laboratory research to ethnographicworkplace studies, apply both
participant and non-participant methods, and iaelude™ Studies from the emic
(‘insider’/participant) as well as the etic (‘outsider’/obServer)perspective. Seeing the specific
translating/interpreting situations not as constraints, ‘Qut ‘assresources and components of the
process inevitably reshapes the concept of the translationprocess and thus the research object
of TPR. Now seen as an interaction process (Risku 2014), the translation process then
includes elements inside and outside the“braintand the body, as well as objects within the
environment (Clark and Chalmers 1998). If:the process has no a priori definable ‘inside’ and
‘outside’, and the relevant components of the cognitive system only become visible in action
and in situ (Hutchins 1995a), the'concept of the translation process — and the scope of TPR —
becomes broader.

As the articles in this Special, Issue show, TPR can now draw on a range of diverse theoretical
frameworks, study<designs, research foci and key concepts to investigate and describe the
process. Depending, onythe framework, the specific process entities examined might then
include actiwities, actions, tasks, patterns or practices, and be studied with a focus on
knowing, doing,ser saying. To accommodate this diversity and enrich the current concept of
the translation“process, it thus also makes sense to incorporate corresponding elements of
warkplace research.

3. Workplace research

Workplace research explores work-related practices, actors, networks and environments. It
analyses and interprets investigated behaviours in terms of how work-related tasks and social
and environmental constraints such as time, technology, knowledge, roles and expectations
are identified, conceptualized and interpreted. To grasp a specific work-related practice,
workplace research explores how practitioners experience it in an everyday work context. The
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underlying assumption is that the observed practice, which is seen as “lived work™ (Button
and Harper 1996,272), differs from the idealized functional representations and abstract
specifications of the tasks it entails. It thus raises the need to look into “what work consists of
as it is lived as part of organizational life by those who do it” (Button and Harper 1996, 272;
see also Bergmann 2005; Clancey 2006).

As developments like globalisation and technologisation increasingly transform the way we
work, interest in the study of work environments and work as a situated activity has grown,
leading to the emergence of a sociological research approach known as Studies of Work
(SW). Its origins lie in ethnomethodology (see Garfinkel 1986), which aimsite identify and
investigate mechanisms and principles that allow actors to construct a meaningful structure
and order for their actions and social interactions. SW use observations; descriptions, and
analyses of real work processes to determine the situated, embodiedypraetices in which the
specific knowledge and skills required materialise (Bergmann 2005, 639=640). Accordingly,
alongside the temporal, spatial, material, and social context gfan activity, SW also look at the
embodied knowledge that becomes evident when an activity“has heen carried out successfully
and the specific practical skills that are needed to do sa.

The inclusion of further research approaches and perspectives has led to the development of
other fields of research in SW, including Workplace Studies (WPS), which focus on the
empirical study of work, technology, anddinteraetion”in complex organisations. Many of the
frequently interdisciplinary WPS initiatives;, “Interests, and research projects involve
collaborations between academia and“jindustry to analyse the design, deployment,
development, and success or <failure, of advanced technology in supporting work and
collaboration (Heath, Knoblauch, and/ uff 2000, 300; Luff, Hindmarsh, and Heath 2000, 12).
These initiatives stem from- research fields like computer-supported cooperative work,
socially-distributed cognttien, human-computer interaction, artificial intelligence, social
anthropology, ethnoemethodelogy, ethnography and/or conversation analysis (Luff,
Hindmarsh, anddHeath, 2000, 13; Knoblauch, and Heath 2006, 141-142).

WPS investigate authentic work-related activities from a theoretical and analytical perspective
based @nySuchman’s (1987) concept of “situated action”, wherein the “rationality of the
action™ depénds on the “rationality of the situation” (Knoblauch and Heath 2006, 144). They
consider, not only an activity’s orientation towards a certain goal but also its situative context,
and the adaptation of the involved actors and technical tools to this context (Suchman 1987).
A methodological consequence of Suchman’s thesis is that to understand technologies, their
involvement in day-to-day practices and the meanings attached to them by those who use
them, researchers must “turn away from the experimental, the cognitive and the deterministic,
to the naturalistic, the social and the contingent” (Heath, Knoblauch, and Luff 2000, 303).
That is precisely what this Special Issue is all about: extending our view of cognitive
processes to social and environmental factors as they emerge in specific translation practices.
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WPS focus primarily on the connections between work activities and the technological
systems that feature in them. They thus help us to better understand not only the technologies
themselves and how they influence work practices and processes, but also the characteristics
of this work and the people who use them (Heath, Knoblauch, and Luff 2000; Luff,
Hindmarsh, and Heath 2000). WPS can therefore often take the form of applied research,
accompanying the development of a technology, documenting its successes/failures and
subsequently also influencing its development or the way people use it (Knoblauch and Heath
2006, 142).

In WPS, technology is investigated in its social context, i.e., its role in se€ial actions and
interactions, the sense and relevance attached to it by its users and its contribution to enabling
and supporting the cooperative work of often spatially distributed individuals,(Knoblauch and
Heath 2006). The goal is to gain an understanding of how tools and ‘new technologies — from
simple artefacts to advanced devices and applications — featurel In day-te-day organisational
conduct and interactions by focusing on their situated andécontingent character. WPS also
look, for instance, at how artefacts are integrated in a given‘workplace, how they are used to
overcome everyday work challenges as well as how, seemingly ‘personal’ devices like
computers are used and how this depends upon a complexssocial organization of which they
form part (Heath, Knoblauch, and Luff 2000, 299-300).

According to Garfinkel (2002, 175-176), #amiliarity?with and a grasp of the field of research
are the key requirements for the ethnemethedological study of sensemaking and sense-
structuring mechanisms. The research methed itself must therefore be part of the field, a
requirement that can be met using, faninstance, ethnographic observation methods. WPS are
therefore generally qualitative studies that draw on ethnomethodology and conversation
analysis. In field studiesgobservation methods and video recordings (Knoblauch and Heath
2006, 146) can be augmented by other methods like interviews or artefact analysis. To gain a
deeper understanding, of' work’and work-related practices, patterns and behaviours, methods
such as those mentioned in Section 2 can further augment those used in WPS. In TPR, for
instance, eye, tracking, think-aloud protocols, screen recording, keystroke logging,
introspection, retrospective protocols, artefact analysis or surveys can all be suitable methods.

4."Researching translation practice in the field: Theoretical
frameworks

Translation researchers draw on a variety of theoretical and analytical perspectives to explore
translation/interpreting work practices. However, the previous gap between the cognitive and
the sociological camps is closing when it comes to studying the translation/interpreting
workplace. Cognitive approaches — especially situated, embedded cognition — look not only at
mental processes but also at social and material environments; they deliberately consider
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networked structures and take account of the situatedness of actions. Sociological approaches
relating to the meso levels (organisation, company) and micro levels (group, individual)
simultaneously consider not only social trends and developments but also the individual.
These approaches enable the study of work as a social practice in concrete, situative
contexts — increasingly also in its technological mediation or agency.

Despite a few notable exceptions — e.g., Kuznik and Verd’s (2010) application of a model of
factors constituting workload, or Kuznik’s (2016a) combined sociology of work and
organisational ergonomics framework — the study of translation work practices still rarely
borrows from sociological approaches to work, even though its research objeetidoes censtitute
a classic sociological and organisational development domain. This, ‘may be because
translation or translation-related tasks were for a long time predominantly conceptualised less
as work and more as (non-) professional practices (for a sociological appreach to profession,
see Monz6 2006; Tyulenev 2015). Indeed, a number of studies into the professional status and
occupational conditions of translators and interpreters do mot directly consider their actual
workplaces (Sela-Sheffy and Shlesinger 2011; Dam and¢Koskinen 2016). Nonetheless, their
findings do deliver a very important context for the topies discussed in this Special Issue. The
translation task is also approached in sociologically-oriented translation research using Actor-
Network Theory (Buzelin 2005; 2007; Abdallah®2014)yor Bourdieu’s habitus/field theory
(Vorderobermeier 2013; 2014; Hanna 2016). Howevery especially the latter is usually set at a
higher analytical level and cannot therefore take account of the situatedness of action and its
embeddedness in a specific work environment or examine its artefact mediation in any detail.
A differentiated conceptualisationgof, translation as work can therefore only serve to benefit
future research in this field. Qlohan (this volume), for instance, augments such approaches
with an innovative practicedtheary approach that includes the notion that praxis is mediated
both materially and threugh diseeurse and is created or embedded in a specific spatial and
temporal situation.

Ergonomics theories, concepts and methods have also found their way into translation studies
in a trend setaby two conferences at Stendhal University in Grenoble (in 2011 and 2015) and
the corresponding\special editions of the journal ILCEA (Lavault-Olléon 2011b; 2016). These
focused on the'@rgonomics goal of putting people back at the centre of work-related research,
i.esqpadapting work to people and not vice versa. This calls for a holistic approach that
analysesp,questions, and improves the relationship between the working persons, their
individual work tools, methods, and environment from a physiological, cognitive, and social
perspective (Lavault-Olléon 2011a, 6; see also Ehrensberger-Dow and Hunziker Heeb 2016).
It also places the emphasis on embedding observed activities in a local framework of
interaction and a specific (material) environment (Lavault-Olléon 2011a, 7). Ergonomics
studies serve not only the critical analysis of the current state of affairs; the insights gained
should also flow back into the object of study and bring about an improvement in the
observed praxis (Kuznik 2016a, 2-3).
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Ergonomics shares the notion of situative embeddedness with current approaches in situated
and embodied cognition. These (especially Suchman 2007; Clark 1997) emphasise that
thought, bodily activities and interaction with the social and physical environment inseparably
constitute the systemic unit of cognition, thus underlining the importance of embodied,
sensomotor coordination, the affordances of the environmental objects and artefacts (Gibson
1977), and the distribution of knowledge and intelligence in the environment and social
interaction (Hutchins 1995b). Seen from this perspective, we can only study socio-cognitive
processes when we observe them in situ. A number of translation studies research®ndeavours
adopt this approach. However, only a few of these are also actually based on empirieal studies
at real workplaces. Kriger (2015), for instance, draws on this approach in hisswork»on the
translation process, although his actual model is not based on concrete €mpirical workplace
findings. Tercedor (2011) applies the concepts of situated and4embodied “cognition to
terminology work, but uses an experimental research design ingner study-of terminological
variation. Risku delivers a first empirical look at the socio-cognitiveé processes in the
translation workplace, e.g., with regard to work and project_management processes (Risku
et al. 2013), the use of tools (Risku 2016), the writing and,translation sub-processes (Risku,
Milosevic, and Pein-Weber 2016), (perceived) rolessandhresponsibilities (Risku, Pein-Weber,
and Milosevic 2016) or situated knowledge (Risku,sDickinson, and Pircher 2010). This
Special Issue also contains further examples of,its application, e.g., to the macro-level work
dynamics of literary translators (Kolb, this volume) and to (organisational) ergonomics in
different settings (Ehrensberger-Dow and,Massey,this volume).

5. Topics in translatienfinterpreting workplace research

Translation workplaces have been studied in various fields and settings, e.g., specialised
translation (Kuznik'and Verd 2010; Olohan and Davitti 2017; Kuznik 2016b; Risku 2016;
Risku, Pein-Weber andMilosevic 2016), literary translation (Flynn 2004; Kolb, this volume),
the translatiomyoftechnical documentation (Kastberg 2009) and advertising materials (\Vandal
Sirois 2011), anditranscreation (Pedersen, this volume). Abdallah (2012) provides important
insights into_the"work processes in subtitling production networks, while Marinetti and Rose
(20%3) offer Insights into the work and text design processes in theatre translation. Although
interpreting research only rarely looks explicitly at the workplace (and some of the studies
mentioned below have a rather specific focus that does not serve solely to illuminate
interpreting workplaces), a number of important — usually ethnographic — studies have also
been carried out in this field. These deliver insights into the working conditions, interaction
frameworks and factors of influence on the interpreting situation and process in different
settings, e.g., interpreting for asylum seekers (Scheffer 1997; P6llabauer 2005), sign language
interpreting via a video remote interpreting service (Brunson 2008), court interpreting
(Kinnunen 2010a, 2010b; Hale and Napier 2016), conference interpreting (Duflou 2016), the
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provision of community interpreting services (Dong and Turner 2016), and interpreting in
religious contexts (Hokkanen, this volume, 2017; Hild 2017).

Studying the actual processes and interactions at translation and translation-related
workplaces affords a current look at dynamic, volatile work practices whose structures and
processes are clearly changing due to globalisation and digitalisation (e.g., Gouadec 2007,
Abdallah 2012; Cronin 2013; Risku et al. 2013). Kuznik and Verd (2010) found an “almost
residual presence of translation itself in the in-house jobs of the translation agency” they
analysed. Hébert-Malloch (2004) made similar observations in her analysis ©f the video-
recordings of a translator at work. Risku and Windhager (2013), Risku et al#i(2013)30lohan
and Davitti (2017), and Risku (2016) shed light on the role of translatien‘agencies and the
long ignored area of project management. These studies show thatwproject ymanagement
coordinates and facilitates the translation process, and that it _contributes to shape and
structure it (for the role of interpreting agencies in the provision of community interpreting
services, see Dong and Turner 2016). Risku (2014; see alsoPRiskus Rogl, and Pein-Weber
2016) also shows that frequently, when closely scrutinized, the“translation process involves
far more actors than originally assumed, who collaborate in‘an tncreasingly long chain and in
increasingly complex networks. A complete translation,camthus be the work of a whole group
of actors, e.g., a translation manager, a trapslation“memory, a freelancer, a validator, a
layouter, and, in some cases, even the client. Thisyclearly shows that modern-day translation
and interpreting must be seen as a sociah, praxis in a dynamic, networked production
framework (see Buzelin 2006; Abdallah and, ‘Koskinen 2007; Abdallah 2012). Researchers
have also elaborated on trust (Abdallah and:Koskinen 2007; Olohan and Davitti 2017), on the
role of collective decision-making; onithe effects of asymmetric information/goal conflicts
and the interplay between ethicsfand guality (Abdallah 2010), and on the role of cooperation
and conflict in collaborative wark&nvironments (Marinetti and Rose 2013).

These changes, especially the”new technological demands, bring fresh challenges both for
translators and#(to,some extent) interpreters (e.g., remote interpreting, see Roziner and
Shlesinger 2040; Brawn 2013; Bower 2015). Risku (2016) showed the central role of
technology'in thestranslation workplace in her longitudinal ethnographic study of a translation
agency, Where'she found that translation processes are often restructured following changes in
teghnology,/especially those related to translation project management. Likewise, LeBlanc
(202/7) observed shifts in business and administrative practices in a translation agency after
implementing CAT tools. Studies on the attitude of translators to technology, their willingness
(or lack thereof) to use technology and adapt to software changes (Gough 2011; Grass 2011;
Olohan 2011; LeBlanc 2013), and the related influence of organisational culture
(Ehrensberger-Dow and Massey, this volume) have also delivered important insights. Such
studies bear witness to the fast-moving pace of translation practices.

In the debate surrounding the role of translation tools, ergonomics research reminds us not to
lose sight of the translators themselves — the ones who actually use the tools and whose needs
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they should address. Pym (2011), Bundgaard, Christensen, and Schjoldager (2016), and
Christensen and Schjoldager (2016) have been looking more closely at how translators use
CAT tools and at the impact of such tools on the realities of translation work (with regard to
their possibilities to survive and succeed in the translation marketplace, see Grass 2011).
Massey and Ehrensberger-Dow (2011) and Teixeira and O’Brien (this volume) have sought to
approach these questions from the cognitive ergonomics perspective. Toudic and Brébisson
(2011) studied the organisational and technological requirements at translation workplaces
from the translator, translation agency, client and end-user perspectives — ingparticular,
whether the increased use of translation tools goes hand-in-hand with a potential loss of
autonomy and responsibility for translators. New technologies also lead“to new work
practices, e.g., the use of machine translation and post-editing (Brunetté and ©’Brien 2011;
O’Brien et al. 2014; Cadwell et al. 2016; Martikainen and Kibler 2046), which ltkewise have
the potential to transform translation work realities.

Early interpreting research and recent physical ergonomics rgsearchhin translation studies have
explored the effects of working conditions on translators/interpreters and potentially related
health issues. In the case of interpreting, the initialxfocus, lay primarily on the working
conditions of conference interpreters (overview in“Grbiégand Pochhacker 2015). A study
commissioned in the early 1980s by the AllC“analysed interviews, stress logs kept by
interpreters and survey data. It provided insightsiintoeonditions in interpreting booths, task-
related factors, interpersonal relations, the:heme/work interface and how these aspects affect
the work and stress loads of interpreters (Cooper, Davies, and Tung 1982). Further studies
have provided a more detailed pieture ofispecific aspects such as fatigue (Brasel 1976),
conditions in interpreting booths (lighting, Steve and Siple 1980; CO2 levels, Kurz 1983;
temperature, Kurz and Kolmers984), occupational stress and its causes and physiological
effects (e.g., Williams 4995; "Kurz 1997, 2002, 2003), workload (AlIC 2002), and burnout
(Bower 2015). Somenof “these aspects were also explored in community interpreting
(Norstrom, Fioretes‘and Gustafsson 2012) and sign language interpreting research (Maflmann
1995; McCartney 2006;»Schwenke, Ashby and Gnilka 2014). Particular areas of attention
included agpects ‘sueh as vicarious trauma and secondary traumatic stress (Bontempo and
Malcolmy2012) and emotional stress (Valero 2015). However, many insights were obtained in
experimentahsettings or through surveys. Observational or ethnographic research still remains
rate;pforan example, see Hokkanen’s contribution on the role of interpreters’ emotional
invalvement (this volume).

The same holds true for translation. Research frequently looks at the occupational conditions
in specific markets (e.g.,, Dam and Kornig Zethsen 2011 for Denmark; Ferreira-Alves 2011
for Portugal; Pym et al. 2013 for the European Union), in relation to different job profiles
(e.g., freelance translation, Fraser 2001) or in a speciality (e.g., subtitling, Mueller 2005).
While such research yields important insights into the market conditions, order levels and
employment status of translators, very little of it actually looks at the conditions at the
translation workplace. Indeed, translation researchers have only recently really taken an
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interest in physiological or health issues related with translation work (e.g., Ehrensberger-
Dow et al. 2016). Pineau (2011) and Meidert et al. (2016), for instance, investigated how the
work equipment of translators can become a source of physiological problems, and suggested
ways to adapt it to translators’ needs and for translators to learn how to adopt healthier work
practices. Peters-Geiben (2016) summarised a series of thoughts on how to incorporate the
subject of workplace health into translator education. Finally, very few research projects have
focused on translator/interpreter job satisfaction, with some notable exceptions: the studies by
Swartz (2006) into sign language interpreting, Liu (2013) on the relationship between
translators’ visibility and their happiness at work, and Hubscher-Davidson (2016) on Trait
Emotional Intelligence and its correlations with job satisfaction, car€er: success, and
translation experience.

6. The contribution of this Special Issue

This Special Issue addresses three main topics, each one covered'by at least two articles. The
three articles in the first section present new insights into 'the work-related processes in
different translation/interpreting settings. Covering fields as diverse as literary translation,
transcreation, and church interpreting, they Show just,how different translation/interpreting
workplaces can be from each other; from¢the literary translator working from home, through
the highly specialised functions and warking,eavironment in a transcreation enterprise, to the
church as workplace, where the work requitements ultimately depend on the interpreters’ own
(and very different) perceptions @f what,it means to work in that particular context.

The section begins with4Waltraud, Kolb’s article on macro-level workplace dynamics as
recorded in an empirical study of five professional literary translators translating a short story
by Ernest Hemingway- Literary translation has long been one of the major objects of study in
translation research. “‘However, aside from some more sociologically oriented studies, very
few researchers‘have explored the actual workplaces of literary translators and retraced their
work practices _in._non-experimental settings. Drawing on the notions of the social
embeddednessyand situatedness of translatorial action and cognition, Kolb sheds light on how
translators working from home organize their work and how their social interactions
contribute to the hybridization of the translators’ voice in their translations. The article tackles
impartant methodological issues regarding the intricacies of data gathering in places where
translators’ professional and private spheres merge. It discusses challenges related to the
(un)obtrusiveness of such an approach and considers questions of research ethics in
observational studies. Kolb’s study yields results that might not have been possible with an
experimental research design, and provides insights into the different working styles and work
routines of translators, including the organisation of their work sessions and revision loops. It
shows the fragmentation of the translation process in an authentic workplace, the social
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embeddedness of translation work even when done alone from home, and the resulting traces
of the contextual voices of others in the finished translations.

Daniel Pedersen provides insights into a quite different translational context: the daily work
routines of marketing translation project managers. The product of the so-called transcreation
service does not differ significantly from those of other forms of translation. However, the
process exhibits some very specific characteristics. For instance, the clients and their
international marketing strategies define the limits of campaign consistency. Project managers
coordinate briefs and tasks, and push for ever new solutions. Copywriters40ffer several
translation suggestions and their corresponding rationales. Copyeditors reviewfthe suggestions
and also provide further solutions. In addition, project managers forward several final
solutions and their rationales to the client to choose their favorite one(s)nThere 19little new in
the insights that the translation/transcreation process is a network activityper that both verbal
and nonverbal information are being translated to fit the translation brief. Nevertheless,
inspiring outcomes include acquiring details of how projectr managers continuously push
copywriters, copyeditors and ad hoc colleagues who happen‘to he available to deliver more
(adequate) solutions so as to provide the client with multiple translations (or transcreations)
and their rationales. Through his ethnographic workplace study, which included a four-week
immersion in the work of a marketing agency, Pedersemymanaged to describe the processes
from the insider perspective of transcreation managers.

Hubscher-Davidson (2011, 3) points te the relative lack of studies that focus on translators’
emotions and views, and the same can“be“said for those of interpreters. Sari Hokkanen
contributes to closing this gap with hes article on the interpreter’s role in church interpreting.
To do so, she takes an affective appreach that views emotions as embodied key factors which
depend both on internald eharacteristics — such as subjective experiences and a person’s
physiology — and on_factors, like patterns of enculturation and the material and relational
aspects of a person’s environments. In an auto ethnographic study where she draws on her
own simultaneaus interpreting field notes from two different church settings, Hokkanen
discusses thepsubjective feelings of involvement and detachment that might manifest
themselvesiin relation to an interpreted event. She thus compares her own experiences of her
role ag an interpreter with the prevailing model of the interpreter’s role in such settings, i.e.,
that,of ‘axfully uninvolved participant. The results show that the extent of involvement and
detachment varies between the two assignments. While an internalized model of an
uninvolved interpreter might serve as a good point of orientation and reference, the
interpreter’s actual subjective experience of his/her role is a complex interplay of personal,
emotional, situational, social and material aspects that come into play in an interpreting
assignment.

The second section contains two articles on workplace, technology and ergonomics. They
provide insights into the increasing use of technology in the translation workplace. Carlos
Teixeira and Sharon O’Brien offer a cognitive ergonomic perspective on translation
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workplaces, with a particular focus on tools. In order to gain comparative data for the ten
translators employed by a language service provider, Teixeira and O’Brien opted for a pre-set
fictitious translation assignment at the translators’ workplaces. Their data collection methods
drew on the typical TPR repertoire: keystroke logging, screen recording and eye tracking,
complemented by short, retrospective interviews. The wealth of data allowed for a thorough
analysis of how the translators used the two screens and the software tools at their disposal,
their use of terminology resources, their shifts between the two screens and the division of
their visual attention between different areas in a software interface. Teixeira afid O’Brien
found that translation tools can represent a source of considerable cognitive frictionithat might
be aggravated by the need to switch between tools and tasks. Their article @pens upawvariety
of future avenues of inquiry, e.g., into the simultaneous use of translation memories and
machine translation that now forms part of the work of many translators er ‘the interplay
between technological and organisational constraints in translationsworkplaces. They raise the
question of whether development efforts should focus more onithe ergonomics of tools and
processes than on increasing the speed of translation turnarounds. They show how important
it is for translation research to be able to offer insightsiinto,the actual technological and
ergonomic needs of translators and to participate actively,in research and development efforts
in the language technology industry.

The article by Maureen Ehrensberger-Dow ‘andaGary Massey also focuses on workplace
conditions and investigates ergonomic ‘issues' and constraints at translation workplaces.
Drawing on the situated cognition framewerk, their research views translating as an activity
situated in socio-technical systems, that“include tools, computer interfaces, and social
networks. They explore translation from an organisational ergonomics perspective in two
research projects: Capturing(Translation Processes and Cognitive and Physical Ergonomics of
Translation, which incorporate data from different translation settings. The data collection
methods include sereen ‘reeordings, retrospective verbal protocols, an online survey,
qualitative interviewss with “translators, ethnographic observation, and the ergonomic
assessment of freelance,ycommercial, and institutional translation workplaces. In their data
analysis, they-“focusdon work-related constraints posed by factors like resources and tools,
clients and ‘colleagues as well as on identifying positive and negative (stressful) ergonomic
aspects \of #ranslation work. Their findings point to the importance of the translators’
perceived self-determination for the success of socio-technical change and the link between
invalvement in organisational decision-making processes and willingness to adopt new
technologies. They also discuss the need for effective feedback systems that enable exchange
between the different actors involved in the translation process as a means of giving
translators a voice (and thus allowing them to contribute to organisational change) and
mitigating potential socio-technical issues.

The final section contains two articles on translation expertise and knowledge in practice that
describe the requirements on, and process patterns of, translators from different perspectives.
Expertise has been a prominent topic in TPR over the last 20 years. There are several
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definitions and descriptions, most prominently from the perspective of the deliberate practice
approach by Ericsson (2010) and Shreve (2006). In lab experiments, comparing the
behavioural patterns of lay or novice translators to those of their (semi) professional
counterparts has become a prototype of TPR. However, the skillset needed to exhibit high
levels of expertise is still a topic for debate. As Erik Angelone and Alvaro Marin show, a
myriad of expertise indicators have been proposed, including declarative and procedural
knowledge, self-regulatory and metacognitive skills, situational and task awareness, adaptive
psycho-physiological traits, automaticity, deliberate bundling, self-confidence, andytarget text
orientedness. Whether or not we actually possess adequate criteria to differentiate, between
novices, professionals and experts in the first place has also been questioned (Jaaskel&inen
2010). Angelone and Marin offer a fresh perspective on the notion of expertise by studying
how working translators and translation project managers envision an@d understand it. In order
to gauge their perceptions of translation expertise, they conductedsa, survey of translators and
project managers, the results of which paint a new, emic, situatedapicture of translation
expertise. Angelone and Marin’s exploratory study not only(sheds, light on the similarities and
differences in the views of these two groups of practitioners; it.also suggests novel defining
characteristics of translation expertise and translation task difficulty and revisits the concept
of transferability of expertise.

In her contribution, Maeve Olohan applies the seeiological framework of practice theory to
translation work and, more specifically, to the ‘relationship between translation practice and
knowledge or knowing. Based on an ethnegraphic study in the translation department of a
research organisation, she showsmhow the traditional understanding of knowledge as a
codifiable object that is easily, transferable from one person to another falls short of what
knowledge and knowing .can _turn<out to be when observed in situ. Her data from the
workplaces of three in-house tranSlators and a project manager illustrate how knowledge is
not only inextricablyslinked with a situational context; it is also more adequately viewed as
not existing priok, toa specific practice but as emergent through translational practice and
processual in fAatw®: This accounts for her use of the term “knowing-in-practice”. From a
practice theéory perspective, translators thus become the carriers of translational practice
throughgwhich knowledge and knowing ‘transpire’. The examples from her workplace
observationss show how knowing in translation practice is embodied, materially and
discursively ‘mediated and collective in nature. This situated and embedded notion of
knowledge or knowing is a valuable contribution to prior literature on the broad topic of
translators’ knowledge, competence, or expertise.

7. Conclusions

The contributions in this Special Issue report on inspiring field and workplace research that
provides insights into factors that influence translation yet would not become visible in lab or

This article is under copyright.
Please contact the publisher for permission to re-use or reprint the material in any form.

Risku, Hanna; Rogl, Regina, and Milosevic, Jelena (2017) “Translation practice in the field. Current
research on socio-cognitive processes” Translation Spaces 6 (1): 3—26. doi: 10.1075/ts.6.1.01ris



classroom research, such as the embeddedness of translators in complex networks of
interdependent environmental, artefact-mediated and social elements. They complement the
current state of knowledge on work-related issues in the translation process and allow us to
grasp the intrinsic logic of these work processes and contexts and how they are perceived
from the inside (Bergmann 2005).

The articles provide apt examples that help us to reflect on the status of the results of field and
workplace research. Such research encourages us to rethink existing theoretical models and
concepts by showing that practitioners view the factors that make up and influence their
workplace and practices differently from established research positions. Thisfiwziew ¢annot be
simply dismissed as a non-scientific, partial and subjective opinion: the veice of the field is an
essential research object in itself, with repercussions for scholarly medels and conceptions.
Field and workplace research can correct scholarly misconceptions; for instance, those that
might arise from the need to reduce and control the variables in lab experiments. We urgently
need to grasp the intricacies of the contingent context, espegially the. interdependencies of the
organisational, social, cultural, physical, and media infrastructures of translation. Field and
workplace research also has an applied dimension: ifd¢he models and concepts of translation
research are to be applied to improve translation_didaetiesyp€urricula, evaluation, technology
or social and organisational ergonomics, the expectations and notions of praxis have to be
taken into account as factors that determine and mfluenee translation.

Workplace research can also connect vacademic translation research with the language
industry. It allows academics to involve practitioners in their research and to investigate how
translation experts adapt their awork yprocesses to the changing requirements of dynamic
technological environments.dn this way, translation research remains grounded and tuned in
to the developments in the field, thus putting it in a position to understand, reflect on, criticize
and, when needed, hélp“change these developments. Workplace and field methods like
ethnography and adte ethnography enable researchers to become part of the examined field
and to analyse pérceptions of the translation process systematically.

Most contfibutorsto this Special Issue also participated in the fifth Translation Process
Researeh®\Warkshop, which provided us with the opportunity to bring together different
strands_ef TPR and explore their potential for interaction. Others were invited to submit
articles,to complement the range of perspectives. Rather than trying to define a single unified
TPR theory, we are convinced that it is through such broad interdisciplinary encounters and
cooperations that an even more comprehensive understanding of the translation process will
emerge.

TPR is still a relatively young line of research in translation studies. However, it has already
evolved from the early think-aloud protocol studies of problem solving to a multi-method
approach that grasps the translation process from a broader, interdisciplinary perspective and
on different levels — from neural to mental and socio-cognitive. These different explanatory
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levels will continue to require different data acquisition methods and locations, both in the lab
and in the field.

Translation practice is on the move, and so are translation theories. TPR will need to tackle
the challenges to follow and contribute both to practice and to theory. One of the most
important challenges in the development of TPR will be keeping pace with the current
insights in cognitive science. As Ricardo Mufioz summed up in the final panel discussion at
the 2016 workshop, “thinking is not what we thought”: recent revolutions in cognitive
scientific views will keep TPR researchers busy developing concepts and methods that concur
with the current state of research. With this volume, we hope to be deing ourypart in
contributing to the development of a truly interdisciplinary, up-to-date understanding of the
field — and the translation process.

This article is under copyright.
Please contact the publisher for permission to re-use or reprint the material in any form.

Risku, Hanna; Rogl, Regina, and Milosevic, Jelena (2017) “Translation practice in the field. Current
research on socio-cognitive processes” Translation Spaces 6 (1): 3—26. doi: 10.1075/ts.6.1.01ris



References

Abdallah, Kristiina
2010 “Translators’ Agency in Production Networks.” In Translators’ Agency, edited
by T. Kinnunen and K. Koskinen, 11-46. Tampere: Tampere University Press.

2012 Translators in Production Networks: Reflections on Agency, Quality and Ethics.
Dissertation, University of Eastern Finland.

2014 “The Interface between Bourdieu’s Habitus and Latour’s Agency: The Work
Trajectories of Two Finnish Translators.” In Remapping Habitus, in' Translation
Studies, edited by G. M. Vorderobermeier, 111-132. Amsterdam: Rodopi.

Abdallah, Kristiina, and Kaisa Koskinen

2007 “Managing Trust: Translating and the NetworksEconomy.” Meta 52 (4): 673—
687. doi: 10.7202/017692ar.

AlIC
2002 “Interpreter Workload Study — Full Repert.” aiic.net/p/657. Accessed March 7,
2017.

Alves, Fabio

ed. 2003 Triangulating Jranslation. Perspectives in Process Oriented Research.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. doi: 10.1075/btl.45

Bayer-Hohenwarter, Gekfit

2009 “Translational“Creativity. How to Measure the Unmeasurable.” In Behind the
Mind. Methods; Models and Results in Translation Process Research, edited by S.
Gopferich, A L Jakobsen and 1. M. Mees, 39-59. Frederiksberg: Samfundslitteratur.

Bergmaan, Jorg

2005 “Studies of Work.” In Handbuch Berufsbildungsforschung, edited by F. Rauner,
639=646. Bielefeld: W. Bertelsmann.

Bontempo, Karen, and Karen Malcolm

2012 “An Ounce of Prevention is Worth a Pound of Cure: Educating Interpreters
about the Risk of Vicarious Trauma in Healthcare Settings.” In In Our Hands:
Educating Healthcare Interpreters, edited by L. Swabey and K. Malcolm, 105-130.
Washington: Gallaudet University Press.

This article is under copyright.
Please contact the publisher for permission to re-use or reprint the material in any form.

Risku, Hanna; Rogl, Regina, and Milosevic, Jelena (2017) “Translation practice in the field. Current
research on socio-cognitive processes” Translation Spaces 6 (1): 3—26. doi: 10.1075/ts.6.1.01ris


http://dx.doi.org/10.7202/017692ar
http://aiic.net/p/657
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/btl.45

Bower, Kathryn

2015 “Stress and Burnout in Video Relay Service (VRS) Interpreting.” Journal of
Interpretation 24 (1): 1-16.

Brasel, Barbara

1976 “The Effects of Fatigue on the Competence of Interpreters for the Deaf.” In
Selected Readings in the Integration of Deaf Students at CSUN, edited by H.J.
Murphy , 19-22. Northridge: California State University.

Braun, Sabine

2013 “Keep Your Distance? Remote Interpreting in Legal Proceedings.” Interpreting
15 (2): 200-228. doi: 10.1075/intp.15.2.03bra.

Brunette, Louise, and Sharon O’Brien

2011 “Quelle ergonomie pour la pratique postéditricerdes textes traduits?” ILCEA 14.
Accessed March 1, 2017. ilcea.revues.org/1081

Brunson, Jeremy L.

2008 The Practice and Organization‘of Sign‘kanguage Interpreting in Video Relay
Service: An Institutional Ethnography,ofi/Access. Dissertation, Syracuse University.

Bundgaard, Kristine, Tina Paulsen.Christensen, and Anne Schjoldager

2016 “Translator-Computer, Interaction in Action — An Observational Process Study
of Computer-Aided{Trasslation.” Journal of Specialised Translation 25: 106-130.
Accessed March 7, 2017, wWww.jostrans.org/issue25/art _bundgaard.php.

Button, Graham, and Richard Harper

1996 “Thed Relevance of ‘Work Practice’ for Design.” Computer Supported
Cooperative\Work 4: 263-280. doi: 10.1007/BF01846695.

Buzelin, Hélene

2005 “Unexpected Allies: How Latour’s Network Theory Could Complement
Bourdicusian Analyses in Translation Studies.” The Translator 11 (2): 193-218.
doi: 10.1080/13556509.2005.10799198.

2006 “Independent Publisher in the Networks of Translation.” TTR: traduction,
terminologie, rédaction 19 (1): 135-173. doi: 10.7202/016663ar.

2007 “Translations ‘in the Making’.” In Constructing a Sociology of Translation,
edited by M. Wolf and A. Fukari, 135-169. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
doi: 10.1075/btl.74.11buz.

This article is under copyright.
Please contact the publisher for permission to re-use or reprint the material in any form.

Risku, Hanna; Rogl, Regina, and Milosevic, Jelena (2017) “Translation practice in the field. Current
research on socio-cognitive processes” Translation Spaces 6 (1): 3—26. doi: 10.1075/ts.6.1.01ris


http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/intp.15.2.03bra
http://ilcea.revues.org/1081
http://www.jostrans.org/issue25/art_bundgaard.php
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01846695
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13556509.2005.10799198
http://dx.doi.org/10.7202/016663ar
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/btl.74.11buz

Cadwell, Patrick, Sheila Castilho, Sharon O’Brien, and Linda Mitchell

2016 “Human Factors in Machine Translation and Post-Editing among Institutional
Translators.” Translation Spaces 5 (2): 222-243. doi: 10.1075/ts.5.2.04cad.

Christensen, Tina Paulsen, and Anne Schjoldager

2016 “Computer-Aided Translation Tools— the Uptake and Use by Danish
Translation Service Providers.” Journal of Specialised Translation 25: 89-105.
Accessed March 7, 2017. www.jostrans.org/issue25/art_christensen.php.

Clancey, William J.

2006 “Observation of Work Practices in Natural Settings.” In.Cambridge Handbook
on Expertise and Expert Performance, edited by K. A. Eficsson, N, Charness, P.
Feltovich and R. Hoffmann, 127-145. New York: Cambridge University Press.
doi: 10.1017/CB0O9780511816796.008.

Clark, Andy

1997 Being There. Putting Brain, Body, andWorld Together Again. Cambridge, MA:
MIT Press.

Clark, Andy, and David J. Chalmers
1998 “The Extended Mind.” Analysis58,(1): 7-19. doi: 10.1093/analys/58.1.7.

Cooper, Cary L., Rachel Daviesfand Resalie L. Tung

1982 “Interpreting Stres$: Sources of Job Stress among Conference Interpreters.”
Multilingual (2):497-107. doi: 10.1515/mult.1982.1.2.97.

Cronin, Michael
2013 Translatiomin the Digital Age. New York: Routledge.

Dam, Helle'\, and Karen Korning Zethsen

2011 “The Status of Professional Business Translators on the Danish Market: A
Comparative Study of Company, Agency and Freelance Translators.” Meta 56 (4):
976—997. doi: 10.7202/1011263ar.

Dam, Helle V., and Kaisa Koskinen

guest eds. 2016 “The Translation Profession: Centres and Peripheries.” Special Issue
of The Journal of Specialised Translation 25. Accessed March 7, 2017.
www.jostrans.org/issue25/issue25_toc.php.

This article is under copyright.
Please contact the publisher for permission to re-use or reprint the material in any form.

Risku, Hanna; Rogl, Regina, and Milosevic, Jelena (2017) “Translation practice in the field. Current
research on socio-cognitive processes” Translation Spaces 6 (1): 3—26. doi: 10.1075/ts.6.1.01ris


http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/ts.5.2.04cad
http://www.jostrans.org/issue25/art_christensen.php
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511816796.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/analys/58.1.7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/mult.1982.1.2.97
http://dx.doi.org/10.7202/1011263ar
http://www.jbe-platform.com/content/journals/10.1075/March%207,%202017
http://www.jostrans.org/issue25/issue25_toc.php

Dong, Jiging, and Graham H. Turner

2016 “The Ergonomic Impact of Agencies in the Dynamic System of Interpreting
Provision. An Ethnographic Study of Backstage Influences on Interpreter
Performance.” Translation Spaces 5 (1): 97—-123. doi: 10.1075/ts.5.1.06don.

Dragsted, Barbara

2010 “Coordination of Reading and Writing Processes in Translation. An Eye on
Uncharted Territory.” In Translation and Cognition, edited by G. Shréve and E.
Angelone, 41-62. Philadelphia: John Benjamins. doi: 10.1075/ata.xv.04dra.

Duflou, Veerle

2016 Be(com)ing a Conference Interpreter. An Ethnography of EU Interpreters as a
Professional Community. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. deint0:1075/bt|.124.

Ehrensberger-Dow, Maureen, and Andrea Hunziker Heeb

2016 “Investigating the Ergonomics of the Technologizéd Translation Workplace.” In
Reembedding Translation Process Researchgedited by R. Mufioz, 69-88. Amsterdam:
John Benjamins. doi: 10.1075/btl.128.04elr

Ehrensberger-Dow, Maureen, Andrea Hunziken Heeb, Gary Massey, Ursula Meidert, Silke
Neumann, and Heidrun Becker

2016 “An International Survey “of ‘the Ergonomics of Professional Translation.”
ILCEA 27. Accessed Maxch 72017 Tlcea.revues.org/4004.

Englund Dimitrova, Birgitta

2005 “Combining ‘Produet and Process Analysis. Explication as a Case in Point.”
Bulletin suisSe de linguistique appliquée 81: 25-39.

Englund Dimitrova, Bixgitta, and Elisabet Tiselius

2009 \“Exploring Retrospection as a Research Method for Studying the Translation
Process‘and the Interpreting Process.” In Methodology, Technology and Innovation in
Translation Process Research, edited by I. M. Mees, F. Alves, and S. Gopferich, 109—
134. Copenhagen: Samfundslitteratur.

Ericsson, K. Anders

2010 “Expertise in Interpreting: An Expert-Performance Perspective.” InTranslation
and Cognition, edited by G. Shreve and E. Angelone , 231-262. Philadelphia: John
Benjamins. doi: 10.1075/ata.xv.14eri.

This article is under copyright.
Please contact the publisher for permission to re-use or reprint the material in any form.

Risku, Hanna; Rogl, Regina, and Milosevic, Jelena (2017) “Translation practice in the field. Current
research on socio-cognitive processes” Translation Spaces 6 (1): 3—26. doi: 10.1075/ts.6.1.01ris


http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/ts.5.1.06don
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/ata.xv.04dra
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/btl.124
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/btl.128.04ehr
http://ilcea.revues.org/4004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/ata.xv.14eri

Ferreira-Alves, Fernando

2011 “Job Perceptions, Identity-Building and Interpersonal Relations among
Translators as a Professional Group in Northern Portugal.” ILCEA 14. Accessed
March 7, 2017. ilcea.revues.org/1119.

Flynn, Peter

2004 “Skopos Theory. An Ethnographic Enquiry.” Perspectives 12 (4): 270-285.
doi: 10.1080/0907676X.2004.9961507.

Fraser, Janet

2001 “‘Rolls Royce Quality at Lada Prices’: A Survey of the Working Cenditions and
Status of Freelance Translators.” In Aspects of Specialised &ranslation, edited by L.
Desblache, 31-39. Paris: La Maison du Dictionnaire.

Garfinkel, Herold
ed. 1986 Ethnomethodological Studies of Works L ondonzRoutledge.

Garfinkel, Harold

2002 Ethnomethodology’s Program. Wovking out Durkheim’s Aphorism. Edited and
introduced by A. W. Rawls. LanhamaMD: Rowman & Littlefield.

Gerloff, Pamela

1986 “Second Language ylLeatners’ Reports on the Interpretive Process.” In
Interlingual and dntercultural Communication. Discourse and Cognition in
Translation and Second, lkahguage Acquisition Studies, edited by J. House and S.
Blum-Kulka, 243-262. Ttubingen: Gunter Narr.

Gibson, James J:

1977 *“The Theory of Affordances.” In Perceiving, Acting, and Knowing. Toward an
Ecological, Psychology, edited by R. Shaw, and J. Bransford, 67-82. Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum.

GouadecpDaniel
2007 Translation as a Profession. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. doi: 10.1075/btl.73.

Gough, Joanna

2011 “An Empirical Study of Professional Translators’ Attitudes, Use and
Awareness of Web 2.0 Technologies, and Implications for the Adoption of Emerging
Technologies and Trends.” Linguistica Antverpiensia 10: 195-217.

This article is under copyright.
Please contact the publisher for permission to re-use or reprint the material in any form.

Risku, Hanna; Rogl, Regina, and Milosevic, Jelena (2017) “Translation practice in the field. Current
research on socio-cognitive processes” Translation Spaces 6 (1): 3—26. doi: 10.1075/ts.6.1.01ris


http://ilcea.revues.org/1119
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0907676X.2004.9961507
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/btl.73

Grass, Thierry

2011 “‘Plus’ est-il synonyme de ‘mieux’? Logiciels commerciaux contre logiciels
libres du point de vue de I’ergonomie.” ILCEA14. AccessedMarch 7, 2017.
ilcea.revues.org/index1052.html.

Grbié, Nadja, and Franz Pochhacker

2015 “Working Conditions.” In Routledge Encyclopedia of Interpreting Studies,
edited by F. Pochhacker , 441-443. Milton Park: Routledge.

Hale, Sandra Beatriz , and Jemina Napier

2016 ““We’re Just Kind of There’: Working Conditions, and, Perceptions of
Appreciation and Status in Court Interpreting.” Target ) 28<(3): 351-371.
doi: 10.1075/target.28.3.01hal.

Hanna, Sameh

2016 Bourdieu in Translation Studies: The Soecio-Cultdral Dynamics of Shakespeare
Translation in Egypt. New York: Routledge.

Hansen, Gyde

2003 “Der Ubersetzungsprozess bei, bilingualen Ubersetzern.” In Traducta Navis,
edited by B. Nord, and P. A. Schmiitt,,53--68. Tibingen: Stauffenburg.

Heath, Christian , Hubert Knoblauch™; and Paul Luff

2000 “Technology and Secial Interaction: The Emergence of ‘“Workplace Studies’.”
British Journal offSocielegy 51 (2): 299-320. doi: 10.1080/00071310050030190.

Hébert-Malloch, Louise

2004 “What> DopWe Know about a Translator’s Day?” Meta 49 (4): 973-979.
doi20:7202/009805ar.

Hild, Adelina

2017 “The Role and Self-Regulation of Non-Professional Interpreters in Religious
Settings: The VIRS Project”. In Non-Professional Interpreting and Translation: State
of the Art and Future of an Emerging Field of Research, edited by R. Antonini, L.
Cirillo, L. Rossato, and 1. Torresi, 177-194. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
doi: 10.1075/btl.129.09hil.

Hokkanen, Sari

(2017) “Simultaneous interpreting and religious experience: Volunteer interpreting in
a Finnish Pentecostal church.” In Non-Professional Interpreting and Translation:
State of the Art and Future of an Emerging Field of Research, edited by R. Antonini,

This article is under copyright.
Please contact the publisher for permission to re-use or reprint the material in any form.

Risku, Hanna; Rogl, Regina, and Milosevic, Jelena (2017) “Translation practice in the field. Current
research on socio-cognitive processes” Translation Spaces 6 (1): 3—26. doi: 10.1075/ts.6.1.01ris


http://ilcea.revues.org/index1052.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/target.28.3.01hal
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00071310050030190
http://dx.doi.org/10.7202/009805ar
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/btl.129.09hil

L. Cirillo, L. Rossato, and I. Torresi, 195-212. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
doi: 10.1075/btl.129.10hok.

Hubscher-Davidson, Séverine

2011 “A Discussion of Ethnographic Research Methods and their Relevance for
Translation Process Research.” Across Languages and Cultures 12 (1): 1-18.
doi: 10.1556/Acr.12.2011.1.1.

2011 “Trait Emotional Intelligence and Translation. A Study of #Professional
Translators.” Target 28 (1): 132-157. doi: 10.1075/target.28.1.06hub.

Hutchins, Edwin

1995a “How a Cockpit Remembers Its Speeds.” CognitiveScience 19: 265-288.
doi: 10.1207/s15516709c0g1903 1.

1995b Cogpnition in the Wild. Cambridge, MA: MIT{Press:

Hyo6na, Jukka, Jorma Tommola, and Anna-Mari Alaja

1995 “Pupil Dilation as a Measure of Processing [Load in Simultaneous Interpreting
and Other Language Tasks.” The Quarterly"Journal of Experimental Psychology 48
(3): 598-612. doi: 10.1080/14640749508401407 .

Ivanova, Adelina

1999 Discourse Processing aduring Simultaneous Interpreting: An  Expertise
Approach. Dissertation, University of Cambridge.

Jaaskeldinen, Riitta

2010 “Are ‘All Professionals Experts? Definitions of Expertise and Reinterpretation of
Research Evidence in Process Studies.” In Translation and Cognition, edited by G.
Shreve, “and# E. Angelone, 213-227. Philadelphia: John  Benjamins.
doif 10.1075/ata.xv.12jaa.

Kastbergy, Peter

2009 “Zur Ontogenese einer Instruktion. Erarbeitung eines Methodengerists und erste
Erfahrungen.” In Sind Gebrauchsanleitungen zu gebrauchen? Linguistische und
kommunikativ-pragmatische  Studien zu  skandinavischen und  deutschen
Instruktionstexten, edited by M. Grove Ditlevsen, P. Kastberg and C. Andersen, 39—
68. Tubingen: Gunter Narr.

Kinnunen, Tuija

2010a “Agency, Activity and Court Interpreting.” In Translators’ Agency, edited by
T. Kinnunen, and K. Koskinen , 126-164. Tampere: Tampere University Press.

This article is under copyright.
Please contact the publisher for permission to re-use or reprint the material in any form.

Risku, Hanna; Rogl, Regina, and Milosevic, Jelena (2017) “Translation practice in the field. Current
research on socio-cognitive processes” Translation Spaces 6 (1): 3—26. doi: 10.1075/ts.6.1.01ris


http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/btl.129.10hok
http://dx.doi.org/10.1556/Acr.12.2011.1.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/target.28.1.06hub
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15516709cog1903_1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14640749508401407
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/ata.xv.12jaa

2010b “Gerichtsdolmetscher — Hilfsmittel der Interaktion oder Akteur in
gemeinsamer Tétigkeit?” In Perspektiven auf Kommunikation. Festschrift fir Liisa
Tiittula zum 60. Geburtstag, edited by W. Kallmeyer, E. Reuter and J. Schopp, 245—
256. Berlin: Saxa.

Knoblauch, Hubert, and Christian Heath

2006 “Die Workplace Studies.” In Technografie. Zur Mikrosoziologie der Technik,
edited by W. Rammert and C. Schubert, 141-161. Frankfurt am Main: Campus.

Krings, Hans
1986 Was in den Kopfen der Ubersetzer vorgeht. Tiibingen: GuntésNarr.

Kriiger, Ralph

2015 “Fachiibersetzen aus kognitionstranslatologischer \Pefspektive. Das Kolner
Modell des situierten Fachiibersetzers.” trans-kom 8((2)#2/3<313.

Kurz, Ingrid

1983 “CO; and CO Levels in Booths at the End of a Conference Day. A Pilot Study.”
AlIC Bulletin 11 (3): 86-93.

1997 “Interpreters: Stress and, “Situation-Dependent Control of Anxiety.” In
Transferre necesse est, edited“bys K. “Klaudy and J. Kohn, 201-206. Budapest:
Scholastica.

2002 ““Physiological#Stress Responses during Media and Conference Interpreting.”
Ininterpreting in the ' 21st4Century. Challenges and Opportunities, edited by G.
Garzone and¢ M. “Viezzi, 195-202. Amsterdam: John  Benjamins.
doi: 10.1075/6th43. T9%kur.

2003 “Physiological Stress during Simultaneous Interpreting: A Comparison of
Experts and Novices.” The Interpreters’ Newsletter 12: 51-67.

Kurz, Ingrid_,"and Herbert Kolmer

1984 ““Humidity and Temperature Measurements in Booths.” AIIC Bulletin 12 (2):
42-43.

Kufmaul, Paul
2000 Kreatives Ubersetzen. Tibingen: Stauffenburg.

Kuznik, Anna

2016a “La traduction comme travail: perspectives croisées en ergonomie, sociologie
et traductologie.” ILCEA 27. Accessed March 7, 2017. ilcea.revues.org/4036.

This article is under copyright.
Please contact the publisher for permission to re-use or reprint the material in any form.

Risku, Hanna; Rogl, Regina, and Milosevic, Jelena (2017) “Translation practice in the field. Current
research on socio-cognitive processes” Translation Spaces 6 (1): 3—26. doi: 10.1075/ts.6.1.01ris


http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/btl.43.19kur
http://ilcea.revues.org/4036

2016b “Work Content of In-House Translators in Small and Medium-Sized Industrial
Enterprises. Observing Real Work Situations.” Journal of Specialised Translation 25:
213-231. Accessed March 7, 2017. www.jostrans.org/issue25/art kuznik.pdf

Kuznik, Anna , and Joan Miquel Verd

2010 “Investigating Real Work Situations in Translation Agencies. Work Content and
Its Components.” Hermes: Journal of Language and Communication Studies 44: 25—
43.

Lachaud, Christian

2011 “EEG, EYE and Key. Three Simultaneous Streams of Data‘for Investigating the
Cognitive Mechanisms of Translation.” In Cognitive Explarationsyof- Translation,
edited by S. O’Brien, 131-153. London: Continuum.

Lavault-Olléon, Elisabeth

2011a “L’ergonomie, nouveau paradigme pour la‘traductologie.” ILCEA 14. Accessed
March 7, 2017. ilcea.revues.org/1078.

guest ed. 2011b “Traduction et Ergonomie?” ILCEA 14, Special Issue. Accessed
March 7, 2017. https://ilcea.revues.org/1031.

guest ed. 2016 “Approches ecrgonomiques des pratiques professionnelles et des
formations des traducteurs.” ICCEAN27, Special Issue. Accessed March 7, 2017.
https://ilcea.revues.org/3834s

LeBlanc, Matthieu

2013 “Translaters.on Translation Memory (TM). Results of an Ethnographic Study in
Three Translation Services and Agencies.” Translation and Interpreting Studies 5 (2):
1-13. doixl0.22807/ti.105202.2013.a01.

201 /< I"Can’t)Get No Satisfaction’: Should We Blame Translation Technologies or
Shifting Business Practices?” In Human Issues in Translation Technologies, edited by
D.'Kenny, 45-62. London: Routledge.

Liu, Fung-Ming Christy

2013 “A Quantitative Enquiry into the Translator’s Job-Related Happiness: Does
Visibility Correlate with Happiness?” Across Languages and Cultures 14 (1): 123—
148. doi: 10.1556/Acr.14.2013.1.6.

Lorscher, Wolfgang

1987 Ubersetzungsperformanz, UbersetzungsprozeB und Ubersetzungsstrategien.
Eine psycholinguistische Untersuchung. Essen: Universitat Essen.

This article is under copyright.
Please contact the publisher for permission to re-use or reprint the material in any form.

Risku, Hanna; Rogl, Regina, and Milosevic, Jelena (2017) “Translation practice in the field. Current
research on socio-cognitive processes” Translation Spaces 6 (1): 3—26. doi: 10.1075/ts.6.1.01ris


http://www.jostrans.org/issue25/art_kuznik.pdf
http://ilcea.revues.org/1078
https://ilcea.revues.org/1031
https://ilcea.revues.org/3834
http://dx.doi.org/10.12807/ti.105202.2013.a01
http://dx.doi.org/10.1556/Acr.14.2013.1.6

Luff, Paul , Jon Hindmarsh , and Christian Heath

2000 “Introduction.” In Workplace Studies Recovering Work Practice and Informing
System Design, edited by P. Luff, J. Hindmarsh and C. Heath, 1-26. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. doi: 10.1017/CB0O9780511628122.002.

Marinetti, Cristina , and Margaret Rose

2013 “Process, Practice and Landscapes of Reception. An Ethnographic Study of
Theatre Translation.” Translation 6 (2): 166-182. doi: 10.1080/14782700.2013.
777258.

Martikainen, Hanna , and Natalie Kibler

2016 “Ergonomie cognitive de la post-édition de traductionautomatique: enjeux pour
la qualité des traductions.” ILCEA 27. Accessed March 7,201 7. jicea.revues.org/3863.

Martin de Leon, Celia

2013 “Who Cares if the Cat is on the Mat? Lontributions of Cognitive Models of
Meaning to Translation.” In Cognitive Linguisticsiand Translation. Advances in Some
Theoretical Models and Applications, edited. by, A" Rojo and I. Ibarretxe, 99-122.
Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton. doi: 10.1525/9783110302943.99

Massey, Gary , and Maureen Ehrensberger-Dow

2011 “Technical and Instrimental Competence in the Translator’s Workplace: Using
Process Research togldentifyy Educational and Ergonomic Needs.” ILCEA14.
AccessedMarch 7, 2017 . dlceafevues.org/1033.

MalRmann, Christiane

1995 “Arbeitsbedingungen von Gebardensprachdolmetscherlnnen und mdgliche
Folgen<” Das Zeiehen 9 (33): 335-344.

McCartney, Jamie

20067 “‘Burnout of Sign Language Interpreters: A Comparative Study of K-12,
Postsecondary, and Community Interpreters.” RID Journal of Interpretation 2006: 83—
108.

Meidert, Ursula, Silke Neumann, Maureen Ehrensberger-Dow, and Heidrun Becker

2016 “Physical Ergonomics at Translators’ Workplaces: Findings from Ergonomic
Workplace Assessments and Interviews.” ILCEA 27. Accessed March 7, 2017.
https://ilcea.revues.org/3996.

This article is under copyright.
Please contact the publisher for permission to re-use or reprint the material in any form.

Risku, Hanna; Rogl, Regina, and Milosevic, Jelena (2017) “Translation practice in the field. Current
research on socio-cognitive processes” Translation Spaces 6 (1): 3—26. doi: 10.1075/ts.6.1.01ris


http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511628122.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14781700.2013.777258
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14781700.2013.777258
http://ilcea.revues.org/3863
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9783110302943.99
http://ilcea.revues.org/1033
https://ilcea.revues.org/3996

Monz6 Nebot, Esther

2006 “Somos profesionales? Bases para una sociologia de las profesiones aplicada a
la traduccion.” In Sociology of Translation, edited by A. Parada and O. Diaz, 155-176.
Vigo: Servizo de Publicacions da Universidade de Vigo.

Mueller, Felicity

2005 “Subtitling — Overview of Working Conditions.” In Proceedings of the XVII
World Congress. Tampere, Finland, 4-7 August 2005, edited by L. Salmi, and K.
Koskinen, 79-80. Tampere: Offset Ulonen Oy.

Mufioz Martin, Ricardo

2010a “Leave No Stone Unturned. On the Development of €ognitive Translatology.”
Translation and Interpreting Studies 5 (2): 145-162. doi: 20:1 075/t15.5.2.01mun

2010b “On Paradigms and Cognitive TranslatologyIn Translation and Cognition,
edited by G. Shreve and E. Angelone, 169-189:“Phtladelphia: John Benjamins.
doi: 10.1075/ata.xv.10mun

Norstrom, Eva, Ingrid Fioretos, and Kristina Gustafsson

2012 “Working Conditions of Communityslnterpreters in Sweden: Opportunities and
Shortcomings.” Interpreting 14 (2): 242-260. doi: 10.1075/intp.14.2.06nor.

O’Brien, Sharon, Laura Winther Balling, Michael Carl, Michel Simard, and Lucia Specia

eds. 2014 Post-editing “of, Machine Translation. Processes and Applications.
Newcastle upon Tyne:.Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

Olohan, Maeve

2011 “Tramslaters and Translation Technology: The Dance of Agency.” Translation
Studies'4 (3):'342+357. doi: 10.1080/14781700.2011.589656.

OlohangMaeve. /and Elena Davitti

2017 ‘Dynamics of Trusting in Translation Project Management: Leaps of Faith and
Balancing Acts.” Journal of Contemporary Ethnography, 46 (4): 391-416.
doi: 10.1177/0891241615603449.

Peters-Geiben, Lucia

2016 “La prévention comportementale et contextuelle: intégrer une approche
ergonomique dans la formation des traducteurs.” ILCEA 27. Accessed March 7, 2017.
ilcea.revues.org/4026

This article is under copyright.
Please contact the publisher for permission to re-use or reprint the material in any form.

Risku, Hanna; Rogl, Regina, and Milosevic, Jelena (2017) “Translation practice in the field. Current
research on socio-cognitive processes” Translation Spaces 6 (1): 3—26. doi: 10.1075/ts.6.1.01ris


http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/tis.5.2.01mun
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/ata.xv.10mun
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/intp.14.2.06nor
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14781700.2011.589656
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0891241615603449
http://ilcea.revues.org/4026

Pineau, Martine

2011 “La main et le clavier: histoire d’un malentendu.” ILCEA 14. Accessed March 7,
2017. ilcea.revues.org/1067.

Pdéllabauer, Sonja

2005 “I don’t understand your English, Miss.” Dolmetschen bei Asylanhérungen.
Tibingen: Gunter Narr.

Pym, Anthony

2011 “What Technology Does to Translating.” Translation and, Interpreting 3 (1):
1-9.

Pym, Anthony, Francois Grin, Claudio Sfreddo, and Andy L. J. Chan

2013 The Status of the Translation Profession infthe “European Union. London:
Anthem Press.

Risku, Hanna

2010 “A Cognitive Scientific View en Teehnical Communication and Translation:
Do Embodiment and Situatedness Really'Makeva Difference?” Target 22 (1): 94-111.
doi: 10.1075/target.22.1.06ris.

2014 “Translation Process Researeh as Interaction Research: From Mental to Socio-
Cognitive Processes.” IngMinding Translation, guest edited by R. Munoz, 331-353.
Special Issue 1 of Mon#l. doi: 10.6035/MonTI.2014.nel.11.

2016 Translationsmanagement. Interkulturelle Fachkommunikation im Informations-
zeitalter. 3rd ed.“TUbingen: Gunter Narr.

Risku, Hanna, Angela‘Dickinson, and Richard Pircher

2010 “Knowledge in Translation Studies and Translation Practice. Intellectual Capital
in ModerfiSociety.” In Why Translation Studies Matters, edited by D. Gile, G. Hansen
and N."Pokorn, 83-94. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. doi: 10.1075/btl.88.08ris.

Risku, Hanna, Nicole Rossmanith, Andreas Reichelt, and Lukas Zenk

2013 “Translation in the Network Economy. A Follow-Up Study.” In Tracks and
Treks in Translation Studies, edited by C. Way , S. Vandepitte , R. Meylaerts and M.
Bartlomiejczyk, 29-48. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. doi: 10.1075/btl.108.02ris

Risku, Hanna, and Florian Windhager

2013 “Extended Translation: A Sociocognitive Research Agenda.” Target 25 (1): 33—
45. doi: 10.1075/target.25.1.04ris.

This article is under copyright.
Please contact the publisher for permission to re-use or reprint the material in any form.

Risku, Hanna; Rogl, Regina, and Milosevic, Jelena (2017) “Translation practice in the field. Current
research on socio-cognitive processes” Translation Spaces 6 (1): 3—26. doi: 10.1075/ts.6.1.01ris


http://ilcea.revues.org/1067
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/target.22.1.06ris
http://dx.doi.org/10.6035/MonTI.2014.ne1.11
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/btl.88.08ris
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/btl.108.02ris
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/target.25.1.04ris

Risku, Hanna, Jelena Milosevic, and Christina Pein-Weber

2016 “Writing vs. Translating: Dimensions of Text Production in Comparison.” In
Reembedding Translation Process Research, edited by R. Mufioz, 47-68. Amsterdam:
John Benjamins. doi: 10.1075/btl.128.03ris.

Risku, Hanna, Christina Pein-Weber, and Jelena Milosevic

2016 “‘The Task of the Translator’: Comparing the Views of the Client and the
Translator.” International Journal of Communication 10: 989-1008.

Risku, Hanna, Regina Rogl, and Christina Pein-Weber

2016 “Mutual Dependencies: Centrality in Translation Networks:?, Journal of
Specialised Translation 25: 232-253. Accessed March 7,4017. wwaw.jostrans.org/
issue25/art_risku.php.

Roziner, llan, and Miriam Shlesinger

2010 “Much Ado about Something Remoteq, Stress 4and Performance in Remote
Interpreting.” Interpreting 12 (2): 214-247. doi: 10.1075/intp.12.2.05roz.

Rydning, Antin Fougner, and Christian Lachadd

2010 “The Reformulation Challenge ‘i Translation. Context Reduces Polysemy
During Comprehension, but Multiplies Creativity during Production.” In Translation
and Cognition, edited by G. Shrevetand E. Angelone, 85-108. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins. doi: 10.1075/ata xw06ryd.

Scheffer, Thomas

1997 “Dolmetschenials Darstellungsproblem. Eine ethnographische Studie zur Rolle
der Dolmets€her in Asylanhorungen.” Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie 26 (3): 159-180.

Schwenke, Temina J deffrey S. Ashby, and Philip B. Gnilka

2014 ““Sign "Language Interpreters and Burnout: The Effects of Perfectionism,
Perceived” Stress, and Coping Resources.” Interpreting 16 (2): 209-259.
doi: 10.1075/intp.16.2.04sch.

Seeber, Kilian G.

2012 “Multimodal Input in Simultaneous Interpreting: An Eye-Tracking
Experiment.” In Translationswissenschaft interdisziplinar: Fragen der Theorie und
Didaktik, edited by L.N. Zybatow, A. Petrova and M. Ustaszewski, 341-347.
Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang.

This article is under copyright.
Please contact the publisher for permission to re-use or reprint the material in any form.

Risku, Hanna; Rogl, Regina, and Milosevic, Jelena (2017) “Translation practice in the field. Current
research on socio-cognitive processes” Translation Spaces 6 (1): 3—26. doi: 10.1075/ts.6.1.01ris


http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/btl.128.03ris
http://www.jostrans.org/%20issue25/art_risku.php
http://www.jostrans.org/%20issue25/art_risku.php
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/intp.12.2.05roz
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/ata.xv.06ryd
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/intp.16.2.04sch

Sela-Sheffy, Rakefet , and Miriam Shlesinger

eds. 2011 Identity and Status in the Translational Profession. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins. doi: 10.1075/bct.32

Shreve, Gregory M.

2006 “The Deliberate Practice: Translation and Expertise.” Journal of Translation
Studies 9 (1): 27-42.

Shreve, Gregory , Isabel Lacruz , and Erik Angelone

2010 “Cognitive Effort, Syntactic Disruption, and Visual Interference in a Sight
Translation Task.” In Translation and Cognition, edited by "G Shreve and E.
Angelone, 63-84. Philadelphia: John Benjamins. doi: 10.1075/ata.xv.05shr.

Steve, Michael , and Linda Siple

1980 “The Interpreter as the Stage Manages: “Eighting.” In Introduction to
Interpreting. For Interpreters/Transliterators, Hearing dmpaired Consumers, Hearing
Consumers, edited by F. Caccamise, R. DirstpR=D. Devries, J. Heil, C. J. Kirchner, S.
Kirchner, A. M. Rinaldi and J. Stangaronef25-227"Silver Spring, MD: RID.

Suchman, Lucy
1987 Plans and Situated Action.wlrhe Problem of Human-Machine Communication.
Cambridge: Cambridge University:Press.

2007 Human-MachingiRecoenfigurations. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Swartz, Daniel B.

2006 “Job ¢Satisfaction Among Sign Language Interpreters.” RID Journal of
Interpretation:2006: 47-82.

Tercedor, $Sanchez Maribel

2011 “The Cognitive Dynamics of Terminological Variation.” Terminology 17 (2):
181-:197. doi: 10.1075/term.17.2.01ter.

Tiselius, Elisabet

2013 Experience and Expertise in Conference Interpreting. An Investigation of
Swedish Conference Interpreters. Dissertation, University of Bergen.

Tiselius, Elisabet , and Gard B. Jenset

2011 “Process and Product in Simultaneous Interpreting: What They Tell Us about
Experience and Expertise.” In Methods and Strategies of Process Research.

This article is under copyright.
Please contact the publisher for permission to re-use or reprint the material in any form.

Risku, Hanna; Rogl, Regina, and Milosevic, Jelena (2017) “Translation practice in the field. Current
research on socio-cognitive processes” Translation Spaces 6 (1): 3—26. doi: 10.1075/ts.6.1.01ris


http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/bct.32
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/ata.xv.05shr
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/term.17.2.01ter

Integrative Approaches in Translation Studies, edited by C. Alvstad, A. Hild, and E.
Tiselius, 269-300. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. doi: 10.1075/btl.94.20tis.

Toudic, Daniel , and Guillaume de Brébisson

2011 “Poste du travail du traducteur et responsabilité: une question de perspective.”
ILCEA14. AccessedMarch 7, 2017. ilcea.revues.org/1043.

Tyulenev, Sergey

2015 “Towards Theorizing Translation as an Occupation.” Asia Pacific Translation
and Intercultural Studies 2 (1): 15-29. doi: 10.1080/23306343.20154013206

Valero Garcés, Carmen

2015 “The Impact of Emotional and Psychological fFactorsyon Public Service
Interpreters: Preliminary Studies.” Translation and, ‘Interpreting 7 (3): 90-10.
Accessed March 7, 2017. trans-int.org/index.php/transint/article/view/386.

Vandal-Sirois, Hugo

2011 “Publicités multilingues: 1’apport du traducteur en agence de communication
marketing.” ILCEA 14. Accessed Marchiz, 2027. ilcea.revues.org/1106.

Vik-Tuovinen, Gun-Viol

2006 Tolkning pa olika nivaer av prefessionalitet. Vaasa: University of Vaasa.

Vorderobermeier, Gisella Mg
2013 Translatorische Praktiken aus soziologischer Sicht. Kontextabhéngigkeit des
ubersetzerischen Habitus? Opladen: Budrich UniPress.

ed. 2014¢Remapping Habitus in Translation Studies. Amsterdam: Rodopi.

Williams, Sarah

1995, “Observations on Anomalous Stress in Interpreting.” The Translator 1 (1): 47—
64ydoi: 10.1080/13556509.1995.10798949.

This article is under copyright.
Please contact the publisher for permission to re-use or reprint the material in any form.

Risku, Hanna; Rogl, Regina, and Milosevic, Jelena (2017) “Translation practice in the field. Current
research on socio-cognitive processes” Translation Spaces 6 (1): 3—26. doi: 10.1075/ts.6.1.01ris


http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/btl.94.20tis
http://ilcea.revues.org/1043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/23306343.2015.1013206
http://trans-int.org/index.php/transint/article/view/386
http://ilcea.revues.org/1106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13556509.1995.10798949

