Oleksandr Kapranov
oleksandr.kapranov@if.uib.no
University of Bergen, Norway

SELF-SELECTION AT THE CANDIDATE LEVEL
OF SIMULTANEOUS INTERPRETING

Received March 3, 2015; Revised April, 2, 2015; Accepted May, 3, 2015

Abstract. This article aims at outlining the role of self-selection in the decision by the
potential students of simultaneous interpreting, i.e. interpreter candidates, to apply for a university
programme in simultaneous interpreting. The role of self-selection is investigated by means of a
psycholinguistic experiment involving the potential students’ written reflections on the topic ‘Why
I Chose to Apply for a University Programme in Simultaneous Interpreting’. The experiment is
conducted with six interpreter candidates (further referred to as ‘participants’) who want to apply
for university translation and interpreting programmes at Stockholm University (Sweden),
Brussels Free University (Belgium) and University of Seville (Spain) respectively. The study’s
specific objective is to identify main categories involved in the participants’ self-selection of the
university programme in simultaneous interpreting. The participants are instructed to write a
500 words essay on the topic ‘Why I Chose to Apply for a University Programme in Simultaneous
Interpreting’. The corpus of the participants’ essays is subsequently tagged in computer program
CLAN in order to facilitate the identification of the self-selection categories. Data analysis reveals
that the most frequent categories involved in self-selection are ‘Interest’, ‘Communication with
other people’, ‘Another identity’, ‘Novelty’ and ‘Interpreting as a natural choice’ respectively.

Keywords: simultaneous interpreting, self-selection, psycholinguistics, interpreter
candidates, application for a university course in simultaneous interpreting.

KanpanoB Ouiekcanap. Posib caMocTiiiHOro BMOOpPY NMOTEHUiHHUX CTYIEeTHIB Kypcy 3
CHHXPOHHOTO MepeKIaxy

AnoTtanig. CtaTTs onucye pojib caMOCTIHHOTO BHOOpPY MOTEHLIHHUX CTYIEHTIB Kypcy 3i
CHHXPOHHOTrO mepeknangy. Poab camoctiiiHOro BHOOPY JOCHIIKYEThCS 3a JOMOMOTOIO
eKCIIEpUMEHTY, B IKOMY MOTEHLIHHI CTYACHTH KypCy 3 CHHXPOHHOTO MepeKIay MUIIyTh TBIp Ha
Temy «HoMmy s BUPIIIMB/BUpIIINIA BHBYATH KypC 3 CHHXPOHHOTO Iepekiamxy». ExcriepuMeHT
MIPOBOAMBCS 3 IIICTbMa KaHIuAaTaMu (Hajaial ‘“yyacHUKaMu’), Kl MOJald 3asgBKH Ha KypCHU
ycHoro mepekiany ao CrokroimbMmcbkoro yHiBepcutery (IlIBerist), bproccenbcbkoro BinbHoro
yHiBepcutety (benbris) # VYuiBepcutery Cesuibi (Icmanist). KoHkperHa mera aoCHipKeHHS
NOJISiTa€ 'y BHU3HAUEHHI OCHOBHUX KaTeropiil, MpHCYTHIX y caMocCTiHHOMY BHOOpi Kypcy 3
CUHXPOHHOTO Tiepekianay. Kopryc ece ydyacHUKIB €KCIIEpUMEHTY OMpPaIbOBAaHO B KOMIT'FOTEPHIN
nporpami CLAN 3 meroro ineHTudikamii Kateropii camocTiiiHOro BuOOpYy. AHaNI3 JaHUX
MoKa3ye, M0 Kareropii, ski OepyTh yd4acTh y TMPOIECi CaMOCTIHHOrO BHOOPY  Kypcy 3
CHHXpOHHOTO Tmepeknany, € «IlHrepec», «CHilkyBaHHS 3 IHIOUMH JIIOObMHY», «[HIIA
imeHTuuHICThY, «HoBu3Ha» Ta «llepeknas sk mpupoHiii BUOIp» TOIIO.

KirouoBi cjoBa: CHUHXpOHHMI Tepekiaj, CaMOCTIHHUN BHOIp, MCHXOJIHIBICTHKA,
MalOyTHI TIepeKIaaadi-CHHXPOHICTH, BUOIP KYPCY 3 CHHXPOHHOTO TIEPeKIaTy

KanpanoB Anekcanap. Poib caMmocTosiTeIbHOT0 BbIGOPA NMOTEHIHATBHBIX CTYAeHTOB
Kypca CHHXPOHHOI'O IlepeBoja

AHHOTaUMsl. DTa CTaThsl ONMUCHIBAET POJIb CAMOCTOATEIBHOTO BBIOOpA MOTEHLMAIBHBIX
CTYIEHTOB Kypca [0 CMHXPOHHOMY IepeBoJy. Ponb camMocTOsATENpHOrO BBIOOpA HCCIENyeTcs ©
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MOMOIIBIO TICUXOJIMHIBUCTUYECKOTO SKCIEPUMEHTA, B KOTOPOM NOTEHIMAIbHBIE CTYAEHTHI Kypca
110 CHHXPOHHOMY NIEPEBOIY MULIYT COUMHEHHE Ha TeMy «llodueMy s perrwi/pemnia BEIOpaTh Kypc
[0 CUHXPOHHOMY MEpEBOAY». OKCIEPUMEHT MPOBOJIWICS C HIECTbIO yYaCTHHUKAaMHU, KOTOpBIE
MoJajdy 3asBKM HAa KypChbl MO  CHHXPOHHOMY TmiepeBoay B CTOKIOJIbMCKOM YHHUBEPCHUTETE
(IIBeumst), bproccenbckom Cobognom yHmBepcuteTe (benbprus) m YauBepcutere CeBUIBH
(Ucmanus). Kopmyc 3cce YYacTHHKOB BIOCHECACTBUM ObLT 00paboTaH B KOMITBIOTEPHOMH
nporpamme CLAN B memsx uaeHTH(UKALUU KaTErOpPHil CaMOCTOSATEIBHOTO BbIOOpa. AHaM3
JTAHHBIX TOKa3bIBAET, YTO KATErOpHH, YYAacTBYIOIIHME B IPOIECCE CaMOCTOSTEIHHOrO BbIOOpa
Kypca 10 CHHXPOHHOMY IepeBony, sBisitoTcs «UHTepecy, «OOmieHne ¢ IPYTrUMH JIIOJIbMUY,
«Apyras unenTuaHOCTHY, «HOBU3HA» U «llepeBoj Kak ecTeCTBEHHbIN BHIOOP» COOTBETCBEHHO.

KiroueBble ci10Ba: CUHXPOHHBIN MEPEBOJI, CAMOCTOSITENILHBIN BHIOOP, MCUXOJUHIBUCTHKA,
OyayIue nmepeBoaYMKN-CHHXPOHHUCTBI, BBIOOP Kypca 0 CHHXPOHHOMY IIEPEBOY.

Introduction

Simultaneous interpreting is a complex bilingual meaning-oriented verbal task
involving concomitant activities of listening, analysing, comprehending, translating,
editing and reproducing in real time under externally controlled input in the source
language. The simultaneity of comprehension in the source language and speech
production in the target language is considered a salient characteristic of
simultaneous interpreting (Kapranov et al. 2008). The complexity of simultaneous
interpreting has been among the research foci of psycholinguistics starting from
seminal work of Goldman-Eisler (1972) and her colleagues (Barik 1975). From the
vantage point of psycholinguistics, research topics in simultaneous interpreting
typically involve attention-sharing, concurrent activation of the two languages,
attention allocation, on-line chunking of the input, temporary storage and meaning
extraction of large chunks of the input language, verbal fluency, monitoring while
listening, coordination of listening, memory and speech production, access to new
input while reformulating (Albl-Mikasa 2013; Giles 1999; Ivars & Calatayud 2013;
Kurz 2003; Moser-Mercer 2000). Building upon a cornucopia of previous research
in psycholinguistic aspects of simultaneous interpreting (House 2013; Seeber 2013),
the present article seeks to outline the problem of self-selection in choosing the
course in interpreting, i.e. why a potential student of interpreting chooses to apply
for a university programme in simultaneous interpreting. Meta-analysis of literature
in the field of interpreting and translation studies indicates that self-selection is an
underresearched area (Takeda 2010). In contrast with translation and interpreting
studies, there is abundant literature in psychology and psycholinguistics involving
the concept of self-selection (see Kapranov 2014 for a meta-analysis of self-
selection in these two scientific fields). Whilst self-selection is often referred to as
‘noise’ (Bellman & Varan 2012), an insight into the process of self-selection of the
interpreter candidates can contribute to identifying an extra variable in the complex
process of skills acquisition by a simultaneous interpreter. Hence, the main focus of
this article is to identify categories involved in the process of self-selection of a
university course in interpreting and translation studies by potential interpreter
candidates. Following the view of simultaneous interpretation as a dynamic
phenomenon (de Bot 2000; Kapranov et al. 2008; Kapranov 2009), self-selection in
the present article is regarded as one of the variables comprising a complex and
dynamic space of skills and abilities of a simultaneous interpreter. The complexity

69



East European Journal of Psycholinguistics. Volume 2, Number 1, 2015

involves not only various skills, but also affective and attitudinal factors, such as
self-efficacy, self-awareness, self-confidence, self-concept and self-selection
amongst a plethora of other possible variables (Bolanos-Medina 2014:198).

The abilities and skills interpreter candidates should possess are well-
documented (Kapranov & Vik-Tuovinen 2008; Macnamara et al. 2011; Seeber
2013; Shlesinger & Pochhacker 2011). Previous research is indicative of two
mutually exclusive claims in relation to the interpreters’ skills and cognitive
abilities: First, it is suggested that skills required for the complex task of
simultaneous interpretation are innate (Macintosh 1999). Second, the
aforementioned assumption is contested by interpreter training schools and
researchers indicating that intensive interpreter training leads to the special skills
development (Russo 2011). However, recent publications are suggestive of an
important variable relevant to aspiring interpreters, namely the assumption that there
are gifted and ungifted interpreter candidates (Rosiers et al. 2011). Factoring this
argument in, admission into interpreter training programmes presupposes aptitude
testing for interpreter candidates. In this regard, interpreter candidates’ aptitude tests
with predictive power involve testing their lexical knowledge, working memory
capacity, verbal fluency and other variables (Shlesinger & Po6chhacker 2011;
Timarova & Salaets 2011). However, interpreter candidates’ aptitude testing does
not seem to factor in self-selection as well as other personal reasons involved in
choosing the profession of a simultaneous interpreter.

To reiterate, currently there are insufficient empirical data involving the role of
self-selection on the interpreter candidate level. The present article describes a
psycholinguistic experiment which aims at investigating self-selection of the
university course in simultaneous interpreting by interpreter candidates. Self-
selection is identified in a corpus of reflective essays titled ‘Why | Chose to Apply
for a University Programme in Simultaneous Interpreting’ written by six interpreter
candidates (further referred to as participants).

Hypothesis. The hypothesis was based upon an assumption that written
reflections on the topic  “Why | Chose to Apply for a University Programme in
Simultaneous Interpreting’ would yield categories involved in the participants’ self-
selection of the university course in simultaneous interpreting. Additionally, it was
assumed that the essay’s word limit of 500 words would stipulate the participants’
reflections on the most salient categories involved in self-selection.

Methods

Participants. Six participants (one male and five females, M age = 21.5) in
total were tested in the study. The participants’ first languages (L1) were Swedish
(two participants), Spanish (two participants) and two participants identified
themselves as early balanced French/Dutch bilinguals. All the participants expressed
their desire to apply for the respective Translation and Interpreting programmes at
the universities of their choice. However, none of the participants made a formal
application at the time of the experiment. Two Swedish L1 participants indicated
that they considered applying for the Translation and Interpreting programme to
Stockholm University, Sweden. Two early balanced French/Dutch bilinguals
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indicated that they would apply for the Translation and Interpreting programme to
Brussels Free University, Belgium. Two participants whose L1 was Spanish
informed that they were considering their application to the University of Seville in
Spain for the Translation and Interpreting programme there. All the participants
identified English as their foreign language. The participants indicated that English
would be one of the working languages at their respective interpreter training
programmes. The participants’ real names were coded to ensure confidentiality.

Procedure. The participants were recruited in 2014 at Stockholm University
(the participants from Belgium and Spain were exchange students who studied for a
semester in Sweden, two other participants were local students from Stockholm,
Sweden). First, the participants read the Information Sheet with detailed
explanations of the experiment. Second, the participants signed a Consent Form
allowing the experimenter to gather their written data for scientific purposes. Third,
the participants were instructed to reflect on the topic ‘Why I Chose to Apply for a
University Programme in Simultaneous Interpreting’ individually without any
consultations with each other, other people and/or sources in or outside of
university. Then, the participants were asked to write a 500 words essay in English
on the topic ‘Why I Chose to Become a Simultaneous Interpreter’ and send it to the
experimenter electronically via e-mail. The participants were given one week for the
execution of the task. All the participants completed the task which was
subsequently analysed for the purposes of the present study.

The present experiment was based upon research methodology outlined in
psychology and educational psychology (Kenrick et al. 2003; Pike 2011; Pulkka &
Niemivirta 2013; Ryan et al. 1998) which involved data mining of written self-
reflection testimonials produced by the participants.

Data analysis. Data analysis procedure in the experiment involved a computer-
assisted analysis in computer program CLAN (a detailed account of the analysis
procedure was provided in Kapranov (2012)). The participants’ essays were tagged
in CLAN to facilitate the identification of categories involved in the participants’
self-selection of a university programme in simultaneous interpreting.

Results
Data analysis in CLAN vyielded statistics presented in Table 1 below.
Table 1
Categories involved in self-selection
Category involved in self-selection Number of occurrences
per group

Interest’

Communication with other people’

Interpreting as a natural choice’

Another identity’

RPN OO

Novelty’
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Discussion

As assumed in the hypothesis, the participants’ written reflections on the topic
‘Why I Chose to Apply for a University Programme in Simultaneous Interpreting’
have yielded several categories involved in the self-selection process of the
university course in simultaneous interpreting. These categories are ‘Interest’,
‘Communication with other people’, ‘Interpreting as a natural choice’, ‘Novelty’
and ‘Another identity’ respectively. Concurring with Takeda (2010), it can be
assumed that the categories involved in self-selection may offer an opportunity for
interpreter trainers and interpreter schools alike to reflect on their teaching practices
and teaching methodology and to facilitate a student-oriented approach to teaching
simultaneous interpreting.

All the participants mention ‘Interest’ in their decision to apply for a university
course in simultaneous interpreting. It should be noted that this category is
concurrent with other categories, for instance ‘Communication with other people’
which is referred to by five participants. An example of the combination of several
categories is provided in excerpt 1 below:

(1) 1 would say that to become an interpreter is actually interesting. It would
be exciting to meet new people and to be able to get to know new topics, new
words and new expressions. (Female Spanish L1 participant)

In (1), ‘Interest’ is mentioned together with ‘Communication with other
people’ and ‘Novelty’ respectively. ‘Novelty’ is a one-0ff category, not referred to
by other five participants. It should be emphasised that the combinations of
categories vary among the individual participants, as seen from Figure 1:

3,5
3
25 1 — Novelty
2 -
1 .
’i M Another identity
0,5
0 - Interpreting as a natural
e e e e ° ° choice
N A A N N N
G @ @ 2 ? ®
é\@ <<QJ<° <<®<° <<Q5° ((Q,@ QQ,@ ® Communicating with
I RN A A other
S O & & W Interest
' N 2 2 2 & nteres
<<&Q, (\(‘ (—)Q G,Q (_)$ (,)\$
L&
& RG

Fig. 1. Self-selection categories by individual participants

‘Interest’ is closely followed by the category ‘Communication with other
people’ which is identified in five essays. Presumably, these two categories are
indicative of the participants’ proclivity to engage in the ‘sender-receiver’ mode of
communication, i.e. when communication involves people other than the individual
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SELF (in contrast with autocommunication with the SELF alone). ‘Communication
with other people’ in conjunction with ‘Interest’ suggest an element of extraversion
involved in self-selection. However, despite a high number of occurrences of the
aforementioned category, extraversion does not seem to be the only variable
involved in the self-selection of the career path of an interpreter. Interestingly, two
bilingual participants from Brussels Free University (Belgium) mention the category
‘Interpreting as a natural choice’. Whilst ‘Communication with other people’ and
‘Interest’ respectively have been mentioned by the bilingual Belgian participants,
the category ‘Interpreting as a natural choice’ contributes an additional layer of
complexity to the participants’ self-selection process. Specifically, both the bilingual
participants from Belgium indicate in their essays that knowing two languages and
code-switching at ease respectively induce the selection of the course interpreting as
a natural choice, as evident from excerpt 2:
(2) I live in Brussels, the capital of Belgium, where a lot of people speak both
French and Flemish, a dialect of the Dutch language. | come from a Flemish-
speaking family, but | spoke mainly French at secondary school and now at
university my subjects, apart from English (my major), are in French. To be
able to communicate both in Flemish and French has never been a problem to
me. When | applied for the admission to the interpreter program at my home
university, it just appeared to be very natural to use my skills as a bilingual to
become an interpreter one day. (Male early balanced French/Dutch bilingual)

Excerpt 2 is evocative of previous research findings which suggest that
interpreting from one language into another is a natural and by-default process in
early balanced bilinguals who, presumably, can perform interpretation at no
significant cognitive cost (Malakoff 1992). Bilingual language proficiency is
thought of as a critical variable, which defines the task of interpreting. A superior
level of bilingualism is deemed to be a prerequisite for the interpreting activity (Gile
1999). That is why bilinguals are considered to constitute a pool of potential
candidates for intensive training programmes in interpreting and translation (Moser-
Mercer 2000). Obviously, the present findings serve only as a self-perceived
indication of the on the part of the bilingual who subjectively refers to the ease and
naturalness of the task of simultaneous interpretation.

Another variable involved in self-selection of the career of an interpreter has
been mentioned by female Swedish L1 participant who writes that

(3) Knowing English well and living my life with the English language in
Sweden comes from bullying in high school, when | chose to communicate in
English to get away from constant bullying. English gave me another identity,
if you like. I think that my personal interest in interpreting comes from an
idea of me being another person, an English woman, just someone else.
(Female Swedish L1 participant)

Even though the category ‘Another identity’ occurs only once in the present data,
it opens an interesting avenue for further experiments aimed at elucidating whether or
not the interpreter’s second language (L2) is associated with another identity, different
from that represented by the interpreter’s L1.
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It should be observed that none of the participants mentions the category ‘Money’
or ‘Salary’ in their respective essays. This findings is in contrast with previous
research (Dam & Zethsen 2013; Zwischenberger 2009) which indicates that
remuneration for the highly demanding profession of a simultaneous interpreter is
considered an important variable by professional interpreters. Similarly, none of the
participants refers to such categories as ‘Fame’ or ‘Prestige’, which have been reported
to be associated with the professional simultaneous interpreters (Dam & Zethsen
2013:247).

Conclusions

The present article outlined the role of self-selection in the interpreter candidates’
decision to choose their career of a simultaneous interpreter. Self-selection was
investigated by means of a psycholinguistic experiment involving six interpreter
candidates who provided written reflections on the topic ‘Why | Chose to Apply for a
University Programme in Simultaneous Interpreting’. The corpus of the participants’
essays was tagged in computer program CLAN in order to facilitate the identification
of the self-selection categories involved in the participants’ decision to apply for
admission to a university course in simultaneous interpreting. Data analysis revealed
the following categories involved in the participants’ self-selection, namely ‘Interest’,
‘Communication with other people’, ‘Interpreting as a natural choice’, ‘Novelty’ and
‘Another identity’ respectively. Those findings might open new avenues of research in
the process of self-selection of the career of a simultaneous interpreter.
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