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ABSTRACT 

Despite recent developments in translation technologies, most existing software 

programs are designed primarily to cater to the needs of language professionals such as 

translators and terminologists, while conference interpreters are neglected as a user group 

with a distinct work profile. Hence, this thesis investigates terminology management in 

the context of interpreting. 

A review of literature on interpreting and terminology is complemented by a 

survey conducted among professional interpreters, in order to identify their terminology 

management needs and practices and evaluate their experience using computers. Generic 

guidelines based on survey data are suggested for developing a terminology tool for 

interpreters, and are implemented in a basic demonstration of the use of database 

management software (DBMS) in this context. 

in 



RESUME 

Malgre l'avancee recente des technologies de la traduction, la plupart des logiciels sont 

congus pour repondre aux besoins de langagiers comme les traducteurs et les 

terminologues. En revanche, les interpretes de conference, qui forment un groupe 

d'usagers au profil distinct, ont ete negliges. Cette these a done pour objet d'etudier la 

gestion terminologique dans le contexte specifique de Vinterpretation. 

Dans cette etude, l'analyse bibliographique des domaines de 1'interpretation et de 

la terminologie est suivie d'une enquete conduite aupres d'interpretes en exercice. Le but 

etait d'identifier leurs besoins ainsi que leurs pratiques en matiere de terminologie et 

d'evaluer aussi l'usage qu'ils font de l'ordinateur. Les resultats de cette enquete ont 

permis d'etablir des principes generaux pour la conception ulterieure d'un outil 

informatique de gestion terminologique a leur intention. En application de ces principes, 

une demonstration preliminaire d'un systeme de gestion de bases de donnees (SGBD) est 

proposee. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Simultaneous interpreting appeared on the international scene with the trials of Nazi war 

criminals after World War II, also known as the Nuremberg Trials (Gaiba 1998). Within 

the context of globalization, with the emergence of international institutions and 

organizations, and with increasing mobility, it is now an indispensable aspect of 

communication in activities such as international conferences, meetings, and parliament 

sessions. With the increasing availability of technical facilities and with increasing time-

constraints, simultaneous interpreting — in which the speech and the interpretation take 

place simultaneously with the help of audio equipment — is becoming more and more 

popular. It often replaces consecutive interpreting, for which no special equipment is 

required but in which the speech and the interpretation have to take place in turn, 

consequently requiring more time. 

Interpreters are called to work in meetings and conferences on a variety of 

subjects, some of which can involve very technical and specific language use. Conditions 

of the profession do not allow interpreters to specialize in a single field, yet they have to 

provide a fairly efficient interpretation regardless of the subject. Therefore, they need to 

be able to conduct rapid preparatory searches on subjects and identify terminology with 

which they are not entirely familiar. Then, they can develop their terminological 

knowledge before they start working (i.e. interpreting) on the subject, and store 

terminological information so that they can consult it as they interpret. In order to be able 

to use the information according to their needs, interpreters need to be able to store and 

organize terminological information on a variety of subjects easily and quickly. 
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Awareness of the potential computers represent for terminology management for 

conference interpreters dates as far back as 1987 (Gile 1987). Yet, despite significant 

development in the field of translation technologies, it seems that conference interpreters 

are missing out on the full potential usefulness of computers. One reason for this that has 

been mentioned by researchers is the relatively small market segment interpreters 

represent compared to translators, resulting in software developers not targeting their 

specific needs (Gile 1987: 167; Moser-Mercer 1992: 507). Another is interpreters' 

individual preference for conventional methods of terminology management (e.g. 

glossaries, notepads, etc.) over the use of existing computer applications (Kalina 2007: 

118). In an age of fierce competition, where time-efficiency is one of the most important 

priorities, no profession has the luxury of ignoring the potential and advantages of 

technology. Moreover, the fact that the demand for a terminology management 

application for interpreters has not been met yet does not mean that it will not or cannot 

be. On the contrary, it is a good reason to continue to point to the demand with solid 

argumentative and empirical support. Hence, the focus of this thesis is investigating 

terminology management for interpreters with an emphasis on these users' needs and 

expectations. 

Background Information and Motivation for Research 

As mentioned above, despite the development of numerous computer-aided translation 

(CAT) tools and the proliferation of their use among translators, interpreters have yet to 

fully benefit from the possibilities offered by the use of computers in their profession, 

especially in the field of terminology management. 
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Existing terminology management software is designed primarily to cater to the 

needs of translators and terminologists. A classical bilingual terminological model 

includes terms and their equivalents, sources, grammatical labels, contextual 

information, subject fields, and other supporting information designed to suit the 

purposes of long-term use by users such as a translator or team of translators (Dubuc 

2002: 82, 83). Gathering and entering the required information demands a significant 

investment of time, which interpreters do not have. I have personally observed many 

training interpreters who are at first enthusiastic about the idea of computerized 

terminology management, but who turn their heads away in disappointment once they 

see how much time, effort and money is needed to get started with such software. Today, 

with the acceleration of text production, even translators are starting to feel the need to 

be able to create and use term banks in a faster and easier way. The notion of a 

disposable corpus, defined as a "corpus that has been collected for the purpose of 

translating a particular source text or a group of related texts" (Bowker forthcoming), is 

becoming part of an alternative approach to doing exhaustive preparatory work when the 

life span of the product does not justify a large investment of time and effort in 

preparation. Instead of time-consuming, (relatively) exhaustive preparation as a long-

term investment, as is the focus of many projects in the field of terminology, interpreters 

are driven by the nature and conditions of their work to prefer ad hoc preparation which 

requires less time and proves useful in the translation of a specific text or group of texts. 

As interpreters are asked to work in meetings or conferences which can address an 

unlimited variety of topics, it is difficult for them to spend time on exhaustive and 

detailed terminological preparation on every subject. Consequently, the increasing need 
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for time-efficiency leads to a need for a terminology management system designed in 

consultation with this specific potential user group and founded on the principles of user-

friendliness and time-saving. 

Studies (Gile 1987; Moser-Mercer 1992) have pointed to the potential and the 

need for a terminology management system specifically designed and constructed to 

meet particular needs of interpreters, prioritizing easy and quick input and output 

considering the time constraint involved in the nature of interpreters' work, and 

providing search options specific to interpreters' needs. Nonetheless, our research shows 

that a system that can adequately meet these needs has still not been developed. 

One of the most popular terminology management methods used by interpreters 

is based on using specially prepared glossaries (Jones 2002: 8). However, such glossaries 

usually include term equivalents only, and they do not offer advanced search facilities to 

enable the user to look for precise results (e.g. searching according to subject field, 

searching for acronyms/abbreviations within a subject field, etc.). This is because they 

are generally either on paper, or stored in word processors or spreadsheets which have 

limited search functions. Moreover, without a ready-to-use, specially designed 

terminology database structure, the inconsistency in the organization of terminological 

data turns the accumulation of information into a disadvantage, a burden rather than an 

asset, as the specific information an interpreter needs may be lost in a mass of other data. 

Existing terminology tools may be considered efficient for structural consistency, but in 

terms of meeting interpreters' needs, the aforementioned fact that they are designed for 

translators and terminologists, and thus for storing and accessing the product of a 
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different kind of terminology research in a different type of situation, comes into play 

once again. 

In the course of this research, only two terminology management programs 

developed with interpreters as the target user group were found:1 Interplex,2 developed 

by Peter Sand and Eric Hartner; and InterpretBank,3 developed by Claudio Fantinuoli. 

Their features will be explored and explained in more detail in Chapter 1 (Section 

1.2.2.2). In an initial evaluation, these programs show few remarkable differences from 

terminology management systems developed for translators. While Interplex offers the 

possibility of arranging glossaries according to subject and searching within several 

glossaries, and although both prioritize easy and quick input and output, they still lack 

the possibility and the flexibility of defining specific search queries and obtaining results 

in specific formats. 

Austermiihl presents "terminology management using a database management 

system" as an alternative to using specific terminology management tools (2001: 105-

106). He lists as advantages of this choice the variety of features, flexibility, fast search 

and easy input: characteristics that seem to reflect interpreters' needs. Availability and 

affordability can be added to this list, since for example the database management system 

(DBMS)4 Microsoft Access, part of the Microsoft Professional Office Suite, is more 

widely accessible than specialized terminology management software programs. The 

disadvantages mentioned by Austermiihl include confusing, irrelevant features and the 

1 In March 2009, shortly before the thesis was submitted, an article by Rodriguez and Schnell (2009) was 
published in Language Update. This article explores the issue of terminology within the context of 
interpreting, and mentions two additional terminology tools developed specifically for interpreters (Lookup 
and TermDB). 
2 http://www.fourwillows.com/interplex (May 11, 2009) 
3 http://www.fc-translations.de/download de.html (May 11, 2009) 

The acronym DBMS is used throughout this thesis to refer to 'Database Management System' or 
'Database Management Software'. 
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lack of automaticity in translation-specific features. Nonetheless, many of these 

disadvantages could be overcome if there were a pre-established, ready-to-use database 

structure and pre-defined queries providing precise searching options. A model database 

could serve to guide users to the most pertinent features, therefore enabling them to take 

full advantage of the flexibility of the software. 

The current situation, i.e. the lack of a system designed specifically for 

conference interpreters and the clear differences between the way these users work and 

the work methods of the translators and terminologists for whom most tools are 

designed, indicates that there is a user group whose needs are not entirely satisfied. 

Although the development of a terminology management software program is outside the 

scope of this study, using a generic DBMS to design a sample database presents a 

promising opportunity to demonstrate the potential to develop a tool for these users. 

Objectives 

The main objective of this study is to identify the needs of conference interpreters 

regarding terminology management tools, with the purpose of identifying the specific 

areas in which their expectations and needs regarding terminology management and 

terminology tools differ from the accepted views of terminology in a translation context, 

and determine whether (and if so, in what ways) these differences necessitate a special 

terminology management system design. 

The principles and priorities for the design of such a system must be established 

to ensure that it includes features serving interpreters' needs, such as easy and quick 

input and output and adapted output options, including search queries defined according 

to context-specific needs. 
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A sample Microsoft Access database was created in order to provide a basic 

demonstration of how these findings can be put into practice. The sample database, 

which is a practical by-product of the findings of this study, aims to demonstrate how the 

user group's needs may define the features of software. Although software development 

is not in question within this study, the sample database presents the potential for 

gathering further feedback from users on its effectiveness in order to improve its 

features. The database can be shared with interpreters and may, in later projects, form the 

basis for gathering more focused feedback on the features that best meet their needs. 

Methodological Approach 

The guidelines for the design of the proposed terminology database were inferred from 

the synthesis of a literature review and an anonymous online survey. 

The literature review was based on two fundamental domains within translation 

studies: terminology on one hand, and interpreting on the other. Research on interpreting 

provided insight into the entire process of interpreting, thus leading to a better 

understanding of the profession and the professional, and the specific components of the 

interpretation task. Research on terminology, on the other hand, served to establish 

fundamentals of conventional terminology management and terminology database 

structuring. At this point, the contradictions between fundamentals of terminology 

management theory and some more recent approaches to terminology management, 

where translators tend to go "against the strict principles put forth in the terminology 

literature" (Bowker forthcoming) were key points explored in the analysis. A brief 

review of some available terminology tools was included. Furthermore, previous studies 

on terminology management for interpreters were examined from a critical point of view 
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so as to identify issues requiring further development and to assess the progress achieved 

since their publication. 

As an empirical complement to research on interpreting for the purpose of 

reaching a better understanding of the profession and the professional — especially 

regarding interpreters' use of and needs and expectations from terminology management 

systems — an anonymous online survey was conducted among members of the Canadian 

Association of Conference Interpreters (CACI)/AIIC Canada to find out about their 

current terminology management strategies and their needs and expectations from 

terminology management systems. 

The survey gathered information about interpreters' professional status (e.g. years 

in the profession, translation and interpretation workload, affiliation) to evaluate their 

status as practising interpreters; current terminological and technological practices (e.g. 

frequency and nature of terminological research, use of computers), to evaluate their 

needs and preferences; and previous experience with terminology tools, to evaluate their 

opinions about existing tools. 

Due to the user-oriented nature of the study, conducting a survey among the 

potential users of a terminology management tool developed for conference interpreters 

(and, more specifically, the potential users of the model term base to be developed within 

this study) provides the best and most current insight into the potential use of such tools, 

and expectations from them. A comparison of these survey results and the literature 

review were then used to reach a conceptual synthesis on the subject of user needs, on 

which the practical suggestions of this study are based. 
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Finally, after laying out the principles for the design, a sample Microsoft Access 

database was created to demonstrate how these findings can be put into practice. This 

database can be made available on the computers in the interpreting lab at the University 

of Ottawa and/or through the CERTT (Collection of Electronic Resources in Translation 

Technologies) website,5 so that those interested will have a ready, easily accessible 

sample database template to use. Eventually, thanks to the flexible nature of DBMS, the 

sample database may be enhanced further in the light of feedback from users, and may 

ultimately help interpreters save time, work more efficiently, and accumulate and share 

useful information more easily. 

Scope and Limitations 

The scope of this study covers the investigation of how interpreters currently store 

terminology, the principles for a terminology management system specifically designed 

for these users, and a demonstration of conceptual findings through the creation of a 

basic model database. 

The main limitations of this study stem from the empirical aspect. Due to the 

limitations of a master's thesis and the difficulties in conducting an exhaustive, large-

scale survey, the survey involved within this study is indicative rather than conclusive. 

Working on a technology-related topic in an age when both the production and 

the consumption of information occur at an incredible rate imposes two major 

considerations. One is that the constant acceleration of information flow and the 

emergence of new contexts require continuous questioning of existing knowledge. In this 

case, this means that in the course of this study, several points were observed where the 

5 http://www.certt.ca (May 9, 2009) 
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current situation in practice contradicts established theoretical norms of related domains 

within translation studies, especially terminology. The other is that the discussions and 

suggestions presented within this study are inevitably subject to the limitations of the 

resources (especially technological resources) available today. Nevertheless, those are 

the rules of the game, and there is no alternative for the accumulation and improvement 

of knowledge. With the development of new tools, the practices in the field are likely to 

evolve gradually, and the model database in which the principles are reflected will 

certainly need to be updated regularly as technologies advance. However, the findings of 

the dominant conceptual part of the study (i.e. interpreters' current practices and needs; 

priorities for the design of a specific terminology management system) will presumably 

stand the test of time and the fundamental idea will stay sound, even if the presentation 

changes. 

For the development of a basic model to put the conceptual findings of the study 

into practice, Microsoft Access was chosen due to reasons of accessibility/availability 

and user-friendliness. It must not be forgotten that the sample database is an indicative 

example. Its features are subject to the limitations of basic Microsoft Access functions. 

Ideally, the design and development of special terminology management software for 

conference interpreters would be the result of the collaboration of a number of 

terminologists, conference interpreters, and software developers, who would no doubt be 

in a position to add functions not available in this approach. However, software 

development is outside the scope of this study. Nevertheless, it is most certainly 

desirable that this contribution bring the issue to software developers' attention and 
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reaffirm the importance of user involvement and feedback during and after software 

development. 

Testing the proposed database is not included within the scope of this thesis. A 

thorough and realistic evaluation would require finding interpreters who would volunteer 

to test the database in their professional interpreting work. Training groups would have 

to be scheduled, and users would need a period of time when they would be able to test 

the database as they work, in order first to become familiar with it, then to gather and 

input a sufficient quantity of data to test the tool, and finally to use the tool in a variety of 

situations. The time limitations for a master's thesis unfortunately do not accommodate 

such an elaborate and lengthy process. 

It must be also noted that the interface of the sample database is in English, and 

its working languages are English and French in the examples provided in this study. 

However, as the goal is to present the basic structure and features, the model could be 

used with other language pairs, and the interface could be translated into any other 

language. Moreover, the database could be expanded to add additional languages in a 

multilingual base. 

Outline 

This study is organized into four chapters: 

Chapter 1 consists of the literature review, including literature on terminology 

and on interpreting - the two fundamental domains within translation studies that will 

make up the foundation of the conceptual framework of this study. An assessment of 

previous studies concerning computerized terminology management for interpreters, as 
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well as an overview of the few existing software products developed for interpreters, are 

presented so as to identify the points that this project aims to investigate further. 

Chapter 2 presents the methodology followed in designing, administering and 

analyzing the survey, and in creating the sample terminology database in Microsoft 

Access. 

Chapter 3 presents the analysis of survey results, to highlight points of contrast 

in terminology practice in the context of interpreting, and to identify interpreters' 

specific needs. This analysis constitutes a basis for the description of the guidelines for a 

terminology management system designed for interpreters. 

Chapter 4 focuses on the practical implementation of the synthesis of the 

literature review and survey data. It presents the development and the outcome of the 

sample Microsoft Access terminology database in order to demonstrate how the 

guidelines established in Chapter 3 can be put into practice. 

Finally, the conclusion includes an overall assessment of the study, the results of 

the survey, and the proposed database, as well as suggestions for future research. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Background Information and Theoretical Framework 

An overview of literature on conference interpreting and terminology - the two fields of 

research which make up the theoretical framework of this study - will be presented in 

this chapter. Literature on interpreting will be reviewed with a focus on the history of the 

profession and the workflow of an interpreter in section 1.1. In section 1.2, the review of 

terminology literature will be presented to establish the fundamentals of the field which 

will guide this study. This section will also include a brief overview of some terminology 

management tools. The last section (1.3) will suggest a synthesis of the review of 

literature on both fields and discuss terminology management within the context of 

interpreting. 

1.1. Conference Interpreting 

This section will present the field of conference interpreting and some of its history in 

sub-section 1.1.1, and then a typical workflow for the activity of conference interpreting 

in sub-section 1.1.2. 

1.1.1. History 

The first recorded appearance of the concept of conference interpreting, as we know it 

now, dates back to the early 1920s, when languages other than French started to appear 

as diplomatic languages in verbal communication. Interpretation first appeared in two 

main forms: whispered interpretation, in which interpreters sit or stand close to listeners 

and whisper the interpretation to them; and consecutive interpretation, in which speakers 

deliver their speeches in full or in part, and interpreters then take the floor to present the 
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interpretation. Since it was an emerging concept, the first interpreters were not 

professionals but bilingual or multilingual officials. It was not until 1941 that the first 

school of interpretation started training professional interpreters in Geneva, providing 

training on whispered and consecutive interpretation (Gaiba 1998: 27, 28). 

Today, whispered and consecutive interpretation are less preferred methods, since 

they have significant disadvantages compared to simultaneous interpretation, in which 

the interpretation takes place at the same time as the speech and transmitted to the 

audience via audio equipment. In whispered interpretation, the interpreter's voice can be 

disturbing for the audience or even for the speaker. The number of listeners is limited 

because interpreters have to stay close to them and keep their voice at a minimum level. 

The major drawback of consecutive interpretation is that the time communication takes is 

multiplied by the number of working languages. Simultaneous interpretation, on the 

other hand, makes it possible to have interpretation towards each working language take 

place at the same time as the original speech. Any number of listeners can listen to the 

interpretation, and the voice of the interpreter does not cause disturbance thanks to the 

use of sound-insulated booths and audio equipment. 

After its successful implementation in the Nuremberg Trials, the use of 

simultaneous interpretation in international organizations began to spread, starting with 

the League of Nations (today's United Nations), and schools with the specific objective 

of training professional interpreters began to be set up throughout the world. Today, the 

UN employs interpreters in its six official languages (Arabic, Chinese, English, French, 
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Russian, and Spanish),6 and institutions of the European Union employ interpreters in its 

official languages (Bulgarian, Czech, Danish, Dutch, English, Estonian, Finnish, French, 

German, Greek, Hungarian, Irish, Italian, Latvian, Lithuanian, Maltese, Polish, 

Portuguese, Romanian, Slovak, Slovene, Spanish, and Swedish) (EEC Council 2007). 

Moreover, freelance interpreters work in all kinds of bilingual or multilingual diplomatic 

or business meetings and conferences in many language combinations. In Canada, the 

largest employer of interpreters is the Government of Canada, which provides 

interpretation services in its official languages, English and French. Schools of 

interpretation train professional interpreters all over the world. The most recent Directory 

of Interpretation Schools from AIIC (Association internationale des interpretes de 

conference) listed 178 schools worldwide in 2004 (AIIC Training Committee 2005). 

This brief overview of history indicates the current position of conference 

interpreting: an indispensable aspect of communication between societies speaking 

different languages. The following section will lay out the workflow of the interpreter 

who is the key to this communication. 

1.1.2. The Workflow 

Interpreters' job starts from the moment they are hired to provide interpreting services in 

a conference, a meeting, a forum, or other environment at which they will be the 

communication channel between parties who do not have a common language. For 

practical reasons, the word conference will be used as a generic reference to this kind of 

6 http://www.un.org/Depts/DGACM/faq languages.htm (April 27, 2009) 
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context.7 The interpreter's job usually also continues on after the conference is finished, 

and ends only once all kinds of work related to the conference, such as storing and 

organizing documentation and terminology acquired throughout the conference, is 

completed. We will look at the workflow in two stages: preparation, from hiring to the 

moment the conference starts; and performance, which includes the entire period of time 

the conference is going on and the period afterwards, while the interpreter is doing work 

related to it. 

1.1.2.1. Preparation 

Once interpreters are hired to work at a conference, they must familiarize themselves 

with the subject matter, since it is their duty to "provide an exact and faithful 

reproduction of the original speech" (Jones 2002: 4). Interpreters have to take the 

message that has been presented in the source language and communicate this message 

for the target language audience without overlooking the slightest detail. This is not 

possible unless they have at least a basic understanding of the fundamental concepts 

related to the subject field, and have full command of the specialized terminology on the 

subject. As a conference can focus on almost any subject, this places significant demands 

on the interpreter. Regardless of the level of training or experience, due to the unlimited 

variety of subject fields on which an interpreter can be asked to work and the high speed 

of information flow in this age, interpreters always have to do some preparatory work, at 

least to make sure their knowledge is up-to-date. 

7 There are different types of interpreting, usually labelled by the context in which they take place: 
conference interpreting, court interpreting, social or community interpreting, etc. What is common to all 
types of interpretation is that the communication is always of a specialized nature (judicial, medical, etc.). 
This means that interpreters always need a high level of documentary and terminological preparation. 
Therefore, the discussions of hypotheses within this study are potentially applicable to other types of 
interpreting as well, other than conference interpreting - which is the main focus of this study. 
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Seleskovitch and Lederer (2002: 368, 369) point out two essential aspects of 

preparation: documentary preparation and terminological preparation. Documentary 

preparation involves gathering documents related to the subject field from sources such 

as the Internet and the press, as well as documentation specific to the conference that 

may be provided to the interpreter by the client and/or speaker(s). This work serves to 

improve interpreters' conceptual knowledge and understanding, and to familiarize them 

with the linguistic and situational contexts in which specialized terminology is used. 

Interpreters need to be informed about the fundamental concepts, practices, recent 

developments and trends in the subject field. According to Seleskovitch and Lederer 

(ibid.), without this type of preparation, interpretation would be reduced to simple 

transcoding and the result would be quite mediocre. For example, an interpreter working 

on a medical subject obviously is not expected to have the level of expertise necessary to 

diagnose a patient or to perform surgery, but must have a grasp of the fundamental 

concepts and procedures involved. The same is true in all specialized fields. Seleskovitch 

and Lederer write (2001: 241): 

II faut decouvrir dans chaque sujet traite les principes generaux 

(tres generaux) qui le regissent et permettent de comprendre la 

marche operatoire des choses, sans jamais (...) pretendre 

operer soi-meme. 

How the results of documentary research are assessed and processed by 

interpreters is a potential subject of inquiry. However, this study focuses mainly on 

terminology rather than documentation, and the nature and results of terminological 

preparation done by interpreters. 
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Interpreters' terminological preparation involves two main tasks. The first 

involves scanning documentation - i.e. documentation provided to the interpreter that is 

specific to a conference, or supporting thematic documentation gathered from other 

sources - for useful terminological information. Depending on interpreters' individual 

preferences, this terminological information may include terms, information on their 

usage, contexts in which they are used, phraseology, etc. The second involves storing 

and organizing this data in a way that will ultimately facilitate the retrieval of relevant 

information in an efficient manner which suits the individual interpreter's working 

context. Having correct and current terminology to consult can help to ensure 

consistency, precision and idiomaticity in a specialized subject field. 

In brief, neither terminological preparation and knowledge nor documentary 

preparation and conceptual knowledge alone are sufficient for a successful interpretation. 

Jones (2002: 81) argues that: 

The interpreter, rather than attempting to provide a slavish 

copy of the original, must create in a new medium - the 

target language - the discourse that will have the same 

effect on their audience as the speaker's words have on 

those who understand the source language. 

To achieve this, both documentary and terminological preparation are 

indispensable complements to the interpreter's skills and abilities. 

1.1.2.2. Performance 

Gaiba (1998: 28) explains the invention of simultaneous interpretation as cited below, 

and the fundamental idea has remained the same since that time: 
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Simultaneous interpretation was invented to work like this: 

through a system of electrical transmission, 

communication occurs through a wired system of 

microphones and headphones. Interpreters hear the original 

speech through headphones and translate it into the 

language to which they are assigned. By means of a 

selector switch, listeners can choose one of the various 

language channels, in order to hear either the original 

speech or the interpreted version of their preference. 

Simply put, during the performance - i.e. the conference - this is how 

simultaneous interpretation generally takes place: two interpreters sit in a sound-

insulated booth, listen as speakers speak into a microphone, and take turns interpreting 

simultaneously into microphones which then convey their voice to the audience, who can 

listen to the interpretation using their headsets. When one of the interpreters in the booth 

is interpreting, the other usually continues to follow the speech, and may assist the active 

interpreter by taking notes (e.g. noting down figures, names, titles, and other important 

items), looking up terminology or other supporting information, and so on. If 

interpretation is provided into multiple languages, pairs of interpreters for each language 

work in parallel, and listeners are able to select among the languages of interpretation. 

As part of their performance, besides the obvious tasks of interpreting and 

assisting the active interpreter, interpreters also do conference-specific work inside or 

outside the booth, sometimes even after the conference itself is over. It is highly probable 

that they will acquire new documentation and terminology throughout a conference, 

which (despite the variety of subjects on which they may be required to work) is 
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potentially useful for future work. Thus, they must organize and store new 

documentation and terminology not only as they prepare before the conference, but also 

during or after the conference. With the possibility of working at many conferences on 

various subject fields within a limited amount of time, they need to able to do this as 

quickly as possible. 

In addition to the rather factual explanation of interpreters' performance 

presented above, researchers have also attempted to explain the process of interpreting 

per se, i.e. what goes on in interpreters' minds as they interpret, which tends to be a more 

conceptual and abstract topic of inquiry. Such studies range from the famous "theorie du 

sens" by Seleskovitch and Lederer, which can be traced back to the early 1960s 

(Seleskovitch 1962), to more recent studies employing methods such as psycholinguistic 

(Frauenfelder and Schriefers 1997) and cognitive (Pochhacker 2005) analysis to explain 

the process. This is a tremendously complex field of research, and it is outside the scope 

of this study, which is focused rather on exploring a specific practical issue, i.e. 

terminology management, within the context of interpreting. 

Many researchers (e.g. Pochhacker 2003: 10; Schaffner 2004: 1; Gile 2004: 12) 

have identified the instantaneity of the performance as the distinguishing quality of 

simultaneous interpreting, compared to any other activity of interlingual transfer. In the 

end, it is this intense time pressure that defines everything related to interpreting: the 

training of interpreters, their preparation for and performance in conferences, interpreting 

research and potential development of software products designed for interpreters and 

their specific needs. 
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1.2. Terminology 

Terminology is a polysemous term with at least two senses. In the first, the terminology 

of a field is "the set of special words belonging to a science, an art, an author, or a social 

entity" - i.e. terms (Pavel and Nolet 2001: xvii). In the second sense, terminology 

understood as a field of study is "the language discipline dedicated to the scientific study 

of the concepts and terms used in specialized languages" (ibid.). This section will outline 

the fundamentals of terminology work, focusing on rather practical issues such as term 

identification and designing and creating terminology records. This practical aspect of 

the field of terminology is also referred to as terminography. L'Homme (2004: 16) 

makes the distinction between terminology and terminography (or, more precisely, 

between the corresponding French terms terminologie and terminographie): 

La terminographie regroupe les diverses activites 

d'acquisition, de compilation et de gestion des termes. La 

terminologie se penche sur les questions fondamentales que 

souleve l'etude des termes et propose un cadre conceptuel 

pour les apprehender. 

In addition, the role computers have recently come to play in this work will also 

be examined, through a discussion of a number of terminology management tools and 

their functions. It is worth noting here that the term terminotics (or, in French, 

terminotique) has been used to designate computer use for all terminology-related 

activities (ibid: 17). 
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1.2.1. Fundamentals of Terminology 

The most obvious focus of terminology is terms. However, according to classical 

terminology theory, which dates back to the 1930s with Eugen Wiister's work, the 

priority is actually concepts: mental representations rather than their linguistic forms 

(L'Homme 2004: 24, 25). This means that traditional terminology aims first to identify 

concepts that are pertinent to specialized language, and then to identify the terms which 

refer to these concepts. It follows that classical terminology theory espouses an 

onomasiological approach (going from concept to linguistic form) (ibid: 26). It is this 

approach which is behind one of the most central principles of classical terminology: the 

single-concept principle, which refers to term-concept monosemy (Pavel and Nolet 2001: 

22). In other words, "all of the terms that designate a concept are in a monosemous 

relationship with this concept in a specialized language: each one designates only this 

concept" (ISO/FDIS 704 cited in ibid: 21, 22). Terminological definitions play a 

significant role in implementing the single-concept principle, by concisely defining and 

delimiting the concept a term denotes (ibid: 23). 

Though fundamental in traditional terminology, term-concept monosemy has 

been contested and recognized as highly idealized in recent terminology literature. As 

mentioned by L'Homme (2004: 23), classical terminology theory has been criticized by a 

number of scholars as proposing models which do not always accurately reflect authentic 

situations and practices. Alternative and more recent approaches to terminology include 

the "lexico-semantic" approach preferred by L'Homme (ibid: 24); Gaudin's (1993) 

approach focusing on the social aspects of terminology ("la socioterminologie"); Cabre's 

(1998/1999) communicative approach ("theorie communicative de la terminologie"); 
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Bourigault and Slodzian's (1999) textual terminology; and Temmerman's (2000) 

sociocognitive model. 

This study will take into account L'Homme's lexico-semantic approach (which is 

explained later in this section), complemented by the classical concept-based approach 

mostly reflected in Pavel and Nolet's work (2001). Nevertheless, the priority in this 

study will be placed squarely on terminography rather than terminology theory, on 

outlining the characteristics of interpreters' terminology management practices, rather 

than ascribing to a specific school of terminology. 

L'Homme (2004: 46, 47) presents the basic layout of terminography divided into 

7 main steps: building a specialized corpus, extracting terms, gathering supporting 

information, analyzing, storing, organizing and managing terminological information.8 

There are, without a doubt, differences in how different groups of language professionals 

(e.g. translators, terminologists, interpreters) handle each of these major steps, and these 

contrasting aspects of terminography will be explored in more detail in a further section 

that highlights interpreters' distinctive profile (Section 1.3). 

The first step in doing terminology research is building a specialized corpus, 

which might be monolingual, bilingual or multilingual depending on the nature of 

terminography being done. The language professional doing terminography might have 

to gather the corpus, or it might be provided (in whole or in part) by the client, the 

employer, or another source. Regardless of the source, the corpus should consist of 

8 Although this specific layout is taken from L'Homme (2004), it represents a widely accepted way of 
doing terminography, which is also reflected in a more or less similar way in Dubuc (2002) and Pavel and 
Nolet(2001). 
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documentation that is: 1) representative of the subject field, 2) relevant to the specific 

context in which it is going to be used, 3) reliable - both in terms of content and 

language use - and 4) up-to-date (Pavel and Nolet 2001: 35). For bilingual or 

multilingual terminology, one might work with comparable or aligned corpora. 

Comparable corpora consist of documents in two or more languages with certain 

common traits such as subject field, text genre, and purpose. Aligned corpora consist of 

original-language documents and their translations (or, in rarer cases, documents written 

in parallel) which are usually aligned at the sentence level (L'Homme 2004: 131). 

The corpus is then scanned for terms. This process is usually referred to as term 

extraction. Classical terminology theory suggests that term extraction should be 

performed in original-language sources (Pavel and Nolet 2001: 41), to ensure the 

authenticity of the terms identified. Whether automatic or manual, the purpose of term 

extraction is the identification of terminological units, i.e. terms, which may be single- or 

multi-word units, symbols, formulas, acronyms, initialisms, official titles, etc. (ibid: 18). 

Detailed analysis of the corpus follows term extraction. The purpose is to identify 

relevant terminological information that will be organized and stored for further 

consultation. Besides the terms themselves, information such as contexts, phraseology, 

and examples might be gathered. Observations about the term and when and how it is 

used may also be made. Finally, all of this terminological information must be stored and 

organized, generally in the form of term records. The long-term management of 

terminological information entails updating and improving term records over time. 

Dubuc (2002: 81) defines a terminology record as follows: 
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La fiche terminologique est un document qui contient, sous 

une forme facilement accessible et reperable, des 

renseignements permettant d'identifier un terme, associe a un 

contenu notionnel suffisant, dans un domaine donne et 

dument atteste par une source digne de foi. 

He suggests a term record structure which includes the following categories of 

information: 

• The entry (i.e. the term itself, as well as synonyms and/or variants if applicable) in 

base form (e.g. the singular form for nouns, the infinitive for verbs); 

• The source, in the form of a complete bibliographical reference; 

• Grammatical labels, such as part of speech and gender; 

• Usage and semantic labels, such as geographic or temporal usage and register; 

• A context (i.e. an excerpt from the source), to indicate how the term is employed in 

an authentic situation, or a definition in the case of an item taken from a 

lexicographical or terminological resource; 

• Field(s) in which the term is used, i.e. the subject field(s) and sub-field(s); 

• The author and date, to indicate who created the term record, and when; and 

• Access keys, i.e. keywords that can be used when searching for a term record. 
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In a bilingual or multilingual record, every category except the last three - fields, 

author and date, and access keys - is repeated for each language (ibid: 85). Dubuc (ibid: 

8) also underlines the importance of establishing interlingual equivalence when working 

with bi- or multi-lingual terminology (cf. crochet terminologique), which is a critical step 

especially for translators and interpreters, whose main concern is interlingual transfer. 

Figure 1 below, taken from Pavel and Nolet's Handbook of Terminology (2001), 

provides an example of a complete term record in a format similar to Dubuc's (2002) 

model. As we can observe, not all the suggested fields have to be used for every term, 

and their use may depend on the purposes and nature of terminography. 

SUBJECT FIELDS : 
::JSCH Nuclear Physics 'i lS-

i EN accelerator"! 
particle acceleratorTOFFICIALLY APPROVED J K ' J 
atom smasrtefTSEE RECORD ; S : 

T DEP A device for imparting Kinetic energy to charged particles. In 
genera!, the energy added is greater than 0.1 MeV.*c 

fCONP ...the high energies needed by charged particles to penetrate the wp 
nyctei of atoms are produced by machines popularly called atom f:;-
smashers but more correctly particle accelerators.'f 

:::QBS* particle accelerator: term officially approved oy the Canadian 
Committee for the Standardization of Nuclear Terminoiogy.'g 

;iFR accelerateurc,h*MASC 
accelerateur de particuies*a,e,fMASC, OFFICIALLY APPROVED 

tKDEF MacWnepenrtettantdeaimrminiquerderenergieadesionsoua des 
;! particufes eiementaires, generalement en vue d'explorer ies structures 

de l a maiere.*ri 
CONT* Seuies les particuies stabtes, possedant une charge etectrique 

peuvent etre accelerees: ce sont I'electron et le positron, le proton et'S 
I'antiproton ainsi que les ions stables. [...] Les progres de la physique : 

ont entrafne la construction d'acceierateurs atteignant des energies de : 

plus en plus eievees. Ces energies sont mesurees en electronvoits.»: 
[...) On peut disflnguer trois grandes classes d'accelerateurs : les /ft 
accelerateurs etectrostatiques, iineaires et circulaires.*h 

: OBS* accelerateur de particuies: terme uniformise par ie Comite 
canadien de normalisation de la terminologie nucleaire.'g 

•CODED SOURCES 
a*CAN.GAZ.-II*1993*l27"8*1636; c*ISO-921*1972"*—; 
e*DOC-L-15«19S0***19; f8ROCH*1962""1545; 
;g*7LeX*1S80; h*lAROG*1982"1^49; fCHENE*1961'**70 ••-. . 

Figure 1 - Term record example (Pavel and Nolet 2001: 49) 
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L'Homme (2004: 241), in her more recent work that nevertheless refers back to 

the fundamental work of Sager (1990), suggests a slightly changed, somewhat more 

flexible approach in the categorization of terminological information, within the 

framework of the lexico-semantic approach. Rather than specifying term record fields 

and the type of information to be included in each field, she presents the fundamental 

structure for organizing and storing terminological information. This approach leaves 

more initiative to language professionals doing terminography, gives them more 

flexibility in adapting term records to their specific purposes, and is therefore more easily 

compatible with authentic situations. L'Homme (ibid.) outlines three main categories of 

information stored in term records: terminological data, i.e. data related to terms 

themselves; bibliographical data, i.e. data related to sources of information; and 

administrative data, such as the date and author. Terminological data, which makes up 

most of the content of a term record, has categories of its own: 

• Conceptual or semantic data, such as the definition, relations with other concepts, 

domain, and illustrations; 

• Linguistic data, i.e. terms, their variants and synonyms, and data relating to them, 

including grammatical information and usage labels; 

• Pragmatic data, such as contexts, phraseology, etc.; and 

• Data related to equivalents, i.e. information related to term equivalents in other 

languages (ibid: 242). 
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1.2.2. Terminology Management Tools 

This section will present an overview of some commercial terminology management 

tools designed for terminologists and translators in sub-section 1.2.2.1, and then two 

terminology management tools specifically designed for interpreters in sub-section 

1.2.2.2. 

1.2.2.1. Commercial Terminology Management Tools 

Terminology management tools can be stand-alone tools, or may be integrated within a 

translation environment, i.e. a software package designed for translators offering several 

functions such as a translation memory tool, a term extractor, and a terminology 

management tool. For example, MultiTerm is a terminology management tool that is 

available separately or as a part of the SDL Trados translation environment. The 

principal functions of terminology management tools are storage and retrieval of 

terminological information.9 

Terminology management tools allow users to design and structure term records 

in which they can store terminological information. Largely based on a framework 

similar to that of a generic DBMS but designed to facilitate storing terminological 

information, they define structures for term records. Most, although not all, allow users 

to specify term record fields (i.e. include the fields they need, while omitting fields 

deemed unnecessary) and to set (i.e. restrict) the type and amount of information to be 

9 Term extraction is also a widely used function found in terminology tools, but the focus of this study is 
the management of terminological information rather than how it is gathered. Some terminology tools also 
have other translation-specific functions that help to increase the automated portion of the translation work 
and reduce the workload of human translators, such as active terminology recognition. 
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entered in a field (e.g. to ensure consistency). Users can usually create optional or 

compulsory fields (i.e. specify which fields must be filled in, and which fields may or 

may not be filled in according to the user's initiative). 

Term records are stored together in a term base (similar to the records in a 

conventional database in a generic DBMS). Users can create separate term bases 

according to their needs. This ultimately facilitates the retrieval of information for a 

specific purpose, e.g. from a specific subject field or for a specific client, and 

significantly reduces the retrieval of irrelevant term records from search results. It is also 

possible to merge multiple term bases or search within multiple term bases if needed, for 

example when working on a more general or interdisciplinary subject which might 

require terminology from several subject fields or sub-fields. 

Retrieval functions of terminology management tools determine the ways in 

which terminology records that contain required information can be accessed. Most 

allow browsing records in a list. In searches, users can generally specify a term to search 

for using exact or fuzzy matching and/or wildcard searching. Fuzzy matching means 

searching for character strings that have a minimum number of characters that match, but 

a certain number of characters can be different from the search string (Bowker 2002: 79). 

A wildcard, such as an asterisk (*) or a question mark (?), can be used in a query to 

represent any combination of characters, or any single character, respectively (ibid.). The 

target of the query, or in other words where (e.g. in which term record field) the 

information is going to be sought, can usually also be specified. Users may then query a 

single term record field or multiple fields within a single term base or multiple term 

bases. These retrieval functions help users to get more accurate search results, and also 
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make it easier for them to retrieve records when they are not exactly sure of the term(s) 

or supporting information they are looking for. 

The features and functions of commercial tools are designed primarily for 

terminologists, translators and technical writers. Even though some can be used as stand­

alone tools, most of them are primarily conceived for use as an integrated part of a 

Translation Environment Tool (TEnT), and thus have features and functions designed for 

this kind of use. They generally require a significant financial investment for the user to 

get started with integrating them into the workflow,10 as well as an investment of time in 

training and/or learning the tool. As we will argue later, since these tools are not 

designed for interpreters, they will most likely not completely meet the needs of this user 

group. Since cost-effectiveness depends on how well such tools are adapted to users' 

needs, and interpreters' needs are different from those of other language professionals (as 

we will discuss in section 1.3), interpreters must carefully evaluate whether such tools 

provide the functions they need to work effectively before investing time and money in 

them. 

10 e.g. MultiTerm: SDL Trados, €485, http://www.translationzone.com/en/shop/shop main.asp; 
LogiTerm: Terminotix, $535, 
http://www.terminotix.com/index.asp?name=Professional&content=item&brand=2&item=12&lang=en; 
Synchroterm: Terminotix, $1,800, 
http://www.terminotix.com/index.asp?name=SynchroTerm&content=item&brand=4&item=7&lang=en 
(Websites consulted on April 27, 2009) 
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1.2.2.2. Terminology Management Tools for Interpreters 

Research has revealed surprisingly few terminology management tools specifically 

designed specifically for interpreters. They include Interplex,u designed by Peter Sand 

and programmed by Eric Hartner, and InterpretBank,12 developed by Claudio Fantinuoli. 

Interplex costs $90 to download or $100 in its CD-ROM version as of December 

22, 2008 (Hartner 2008). A free demo version can be downloaded from the website;6 it 

has all the features of the program, and can be used for 30 days. Interplex allows the user 

to create bilingual or multilingual glossaries (i.e. bilingual or multilingual term lists), 

rather than comprehensive term records. The user can import from and export to word 

processors, spreadsheets and text documents. Search options include neutralized 

searching (i.e. searching in which accented characters and capital letters are not taken 

into account) and multiglossary search (i.e. searching within multiple glossaries in 

multiple languages of the user's choice). The program also allows the user to merge 

glossaries and select glossaries and languages for printing. Figure 2 displays the 

Interplex interface, showing the sample glossaries and sample entries which come with 

the demo version. The designer of the program, Peter Sand (2003) provides an overview 

of the program in his web article which appeared in the AIIC Webzine, and evaluates the 

program as "a very fast, easy-to-use tool which can help interpreters relegate to the past 

the heaps of paper on which they have scribbled their vocabulary lists." 

1' http://vvww.fourwillows.com/interplex (May 11, 2009) 
12 http://www.fc-translations.de/download de.html (May 11, 2009) 
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Figure 2 - Interplex 

InterpretBank is free and available online for download.1J Its features are more 

basic than those of Interplex: it is basically an interface designed to facilitate the input 

and output of bilingual glossary data in a table format. Instead of working directly with a 

table in a word processor or a spreadsheet, the user can enter or search for information in 

bilingual glossaries using the InterpretBank interface, or import tables from word 

13 http://www.fc-translations.de/download de.html (May 11, 2009) 
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processors or spreadsheets to use with this program. InterpretBank has two working 

modes: Conference Mode and Enter Mode. Conference Mode is the search interface of 

the program. It displays the bilingual glossary and allows the user to do either a static 

search or a dynamic search. In a static search, the user types in the complete search string 

to be matched; a dynamic search involves predictive typing, in which the program 

conducts the search as the user is typing in the search string, evaluating potential matches 

as each character is entered. Thus, it saves time and also allows the retrieval of some 

partial matches where there is a match at the beginning of the term. Enter Mode can be 

used to enter the equivalents in both languages in the bilingual glossary. Figure 4 and 

Figure 3 display these two modes. The English-German glossary seen in Figure 4 is part 

of the sample glossary that comes with the program. 

L J IJJE^I'J'.OJ'JH? - /?J':.i'JJi \.'> 

File Configure Info 

LI L2 

Figure 3 - InterpretBank: Enter mode 
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Figure 4 - InterpretBank: Conference mode 

Based on this overview, it seems that existing commercial terminology tools for 

terminologists and translators may not be fully satisfactory for interpreters, especially 

because of the time and financial investment required, and tools for interpreters are fairly 

basic and more oriented towards creating and managing bilingual or multilingual 

glossaries rather than more comprehensive terminology records with supporting 

information. 

The next section will aim to highlight the distinctive profile of interpreters 

regarding their terminology management practices and needs in light of a synthesis of 

interpreting and terminology literature. 

1.3. Terminology Management in the Context of Interpreting 

This section will assess terminology management within the context of conference 

interpreting, in the framework of the two main stages in the workflow of interpreters: 

preparation and performance. It will thus look at potential terminography done in each 
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stage and compare it to that done by terminologists and translators in order to highlight 

differences between these groups. 

1.3.1. Preparation 

First of all, terminologists might be interested in doing monolingual terminology work 

(Pavel and Nolet 2001: xviii), for example in terminology standardization. On the other 

hand, given the nature of their work, translators and interpreters are exclusively 

interested in bilingual or multilingual terminology, specifically for finding term 

equivalents. 

Second, terminologists, unlike translators, often conduct thematic research "based 

on a vocabulary and language usage specific to" a certain domain (ibid: xvii). Translators 

almost always conduct terminological research to solve specific translation problems that 

they encounter as they translate: therefore they tend to carry out ad hoc research focusing 

primarily on these problems. At this point, since interpreters do not have the same luxury 

of being able to conduct terminological research as they work (i.e. during the 

performance stage), their research takes a hybrid approach. They must explore 

terminology in the documentation that they have, focusing on specific problems of 

interpretation (that is, of course, potential problems). They must also support this with 

thematic research that will help with terms that might not come up in the documentation, 

but can be relevant to the subject field they will be working on (and thus may occur in a 

speech to be interpreted, in a question and answer session and so on). 

Another difference is the priority given to terminology rules and literature, for 

example in the case of considering the importance of termhood - i.e. whether a lexical 

unit is a term or not. Terminology rules have been established in order to guide the work 
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of terminologists to produce a product that can satisfy the needs of a wide range of users 

such as translators and technical writers (e.g. in the case of large terminology banks). 

However, some of these rules may not be as appropriate for terminology work by other 

language professionals. For example, L'Homme (2004: 54) describes the complexity of 

termhood by giving examples of different perceptions of what is and is not a term 

according to various groups such as translators and terminologists. In fact, it comes down 

to a point for translators, and also for interpreters, where the important thing is the 

usefulness of the information stored rather than whether it fits the rules and theory of 

conventional terminology. Thus, what a translator or interpreter considers to be a term 

for the purposes of storage on a term record is not limited to single- or multi-word units, 

symbols, formulas, acronyms, initialisms, official titles, etc. but can include any kind of 

word, expression, or even any proper noun that comes up frequently in a specific 

domain. 

The emphasis placed on information useful for a specific task is something that 

translators and interpreters seem to have in common, but there might be other differences 

in the kind of information stored. For example, a translator using an integrated computer-

aided translation tool might store information (such as inflected forms) to be consulted 

by the computer, not by the human translator (Kenny 1999: 74). This enables the 

computer to automatically recognize every form of a term that has been stored when the 

user runs an active terminology recognition function to compare the text that is being 

translated with the existing term base, and thus to find the matching equivalents stored 

for them. However, this is only valid for the translation of texts. The interpreter will only 

store information to be consulted by a human. The priority, as mentioned above, will be 
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recording any kind of useful information that could solve a specific interpretation 

problem, but without a specific need to take into account formal variation that is not 

likely to pose problems for human identification. 

Moreover, terminology literature suggests that "definitions and contexts must, in 

fact, be kept to a minimum" for copyright, precision and consistency reasons (Pavel and 

Nolet 2001: 24). However, translators might prefer to consult multiple definitions or 

contexts in their records to find the solution that best fits the translation problem they 

encounter, and since they have more time to spend on translation problems as they 

translate than interpreters do, this does not pose as much of a problem for them. 

Interpreters would follow an approach closer to terminologists, since they will rarely 

have the time to go over multiple definitions, contexts, etc. to find the right one. In short, 

what interpreters need in the preparation stage is a tool that would help them to store the 

most concise information in the quickest and easiest way possible. 

Basically, the main differences between translators' and interpreters' terminology 

practice and that of terminologists stem from the rules set out by conventional 

terminology literature regarding the structure and content of term records. Terminology 

literature puts forward certain rules and principles regarding the extraction, 

categorization, organization and storage of terms (ibid: xix). These rules are - and have 

to be - relatively more strictly followed by terminologists, because their ultimate goal is 

generally creating comprehensive term records for long-term use by a variety of users. 

Meanwhile, terminology work for interpreters is more focused on meeting their own 

personal, practical needs. Therefore, they are less concerned with following theoretical 

rules and principles that are usually applied in terminology than with finding solutions to 
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their specific interpreting problems of a terminological nature. Consequently, as 

mentioned above, they might store lexical units regardless of whether they fit a 

conventional definition of what a term is, and they might leave some fields in a term 

record empty - or not include that field in the term record template to begin with - as 

long as they do not need that information. Translators may share some of these different 

needs in their work, but not the intense time pressures involved in interpreting and the 

relatively short-term use of the data collected that is the result of the many subjects 

interpreters must deal with. 

All of the points discussed above are indicators that interpreters' needs and 

practices are not identical to either terminologists' or translators'; rather interpreters 

constitute a distinct user group. 

1.3.2. Performance 

In the main performance stage, i.e. the entire duration of a conference, the interpreter's 

terminology work will consist primarily of retrieving the terminological information 

stored, and the nature of terminology work will be defined once again mainly by the time 

constraints. During performance, the interpreter must be able to use accurate and 

consistent terminology. Jones (2002: 86) emphasizes the importance of terminological 

consistency by warning of the possibility that a change of term may even mislead the 

audience to believe that the subject matter itself has changed. It must be noted that using 

accurate and consistent terminology is not limited to source and target language 

equivalents of terms. The interpreter must also be able to correctly use the right terms in 

the right context (Seleskovitch and Lederer 2002: 117). 

38 



To consult and retrieve the information that they need to solve terminological 

problems during interpretation, interpreters may consult a variety of resources, including 

online term banks, personal glossaries or personal computerized term records. Regardless 

of their choice of medium - print, electronic, online - the priority is the retrieval of 

precise information in the quickest way possible. 

Moreover, both during the conference and afterwards, in follow-up work, easy 

and quick data input is at least as important as retrieval. This not only saves time at the 

preparation stage as mentioned above, but also allows information acquired throughout 

the conference to be stored as quickly and easily as possible, since it is potentially useful 

for future work either within the same conference or at a future date. 

1.3.3. Literature on Terminology Management for Interpreters 

The potential that computers present for speeding things up to save the interpreter 

valuable time was realized a fairly long time ago (Gile 1987). However, the precision 

required in the output of terminological information in particular requires a specifically 

designed term record structure and an interface which can offer adequate search and 

other output options, i.e. rapid and specific searching suitable to interpreters' working 

context. 

A study conducted by Moser-Mercer (1992: 507) contests the assumption "that 

interpreters' needs are identical to those of translators and terminologists" and sets out to 

"survey how conference interpreters handle terminology documentation and document 

control and to offer some guidelines as to the interpretation-specific software tools for 

terminology and documentation management". Some key findings of this study include 

the observation that most of the respondents were interested in exchanging 

39 



terminological information, and that they were open to using computers in their 

profession. This led Moser-Mercer to conclude that "software developers targeting the 

conference interpreting market must provide a tool that meets the specific needs of the 

interpreters and not just market translation tools" (ibid: 511). This study is unique, yet it 

dates back to 1992. Considering the incredible rate at which technology, computers and 

computer programs for language professionals have progressed over the last decade, an 

up-to-date study is certainly necessary to reach an understanding of interpreters' current 

needs and practices regarding terminology management. The profession has evolved, 

technology has evolved, and the professionals' use of technology has no doubt evolved. 
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CHAPTER 2 

Methodology 

The literature review in Chapter 1 presents several indications of how interpreters' 

practices and needs regarding terminology management differ from those of other 

language professionals. Since one of the objectives of this study was to suggest a 

practical solution to the lack of a terminology tool that can adequately meet the specific 

needs of conference interpreters, it was deemed best to complement the theoretical basis 

with an empirical component, i.e. a survey of professional interpreters. For the purpose 

and scope of this study, the priority was to contact a sample group which would ensure a 

certain participant profile that would be representative of qualified professional 

interpreters in Canada. A survey presents the opportunity to reach out to a specific 

sample group. The results of a survey conducted with a specific sample group, as 

opposed to the analysis of the contents of mailing lists, online message boards or 

discussion forums for example, provide relatively more qualified data, since the input in 

mailing lists, online message boards or discussion forums is relatively less controlled. 

Although it has its own drawbacks, such as respondents being motivated by the 

researcher as opposed to being self-motivated, the possibility of influencing the answers, 

reflecting the opinions of a limited group, for the reasons mentioned above, we chose to 

conduct a survey. 

This chapter will provide details about the survey and its methodology; 

followed by an explanation of how the results were interpreted to evaluate the 

information about interpreters' current terminology practices and their experience with 

14 The complete survey and accompanying documents (recruitment letter, letter of information) can be 
found in Appendix A. 
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and attitudes about terminology management tools. It will then discuss how these results 

were used to draft guidelines for a terminology tool designed for interpreters, and finally 

how these guidelines were implemented in a sample terminology database developed 

within a generic DBMS, namely Microsoft Access. 

2.1. Survey Design 

Designing and administering a survey involves choosing a pool of respondents and 

designing a survey methodology and survey instrument that are suited to these 

respondents. These tasks must overlap, but will be discussed separately here for readers' 

convenience. 

2.1.1. Survey Method 

As described in Newman & McNeil (1998), Bartel Sheehan & Grubbs Hoy (1999), and 

Gray & Guppy (2003), a number of methods of administering surveys are available. 

These include in-person interviews, telephone interviews, administration of 

questionnaires by mail, and online questionnaires. Each can be described according to a 

number of characteristics, including the flexibility of design, the proportion of potential 

respondents who are able to participate, the time required to administer a survey, the time 

required to complete it, the convenience of completing it, the cost of the process, the 

interpretation of responses that is required, and the anonymity of potential and actual 

respondents. 

In-person interviews, for example, require a significant time investment on the 

part of both investigator and respondent, at a fixed time and place (Newman & McNeil 

1998: 28). This format may be inconvenient, and makes maintaining anonymity of the 
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respondent difficult. Moreover, administering a questionnaire in an interview also 

generally requires more interpretation of respondents' answers by the investigator. The 

latter point can also be made for telephone interviews, which also require a time 

investment by both respondent and investigator, and involve a need to obtain contact 

information for potential respondents and the investigator's knowledge of which 

potential participant is responding, thereby compromising respondents' anonymity. 

Mailed paper questionnaires also generally require that contact information for potential 

respondents be obtained and thus reduce the anonymity of the pool of participants (even 

if the individual questionnaires, once returned, are not identified by respondent). They 

also require an investment in materials and mailing costs, although the interpretation of 

results may be facilitated by offering respondents closed-ended questions with less 

opportunity to vary from the proposed answers. The convenience of participating in the 

survey may be greater than that of an in-person or telephone survey as respondents may 

complete the survey at their convenience, but they are nevertheless required to make the 

effort to return the survey, and the investigator must generally then enter the data 

received into a database or other tool for analysis. 

As observed by Bartel Sheehan and Grubbs Hoy (1999), online questionnaires 

may avoid or resolve some of these issues. They offer great flexibility of design, 

including availability of question types such as closed-ended questions with little 

possibility of variation in responses (which facilitates analysis) and the option to allow 

respondents to skip questions that do not apply to them automatically. They do not 

require significant investment of time from the investigator (as once the questionnaire 

has been designed it can be completed by any number of respondents), and responses are 
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automatically entered into a database in electronic form. Responses can be submitted at 

the respondent's convenience, and provided the questionnaire is brief and well-designed 

can require little time investment by the respondent. Invitations to participate can be 

distributed by e-mail (if desired, using an intermediary such as a mailing list or 

association, so that the investigator does not need to have access to contact information 

for potential respondents), and respondents can remain completely anonymous. While 

online questionnaires do require that respondents both have access to the Internet and e-

mail and be comfortable enough with these tools to use them, these are generally not 

considered to be limiting factors in the workplace today, and are certainly not rare skills 

for practicing interpreters. Moreover, online survey interfaces such as Survey Monkey 

(www.survevmonkey.com). which is available in a free version or by subscription and 

stores questionnaires and responses in password-protected accounts with optional SSL 

security to protect data during transfer, allow responses to be tallied automatically and 

displayed using a number of filters and other features that facilitate analysis and 

comparison of responses. 

For these reasons, an anonymous online survey using Survey Monkey was chosen 

as the approach for this project. In order to guarantee respondents' anonymity, no 

personal information or IP addresses were recorded. 

2.1.2. Choice of Question Types 

In choosing the question types, we wanted to ensure consistency in responses and to 

facilitate analysis and identification of trends and patterns represented by the data that 

indicate interpreters' current practices, needs and experience concerning terminology 

management. Moreover, we wanted the surveys to be as quick and easy to answer as 
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possible, to minimize inconvenience to respondents and to maximize response and 

completion rates for the surveys. For this reason, we chose to use mostly multiple choice 

questions. Some allowed users to choose a single answer, while others allowed multiple 

selections. Questions asking about multiple variables were presented in a matrix format, 

i.e. in the form of tables, asking the respondents to check the boxes that applied. 

In formulating the questions and answers, the objective was to follow a neutral 

approach in order to ensure that respondents' answers were not biased by the form of the 

questions. In addition, wherever a possibility that the answer might be different from the 

choices available was identified, space was provided for respondents to enter their own 

answers or additional comments. The questionnaire also included two open-ended 

questions. The first asked respondents if they knew of any terminology management 

systems that are designed or marketed specifically for interpreters, and if they did, which 

one(s). The second, which was the final question, provided space for the respondents to 

add any further comments, suggestions or contributions they wished to make. Compared 

to questions which present choices to respondents, open-ended questions or additional 

notes are likely to require more time and effort on the part of respondents to answer, and 

to present more inter-respondent variation, and thus are more difficult for the investigator 

to analyze. However, this data was deemed essential to avoid the possibility of 

overlooking potentially useful and valid feedback from respondents. 

2.1.3. Transforming Objectives into Questions 

The survey was introduced by a brief note explaining its nature and its role within this 

study. Questions concentrated on three major points of inquiry, which reflect the main 

research questions guiding this study: 
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1) What are interpreters' current terminology management practices? 

2) What are interpreters' needs and expectations from terminology management tools? 

3) Are interpreters' needs and expectations from terminology tools being met? If not, 

what aspects pose problems or lead to frustrations? 

Following the introductory note, the first set of questions aimed to obtain some 

information on the professional profile of the respondents, mainly focusing on their level 

of experience and the proportion of interpreting within their workload. The aim was to 

establish that respondents were practising interpreters with a certain amount of 

experience and professional status, to ensure that the survey gave an accurate picture of 

how real interpreters feel. The second set of questions focused on interpreters' current 

terminology management practices. The aim was to establish the nature of terminology 

work carried out and methods used by interpreters. This section included questions 

asking the respondents to indicate specifically what kind of information they store in 

terminology records, in order to identify the term record fields that would be most useful 

for storing the information they use. The term record fields suggested were taken from 

the literature review (see Chapter 1, section 1.2.1), and specifically from Dubuc (2002: 

82, 83), and included source/target language equivalents, source (bibliographical 

information), grammatical information, usage notes (geographic, semantic, 

sociolinguistic, temporal, frequency, etc.), context, subject field, synonyms/variants, 

definition and phraseology/collocates.15 In order to reflect L'Homme's (2004) more 

flexible approach (also mentioned in Chapter 1, section 1.2.1) to suit individual and 

15 In their recently published article, Rodriguez and Schnell (2009: 26) also mention that interpreters note 
the pronunciation. Although it was not a field mentioned by the interpreters who responded to our survey, 
and was not included in the sample terminology database, it is certainly possible to include a term record 
field to note down, or even to record pronunciations of terms. 

46 



authentic needs, the question also provided an "Other" field where respondents could 

enter fields of their choice other than those suggested. The question also asked 

respondents to rate every field according to its importance. This information was elicited 

in order to identify priorities according to users, and to identify the most and least critical 

information for inclusion on records. 

The next series of questions, which addressed terminology retrieval practices, 

aimed to provide an understanding of the functions that interpreters need to retrieve 

terminological information from their records. They asked respondents specifically what 

kind of terminological information they use, how they access it and when, in order to 

identify priorities for display and searching options. Respondents were asked to specify 

what kind of terminological information - i.e. which term record fields - they choose to 

consult. To find out when this information is retrieved, the question also asked 

respondents to specify whether they access this information before, during and/or after a 

conference. To evaluate how retrieval takes place, respondents indicated whether they 

search for information manually (by browsing) or using automatic functions such as 

searches, and whether they display this information on-screen or print it out. 

The questions asking about interpreters' attitudes towards the use of computers in 

the booth aimed to establish the potential for developing a product for use inside (i.e. 

during interpreting and/or while a colleague is interpreting) and/or outside the booth (i.e. 

during preparatory and follow-up work), to evaluate where such a product is more likely 

to be used. 

Last but not least, the section on respondents' experience with terminology 

management tools aimed to reveal if they had previously used terminology management 
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tools, and if so what characteristics or features did or did not satisfy them. The question 

presented the following criteria (inspired by the literature review described in Chapter 1) 

for the respondents to evaluate their experience with tools: price, 

accessibility/availability, user-friendliness, time required to learn how to use the tools, 

time required to input data, flexibility of term base structures, availability of output 

formats to suit their needs, ease of designing output formats, and time required to 

generate output. Respondents were asked to state whether they were "very satisfied", 

"somewhat satisfied", "neither satisfied nor dissatisfied", "somewhat dissatisfied" or 

"very dissatisfied". Respondents were also given an "unable to evaluate" option, in case 

they did not have or were not able to express an opinion about one or more of the 

criteria. This question also provided space for respondents to add a note to indicate any 

other characteristics that had or had not satisfied them. 

2.2. Respondents 

This section will explain in detail how the sample respondent group was selected (section 

2.2.1), and how they were contacted for the purpose of distributing the survey (section 

2.2.2). 

2.2.1. Choosing Sample Population 

For the purposes of the survey administered within this study, professional interpreters 

constituted the target group that was best able to provide insight to interpreters' practices, 

needs and expectations regarding terminology management. The two major organizations 

that bring together professional interpreters in Canada are the Translation Bureau and the 
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Canada branch of AIIC (Association Internationale des Interpretes de Conference), 

which is also known as CACI (Canadian Association of Conference Interpreters). 

The Translation Bureau is the largest employer of translators and interpreters in 

Canada, with around 1,800 employees - 1,200 of whom are translators, interpreters, 

terminologists and localization specialists (BTB 2009). The total number of interpreters 

who work for the Translation Bureau, including staff interpreters and freelancers, is over 

two hundred (AIIC n.d.). However, choosing the Translation Bureau as a sample would 

limit the interpreters' profile to those working for the Canadian government. The CACI, 

on the other hand, represents a wider variety of interpreters, i.e. those working for the 

government and freelance interpreters working also for other organizations and 

institutions. In recruiting members, CACI follows the regulations of its international 

parent organization, AIIC, that aim to "maintain the goal of admitting only competent 

professional interpreters" and put "the emphasis on performance in real-life settings" 

(AIIC 2007). An interpreter has to fulfil 150 days of work following AIIC's rules and 

regulations, and have at least three active senior members as sponsors in order to become 

a member of the association (ibid.). The CACI currently has 120 members (AIIC 2009). 

Another factor in favour of CACI as a sample population is its close relationship 

with the School of Translation and Interpretation (STI) at the University of Ottawa, 

which offers the only conference interpreting training program in the country.16 

We believe strongly that ensuring representativity is more important than 

maximizing sample size. Considering the scope of a master's thesis, we considered 15 to 

20 responses to be ideal for this kind of study, and thus considered that CACI offered a 

16 Members of CACI teach regularly and take part in the diploma exams as jury members, and they have 
also taken part in curriculum development. Special sessions are organized jointly with STI and CACI to 
introduce future graduates to the various aspects of the profession. 
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reasonable pool to sample.17 Considering the response rates observed in several recent 

studies on computer use within the field of translation, ranging from 21 to 35% (Fulford 

& Granell-Zafra 2005; Mclnnis & Takla 2005; Dillon & Fraser 2006; ATIO 2007), we 

felt that the pool of 120 AIIC interpreters was sufficient to obtain a reasonable number of 

responses. We thus reached the conclusion that CACI represents the community of 

interpreters that is the most appropriate for this study, for reasons of both availability and 

representativity. 

2.2.2. Contacting Potential Respondents 

As the first step to contacting respondents, the President of CACI in 2008, Josette 

Stephan, was contacted about the possibility of a survey and was informed about this 

thesis project, in order to make sure that she would be willing to participate in the project 

by forwarding an invitation to complete the survey to CACI members. She, and later 

Taous Selhi, who took over the presidency in 2009, expressed interest in the project and 

a willingness to invite CACI members to participate. Once this interest was established, 

and once the ethical approval was received from the University of Ottawa Research 

Ethics Board in January 2009,18 an e-mail invitation including a link to the online survey 

was sent to Taous Selhi, who forwarded it to potential respondents through CACI's 

mailing list. The e-mail also included a letter of information and a recruitment text 

informing potential respondents about the details of the study and the nature of their 

participation.19 Those who chose to participate completed an anonymous online survey at 

their convenience before the date of collection of data (March 6, 2009, approximately 3 

17 Detailed information on survey results such as the exact number of responses and rate of response is 
included in Chapter 3 - Survey Results and Synthesis. 
18 See Appendix C - Ethics Approval Notice. 
19 As mentioned above, copies of these documents can be consulted in Appendix A. 
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weeks after the invitation was distributed). The survey was completed by each 

respondent in a single session which took approximately 10 to 15 minutes. 

2.3. Analyzing the Data 

The responses to terminology-related questions were analyzed in three groups: 

1. Questions on the storage of terminological information (questions 5, 6, 7, 8 

and 9), 

2. Questions on the retrieval of terminological information (questions 10, 11, 12 

and 13), and 

3. Questions on respondents' attitudes towards computer use and their 

experience with terminology management software (questions 14, 15, 16, 17 

and 18). 

The survey results, together with the reviewed literature on terminology and 

interpreting, were synthesized to draft practical guidelines for the development of 

terminology management tools for interpreters. These guidelines focus on establishing 

the priorities for functions and features of potential tools designed to satisfy specific 

needs of interpreters, regarding storage and retrieval of information; and highlighting the 

most important criteria defining users' experience with such tools. 

Responses to multiple-choice questions (whether single answer or multiple 

answer) helped identify interpreters' priorities in terminology management. In particular, 

answers to questions 8 to 13 had a direct influence on the design of the sample database 

developed within the course of this study, since these questions specifically concerned 

20 This average excludes the timing of respondents whose sessions were obviously interrupted, i.e. whose 
response times ranged from an hour to several hours. This likely indicates that these respondents left the 
session open as they carried out other activities before completing and submitting their answers. 

51 



terminological information stored and consulted by interpreters. Open-ended questions or 

additional comments entered by respondents were evaluated individually. Most of the 

matrix questions were evaluated by taking into consideration the average values. 

Nevertheless, matrix questions with a particularly small number of respondents required 

an examination of individual responses, since the sample size was too small to indicate 

trends or reveal patterns.21 

By giving interpreters the chance to express their opinions and comment on their 

experience on terminology management and tools, we were able to draw guidelines for 

the design of a tool that adequately integrates the features and functions interpreters 

need. The guidelines are not only put forward to inform the development of a potential 

terminology tool for interpreters, but are also used within this study for the design of the 

suggested sample terminology database created using Microsoft Access. 

2.4. Using Database Management Software for Terminology Management 

As mentioned in the Introduction, Austermtihl (2001: 105-106) points out "terminology 

management using a database management system" as an alternative to using specific 

terminology management tools and talks about its advantages (e.g. variety of features, 

flexibility, fast search and easy input) and disadvantages (e.g. confusing, irrelevant 

features, the lack of automaticity in translation-specific features). Considering the 

advantages of availability and affordability in addition to the advantages mentioned by 

Austermtihl, using a DBMS might present an efficient terminology management 

alternative for interpreters. There are even open source free database management 

21 For example, question 18, which asked respondents to rate their experience with terminology tools, only 
received 4 applicable responses. 
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software programs available for users to download, install and use at no cost. The pre-

established, ready-to-use database structure and pre-defined queries providing precise 

searching options that come with the sample database designed within this study are 

intended to guide users to the most pertinent features, therefore enabling them to take 

advantage of the flexibility of the software, while eliminating irrelevant and confusing 

functions - a major drawback mentioned by Austermuhl (ibid.). 

Microsoft Access offers, in addition to the possibility of specifying custom term 

record fields, the possibility of customizing the properties of the fields, so that the user 

can define each field as it might be useful for either input or output of data. Possibilities 

include specifying the amount and type of data that can be entered in each field, making 

filling in the fields mandatory or optional, and specifying which fields are going to be 

consulted for a specific search query, which fields are going to be displayed in the 

output, etc. The user can also import data from other environments such as web pages, 

spreadsheets, word processor documents or other databases. For querying the database, 

the user can use the Find function to search within a single field, or create specific 

queries that include various fields and search criteria. Queries can be created and saved 

in the database for specific types of complex searches which interpreters need to do 

frequently (e.g. queries by subject field, alphabetized lists of source-target language term 

pairs, etc.), to save users the trouble of defining search queries every time. Microsoft 

Access's printing function is relatively faster and easier to use compared to Base in Open 

Office. On the strength of these features, Microsoft Access was chosen to demonstrate 

the model database. Steps in the development of the database, as well as functions and 

22 The database management tool Base, for example, which is part of OpenOffice, has almost exactly the 
same functions and interface as MS Access. (See http://www.openoffice.org for more information.) 
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features of the end product, will be explained in further detail and illustrated by screen-

shots in Chapter 4. 

This sample database is not only a basic practical demonstration of the guidelines 

put to use; it also demonstrates the promising potential in using such software for 

terminology management for interpreters. Moreover, this project as a whole highlights 

the significance of consulting the potential user group throughout the process of finding 

solutions to their problems. 
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CHAPTER 3 

Survey Results and Synthesis 

This chapter will present the results of the survey.23 In section 3.1, the response rate and 

respondents' professional profile will be summarized. Section 3.2 will present the 

analysis of responses in three sub-sections evaluating answers to questions on the storage 

of terminological information (3.2.1), the retrieval of terminological information (3.2.2) 

and interpreters' attitudes towards computer use and their experience with terminology 

management software (3.2.3). In Section 3.3, guidelines will be drawn for terminology 

tools designed for interpreters, in light of the priorities identified from the responses of 

interpreters participating in the survey. 

3.1. Response Rate and Respondent Profile 

Out of 120 CACI members, 29 started the survey, and 26 completed it. Taking into 

consideration the 26 submitted responses, the overall response rate was approximately 

22%. Since responding to individual questions was voluntary, not all questions were 

answered by every respondent. Furthermore, some questions (13, 15 and 18) were only 

applicable for respondents who had given a specific answer on a previous question. Thus 

the number of responses for each question varied. The results were analyzed and 

interpreted accordingly, and all percentages mentioned were calculated based on the 

number of applicable responses for the relevant question.24 Table 1 shows question types 

and the number of applicable responses for each question. 

See Appendix B for a complete summary of survey results. 
Percentages are approximate values due to small sample size. 
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Q. 
No. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

13* 

14 

15* 

16 

17 

18* 

19 

Asking about... 

Professional profile 

Storage of 
terminological 

information 

Retrieval of 
terminological 

information 

Retrieval of information 
from selected term 

record fields 
Attitude towards 

computer use 
Purposes for which 

computers are used in 
the booth 

Experience with 
terminology 

management tools 
Rating of experience 

with terminology 
management tools 

Additional comments 

Q.Type 

MC/SA 
MC/SA 
MC/SA 
MC/SA 
MC/MA 
MC/SA 
MC/MA 
MC/MA 
Matrix 
Matrix 
Matrix 
Matrix 

Matrix 

MC/SA 

MC/MA 

MC/SA 

OE 

Matrix 

OE 

No. of 
applicable 
responses 

29 
29 
28 
28 
27 
27 
27 
27 
27 
26 
26 
24 

17 

26 

13 

26 

12 

4 

11 

MC/SA: Multiple choice, single answer 
MC/MA: Multiple choice, multiple answer** 
OE: Open-ended 

•Question's applicability dependent on respondent's answer to another question 
"Percentages for responses will not add up to 100%. 

Table 1 - Response overview 

Answers to the first set of questions provide information on the respondents' 

professional profile. Of all respondents, 41% are full-time interpreters, followed by 31% 

who translate and interpret full-time, 14% who are part-time interpreters and 14% who 

are retired interpreters. Almost all respondents (93%) have 10 years or more of 

professional experience as interpreters. The remaining 7% of respondents (2 respondents 
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out of 29) have 5 to 9 years of experience, leaving none (0%) in the first choice of range 

provided (0 to 4 years). This affirms that survey reflects the views of experienced 

professional interpreters. The observation that most of the respondents started their 

careers as interpreters at least 10 years ago also leads one to assume that their 

terminology management practices are shaped in a more conventional way, and their 

attitude towards computers might be somewhat hesitant, as their training is likely to have 

reflected more traditional approaches and they might have had less formal training with 

computers for interpreting, which may lead to lower comfort levels. 

In describing the proportion of the tasks of translation and interpretation in their 

workload, 61% percent of the respondents indicated interpreting as their main 

professional activity, and 36% said they do not do any translation work at all. Only one 

respondent (4%) said that his or her workload is almost equally divided between 

translating and interpreting. 

From the information above, the basic professional profile of the respondent can 

be established: he or she is an interpreter with a high level of experience, affiliated 

primarily with CACI (AIIC Canada), whose professional activities are mainly or 

exclusively interpreting-related. This professional profile provides a solid basis to rely on 

when making suggestions about Canadian interpreters' practices and needs, and about 

terminology tools that aim to suit these practices and needs. 

3.2. Analysis of Responses 

The analysis is carried out in three sub-sections that analyze responses related to the 

storage of terminological information, the retrieval of terminological information, and 

interpreters' attitudes towards computer use and their experience with terminology tools. 
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3.2.1. Storage of Terminological Information 

The majority of respondents work with multilingual (59%) or bilingual (56%) 

terminology, whereas only one respondent (4%) has indicated that he or she works with 

monolingual terminology. A strong majority of interpreters (85%) have indicated that 

they always or almost always systematically record terminological information before a 

conference. It is interesting to see that the most popular choice of medium for the storage 

of data is paper (85%), followed by word processors and/or spreadsheets on a computer 

(70%). Only one respondent reported using specialized terminology management 

software, and another single respondent reported using database management software. 

For the kind of terminological units stored, all respondents (100%) indicated that 

they store regular terms, i.e. full forms of single- or multi-word conventional 

terminological units. The second most popular choices are acronyms/abbreviations and 

names of governmental and organizational bodies (both 93%), followed by proper nouns 

and titles (both 74%). 

The question asking respondents to rate the kind of information they store from 0 

to 10 according to importance was one of the most crucial ones since it determines the 

priorities for term record fields within a term record structure designed for interpreters. 

In order of importance, based on the average rating indicated by responses, the fields 

interpreters reported using to store terminological information are as follows: 
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Term Record Field 

Source/Target language equivalents 
Subject field 
Context 
Synonyms/variants 
Definition 
Phraseology/Collocates 
Usage (geographic, semantic, sociolinguistic, temporal, 
frequency, etc.) 
Source (bibliographical) 
Grammatical information 
Other (Specified by one respondent: recent articles, scientific 
journals, reading material) 

Average 
Rating of 

Importance 
(Out of 10) 

9.38 
8.38 
7.46 
6.92 
5.83 
4.72 
2.78 

2.65 
2.19 
2.00 

Table 2 • Terminological information stored 

It can be observed that term record fields such as grammatical information, 

source and usage notes received remarkably low ratings, although they are fields which 

are mentioned in terminology literature and included in conventional term records. The 

fact that these fields were consistently rated relatively unimportant by respondents 

supports the hypothesis that interpreters have different priorities than set forth in 

terminology literature and terminography guidelines (e.g. Pavel & Nolet 2001), as 

discussed in Section 1.3. 

Although the focus is to present preliminary suggestions based on the average 

ratings shown in the table above, there are also remarkable variations among individual 

responses. This means that not all users' responses are in line with the average values. 

For example, as many respondents marked phraseology/collocates an eight as a zero, and 

it ended up with the average rating of 4.72. Although this study does not aim to go into a 

detailed examination of individual responses for every question, it acknowledges the 

importance of this type of variation, especially since it emphasizes the importance of 
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flexibility and the possibility to customize input structures, so that users can structure 

their terminology records in a way that suits their individual needs and practices. 

3.2.2. Retrieval of Terminological Information 

The first observation that can be made about the retrieval of terminological information, 

whether it is in the form of displaying (on screen or print-outs), searching (automatically 

or manually) or consulting information stored in term records, is that retrieving data 

before a conference, as opposed to during or after a conference, is the most popular 

practice among respondents. The only case where retrieval during a conference is the 

most popular is consulting selected information from term records. Table 3 shows how 

and when interpreters retrieve terminological information. 

Before During After 
Display 

On screen display 

Printouts 
Search 
Manual searching, sorting, 
filtering 
Automated searching, sorting, 
filtering 

78% 
(18) 
73% 
(19) 

92% 
(22) 
89% 
(16) 

48% 
(11) 
69% 
(18) 

54% 
(13) 
56% 
(10) 

44% 
(10) 
27% 
(7) 

38% 
(9) 

39% 
(7) 

Consult 
Consult all the information 
stored in term records 
Consult selected information 
from term records 

100% 
(18) 
59% 
(10) 

33% 
(6) 

77% 
(13) 

22% 
(4) 

41% 
(7) 

Response Count 
26 

23 

26 

26 

24 

18 

24 

18 

17 

Table 3 - Retrieval summary 

The comparison of the response count for on-screen display vs. print-outs 

indicates that print-outs are more popular overall. They are the most commonly 

consulted medium during conferences. On-screen display is relatively more common 

after conferences. We can say, then, that the typical profile involves an interpreter who 
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uses both on-screen display and print-outs for terminological preparation before a 

conference, consults print-outs during a conference, and may refer to on-screen display 

afterwards, possibly to update and/or revise existing information or to enter newly 

acquired information. 

A comparison of whether respondents search, sort and filter terminological 

information manually or automatically at each stage indicates that the manual approach 

is more common overall. This, of course, goes together with the overall prevalence of 

print-outs which, obviously, do not offer automatic functions. 

If they need to consult all the information stored in their terminology records, 

respondents tend to do so before conferences. During and after conferences, the more 

common approach is to consult selected information from term records. This can be 

explained by the time restrictions mentioned earlier in the literature review (especially in 

Section 1.3). We can say that interpreters tend to consult more detailed information at the 

preparation stage, but due to the time restrictions at the performance stage, they tend to 

filter the information in their records to consult essential information only. 

Overall, in terms of displaying, searching and consulting data, the distribution of 

the number of respondents indicate that more interpreters use print-outs and manual 

searching, sorting and filtering as opposed to on-screen display and automated searching, 

sorting and filtering. This indicates that the respondents have a tendency to use more 

conventional methods of terminology management, e.g. the paper glossaries mentioned 

above. 
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Below is a list of term record fields sorted from the most consulted to the least, 

regardless of whether they are consulted before, during or after a conference. This list 

helps identify the overall priority of fields when interpreters are retrieving information.25 

Source/Target language equivalents 
Definition 
Context 
Synonyms/Variants 
Subject field 
Grammatical information 
Source 
Usage (geographic, semantic, sociolinguistic, 
temporal, frequency, etc.) 
Phraseology/Collocates 
TOTAL" 

%of 
Respondents 

100% 
88% 
82% 
82% 
65% 
53% 
47% 

41% 

24% 

Number of 
Respondents 

17 
15 
14 
14 
11 
9 
8 
7 

4 
17 

Table 4 - Retrieval of information from each field 

The following chart (Figure 5 - Selective consultation, p. 63) shows the 

distribution of retrieval of information from each field throughout each stage, based on 

question 13, which received 17 responses in total. This information can help design 

output formats to display and/or consult relevant terminological information at each 

stage. 

See Section 3.3 for a comparison of "Table 2 - Terminological information stored" and "Table 4 -
Retrieval of information from each field". 
26 Responses were filtered to show only those from respondents who indicated that they consult selected 
information from term records. 
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3.2.3. Attitude towards Computer Use and Experience with Terminology Tools 

The percentage of respondents who oppose the use of computers inside the booth was 

quite low (15% - four respondents out of 26 who responded to question 14). Some 

comments made by these respondents focus on the possibility that a computer might be 

distracting for interpreters as well as members of the audience, since it might be heard 

over the microphone. Another reserve about the use of a laptop in the booth expressed by 

one of the respondents is limited space inside the booth. On the other hand, 85% of 

respondents have no objection to the use of computers inside the booth during a 

conference, with 50% using one themselves. One of the respondents within the 35% who 

have no objection but do not use a computer inside the booth has indicated that he/she is 

encouraged to use one due to its potential usefulness. 

Responses to question 16, which asked respondents to indicate their experience 

with terminology management software, revealed that only 12% (3 out of 26) of 

respondents use or have used such software. Another 12% have looked into one or more 

products, but decided not to use them. A significant percentage of respondents (42%) 

have indicated that they have never been interested in such software. Respondents within 

the 35% who chose "other" submitted additional notes indicating that they have never 

used terminology management software for interpreting purposes. Thus, these results 

suggest that the majority of interpreters (a total of 77% in this sample) have never used 

terminology management software as part of their interpreting career. Moreover, none of 

the respondents named a terminology management system that is designed or marketed 

specifically for interpreters. 
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Since, as mentioned above, the percentage of interpreters who have experience 

with terminology management software is quite low, the number of applicable responses 

for the question asking them to evaluate their experience is only 4 - approximately 15% 

of all submitted responses. Table 5 shows, for each criterion, the average ratings out of 5 

- ranging from "very satisfied" (5) to "very dissatisfied" (1), the midpoint corresponding 

to "neither satisfied nor dissatisfied" (3). Based on the average ratings, Table 5 below 

shows the criteria sorted from the most dissatisfying to the most satisfying. It should be 

noted that even respondents who had used terminology management software and chose 

to respond to this question were in some cases unable to evaluate their experience in 

terms of one or more of the criteria. 

Price 
Time required to learn how to use the tool 
Time required to input data 
User-friendliness 
Time required to generate output 
Availability of output formats to suit user 
needs 
Ease of designing output formats 
Flexibility of term base structures 
Accessibility / Availability 
OVERALL 

Mean Rating 
(out of 5) 

2.75 
3.00 
3.00 
3.25 
3.25 

3.33 

3.50 
3.67 
3.67 
3.26 

Table 5 - Evaluation of experience with terminology management tools 

Looking at interpreters' evaluation of their experience with terminology 

management tools, the top three criteria indicate that time and money seem to be the least 

satisfactory qualities for the respondents. Even though the average rating did not reach 

the "somewhat satisfied" range (above 4.00) for any of the suggested criteria, 

accessibility/availability, flexibility and output formats are aspects of terminology 

management tools with which interpreters who participated in the survey have felt the 

highest level of satisfaction. The overall evaluation of terminology management tools 
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yields the average rating of 3.26 over 5, which falls under the "neither satisfied nor 

dissatisfied" range. This leads one to think that the experience of interpreters who 

participated in the survey with terminology tools have been mediocre at best. 

Besides this overview of mean ratings, the small number of applicable responses 

for this question also led us to do an overview of individual responses, which revealed 

diverse opinions. The individuals' responses to questions 7 (current terminology 

management practice), 16 (experience with terminology management tools) and 18 

(opinions about terminology management tools) are shown in Table 6 below.27 

27 In interpreting responses regarding the evaluation of experience with terminology tools, it should be 
noted that respondents did not indicate which specific tool they were rating. Within the purpose and scope 
of this study, our objective was to obtain an overall impression of respondents' experience with 
terminology tools in general, rather than obtaining feedback on specific tools, and/or comparing specific 
tools. We expected more responses for this question to allow more easily for pooling data, but with four 
responses, we chose to go case-by-case. And in this situation, we would like to acknowledge that we could 
have done a more precise analysis by asking about specific tools, if we had foreseen a small number of 
responses. 
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Current terminology 
management practice 

Experience with 
terminology 
management tools 

Price 

Accessibility/ 
Availability 

User-friendliness 

Time required to 
learn to use the tool 
Time required to 
input data 
Flexibility of term 
base structures 
Availability of output 
formats to suit user 
needs 
Ease of designing 
output formats 
Time required to 
generate output 

Respondent A28 

Paper 

Word processor / 
spreadsheet 

Terminology 
management 

software 

Currently uses 
tool(s) 

Very satisfied 

Very satisfied 

Very satisfied 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

Very satisfied 

Very satisfied 

Very satisfied 

Unable to 
evaluate 

Very satisfied 

Respondent B 

Paper 

Word processor / 
spreadsheet 

Has used tool(s) 

Somewhat 
dissatisfied 

Neither satisfied 
nor dissatisfied 

Very satisfied 

Somewhat 
satisfied 
Unable to 
evaluate 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

Unable to 
evaluate 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

Respondent C 

Word processor / 
spreadsheet 

Has explored but 
does not use tool(s) 

Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 

Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 
Somewhat 
dissatisfied 

Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 

Unable to evaluate 

Somewhat 
dissatisfied 

Somewhat 
dissatisfied 

Unable to evaluate 

Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 

Respondent D 

Paper 

Has used tool(s) 

Very dissatisfied 

Unable to evaluate 

Very dissatisfied 

Very dissatisfied 

Very dissatisfied 

Unable to evaluate 

Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 

Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 

Very dissatisfied 

Table 6 - Four respondents' evaluations of experience with terminology management tools 

One respondent (Respondent A) reported being very satisfied with the 

terminology tool he or she used, and continues to use it. Another (Respondent B), 

reported more mixed responses, and reports having used a terminology management tool 

in the past but not currently. A third (Respondent C) was overall relatively neutral in his 

or her responses; he or she has explored but nevertheless does not use tools. Finally, a 

fourth respondent (Respondent D) was neutral on some factors but very dissatisfied with 

others. 

Overall, the analysis of these individual responses indicates a significant variation 

between individual interpreters' satisfaction with various aspects of terminology 

" The four anonymous respondents to this question have been assigned letters (A-D) for ease of reference. 
They are presented in order from most to least satisfied. 
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management tools. This reflects the necessity of a flexible tool that can accommodate 

variations of different natures such as user-specific variations (e.g. term base structures, 

output formats) or context-specific variations (e.g. displaying essential terminological 

information during a conference, or displaying detailed terminological information 

before a conference). 

3.3. Synthesis: Guidelines for Terminology Management Tools for Interpreters 

Survey data indicates that 85% of respondents are open to using computers, yet most of 

them do not have experience with terminology management software (no doubt for a 

variety of reasons, some of which have been mentioned in this survey). Therefore, it can 

be suggested that an appealing method of computerized terminology management for 

interpreters has the potential to allow these users to benefit from what technology has to 

offer in this field. This section will outline generic guidelines to establish a framework 

for a terminology tool of this kind, based on interpreters' priorities in terminology 

management identified through their survey responses. Following a summary list of the 

guidelines, each of them will be discussed separately. 

These guidelines are followed within this study in the course of designing the 

sample database which is suggested as a basic demonstration of an alternative method of 

terminology management that presents a promising opportunity in meeting the needs of 

this specific user group (see Chapter 4). Furthermore, it would be fair to suggest that the 

same guidelines might prove efficient in the design and development of a specialized 

tool created for interpreters as its specific target user group. Therefore, it should be noted 

that they are not specific either to using DBMS, or to designing/creating a brand new tool 
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for interpreters, but generic so as to suggest a framework based on users' practices, needs 

and experiences. 

A terminology management system developed for interpreters should: 

1. Accommodate the creation and management of bilingual and multilingual 

terminology records; 

2. Accommodate the storage and retrieval of a range of term types, such as proper 

nouns, official titles, and acronyms/abbreviations; 

3. Include a sample term record template, which is easily customizable; 

4. Provide input and output formats based on the users' varying priorities depending on 

the various contexts they might consult their terminology records; 

5. Have fast searching functions; 

6. Be easy to learn and use; 

7. Be affordable and cost-effective. 

3.3.1. Accommodation of Bilingual and Multilingual Terminology 

The majority of interpreters participating in this study have indicated that they work with 

either bilingual or multilingual terminology. Therefore, a terminology tool designed for 

interpreters must be able to offer its users the possibility to create and manage 

terminology records in two or more languages. It should also offer an organization of 

terminology records in two or multiple languages that will allow users to select the 

languages they want to work with for every specific occasion. 
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3.3.2. Accommodation of Various Term Types 

Another necessity concerning the storage of terminological information has to do with 

the various term types that an interpreter might store. A tool for interpreters should offer 

the possibility of organizing these term types to facilitate input and output of this kind of 

information, i.e. make it easier for users to specify the term type that they are entering, or 

that they want to retrieve. This allows an interpreter, for example, to retrieve a list of 

acronyms, or official titles, etc. within a subject field. 

3.3.3. Sample Term Record Template 

The term record fields interpreters most commonly use to store and retrieve 

terminological information can be identified from their responses to the relevant 

questions in the survey, and a sample template can be designed accordingly. Most 

importantly, this will save interpreters time and effort in organizing terminological 

information using DBMS. Based on interpreters' responses, the following table (Table 7) 

presents a comparison of term record fields that interpreters find important for storing 

terminological information, and those that they consult the most. 

Storage 

Source/Target language 
equivalents 
Subject field 
Context 
Synonyms/variants 
Definition 
Ph raseoloqy/Col locates 
Usage (geographic, semantic, 
sociolinguistic, temporal, 
frequency, etc.) 

Source (bibliographical) 

Grammatical information 
Other 

Mean Use Rating 
(Out of 10) 

9.38 

8.38 
7.46 
6.92 
5.83 
4.72 

2.78 

2.65 

2.19 
2.00 

Retrieval 

Source/Target language 
equivalents 
Definition 
Context 
Synonyms/Variants 
Subject field 
Grammatical information 

Source 

Usage (geographic, 
semantic, sociolinguistic, 
temporal, frequency, etc.) 
Phraseology/Collocates 

% of Respondents 

100% 

81% 
81% 
67% 
62% 
52% 

43% 

43% 

24% 

Table 7 - Priority term record fields for storage and retrieval 
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Based on data provided by two questions - one in which interpreters rate the type 

of terminological information they store according to importance, and the other in which 

interpreters indicate term record fields they consult at each stage within their workflow -

it can be observed that the top five, which have a mean rating of importance above 5.50 

out of 10 or which are consulted by over 55% of respondents, are consistent. These fields 

can be included in the sample template to guide users and to provide them with a basic 

term record structure. The rest of the term record template should be flexible in terms of 

design, so that users can sort, modify, add or remove fields. 

3.3.4. Input and Output Formats 

In terms of retrieval of information from each field at each stage within the interpreter's 

workflow, Figure 5 in section 3.2.2 (p. 63) provides crucial information that can help 

design output formats - either for print-out or for on-screen display - to suit the various 

contexts in which an interpreter consults terminological information. The availability of 

these formats will save interpreters time and effort in retrieving the precise information 

they need at the particular stage within their workflow - before, during and after a 

conference. The following table (Table 8) presents an overview of the most consulted 

fields at each stage. The identification of priority fields at each stage within the workflow 

of an interpreter can help design input and output formats to suit their needs before, 

during and after a conference. 
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1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Before 
SL/TL Equivalents 

Definition 
Context 

Subject field 
Synonyms/Variants 

Source 
Usage 

Grammatical information 
Ph raseology/Col locates 

During 
SL/TL Equivalents 

Definition 
Synonyms/Variants 

Context 
Subject field 

Phraseology/Collocates 
Grammatical information 

Usage 
Source 

After 
SL/TL Equivalents 

Definition 
Synonyms/Variants 

Subject field 
Phraseology/Collocates 

Context 
Grammatical information 

Usage 
Source 

Table 8 - Overview of information retrieval at each stage in an interpreter's workflow 

3.3.5. Fast Searching 

As mentioned in section 3.2.2, the survey data on retrieval of terminological information 

also indicates that more interpreters consult their records before a conference, and that 

those who consult their records during a conference do so mostly in breaks or as their 

colleague interprets. Although 54% of respondents indicated that they use their computer 

as they interpret, it can be suggested that the instantaneity of searching, though 

undoubtedly desirable, is not critical. This is just to affirm that the lack in generic DBMS 

of a predictive typing function, such as that included in InterpretBank described in 

Chapter 1, section 1.2.2.2, does not necessarily constitute an obstacle to using that 

alternative. Of course, using DBMS aside, an efficient and fast searching function would 

certainly be valuable in a novel tool designed for interpreters, especially for quick 

information retrieval in the booth. 

3.3.6. User-friendliness and Cost 

Last but not least, a terminology tool for interpreters must be easy to learn and use, and 

not constitute a financial burden for the interpreter, since the time and money invested in 

such software seem to be aspects of terminology tools with which users have expressed 

the lowest degree of satisfaction. This, together with all of the points mentioned above, 
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points once again to the promising potential in using generic DBMS for this purpose, 

especially with the preparatory work - such as designing a term record template and 

essential input and output formats - already done. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Sample Terminology Database 

This chapter will explain the design and functioning of the sample terminology database 

using Microsoft Access based on the analysis of data gathered from the survey, and the 

guidelines drawn from this analysis in Section 3.3. 

A database in MS Access is structured around "objects" - tables, queries, forms, 

reports, pages, macros and modules.29 Information is stored centrally, in tables, and once 

only. It can be presented through different interfaces through the use of the 

aforementioned objects, but if data is changed in any of them, it will apply to the table, 

and thus to all other interfaces. Therefore, data can be accessed, displayed and modified 

in multiple formats without the difficulties of having to update multiple files or change 

data in several places.30 

This chapter will present the structure of the tables first, since they are the main 

framework of the database. Second, queries underlying the search functions, and the 

reports that offer customized layouts for print-outs will be explained. Finally, the forms 

which constitute the main interface of the database will be presented. 

In order to be able to demonstrate and test the sample database, term records were 

created based on survey data to reflect a variety of information that interpreters reported 

storing and using.31 These sample term records include two acronyms, two regular terms, 

and two official titles with three terms from the law subject field, one from government, 

29 Pages and modules are not used in the sample terminology database. A macro in MS Access is a 
command that initiates a sequence of actions in the database. The only macro which was used in the search 
form will be explained in Section 4.2. 
30 Whether in tables, queries or forms, any change made in the records' contents are automatically saved in 
MS Access. While this implies a potential risk of changing or losing information by mistake, it is also an 
efficient safe-guard in ensuring that intended modifications are saved and work is not lost. 
31 See Appendix D - Sample Term Records. 
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and two from electronics. Some records are complete with all fields filled in, and some 

include term equivalents only, in an attempt to be representative of the way interpreters 

might work. 

4.1. Tables 

Tables in a database are used to store information for a specific purpose. They provide a 

structured and consistent framework for the storage of categorized information for each 

entry. The difference of tables in a relational DBMS from tables in a word processor is 

that several tables can be created to store information that is useful for different purposes 

or in different contexts, and the database can connect information from these tables using 

fields that contain common information. One advantage of this approach is that it enables 

users to store repeated information only once, and to re-use it multiple times. This 

facilitates and speeds up the process of entering information, and ensures structural 

consistency, which ultimately also results in faster and easier updating. 

As discussed in section 1.2.1, the fundamental structure of a terminology 

database is shaped around a term record template, i.e. the structure which defines the 

organization of terminological information stored in a record, specifying the number and 

type of term record fields and the properties of their contents, e.g. type, format or amount 

of data to be entered. Hence, the first step in designing the sample terminology database 

was creating the main table called "Term Record Template", which serves to provide a 

flexible sample term record template in line with Guideline number 3, discussed in 

section 3.3.3. The sample term record template includes the top five most stored and 

consulted term record fields according to the survey respondents (see Table 7 - p.70): 

source/target language equivalents, subject field, contexts, synonyms/variants, and 
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definitions. A grammatical gender field was included in the term record template to 

indicate the terms' grammatical genders in French. In addition, as most of the 

respondents to the survey indicated that they store various kinds of terms, including 

acronyms, official titles (see Sections 3.2.1 and 3.3.2), a "Term type" field was added in 

which users can specify the type of the term for which they are creating a record (e.g. full 

forms of single- or multi-word terms, acronyms, titles, etc.). This also facilitates the 

sorting and retrieval of information when users are looking for specific types of terms. 

Administrative fields ("Author" and "Date") were also created. The date field 

automatically includes the date when the record is created, and the author field can be 

filled in by the user to indicate who created the record in case the content of the database 

is shared. Finally, a "Notes" field was created to provide users with the option to enter 

any kind of information they wish to store as additional notes, such as information on 

sources, or on the status of the record (e.g. complete / incomplete), etc. 

A single main table to function as a term record template is sufficient for the 

management of bilingual terminology (see section 3.3.1 for the discussion of 

accommodation of bilingual and multilingual terminology). An additional benefit of this 

is that it facilitates importing existing resources such as spreadsheets or tables in other 

software. Considering the high percentage (70%) of respondents who said they store 

terminological data in word processors and/or spreadsheets, this presents a significant 

advantage in that interpreters can continue using their existing resources in a more 

advanced environment, and they can also export data from the database into spreadsheets 

or tables to share with others.32 

32 Importing and exporting data would be easiest with consistent term record structures, but adaptation is 
always possible even with different structures. 
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The template can easily be customized and users can add new fields or remove or 

modify the suggested fields. None of these fields were defined as "required". This means 

that users are not required to complete their records immediately, and they can easily 

create and save records with initial information as a framework for term research and 

then complete them as information is gathered (or when time allows). Making a field 

required would ensure that essential fields are filled in upon creating a new record, yet it 

would limit the possibility of creating preliminary records and completing them later. 

Still, the flexibility of the software allows users to customize this option, i.e. make fields 

mandatory or optional according to their preferences. 

Once the number and type of fields were selected, the amount and format of 

information to be stored was determined. Most fields in term records contain text, so 

Text fields were used in most cases. Since the Text data type in MS Access only allows 

up to 255 characters, the fields for definitions and contexts were defined as Memo fields, 

which allows longer text, so as to ensure that enough space is available for definitions 

and contexts. Term and synonyms/variants fields were limited to 100 characters of text. 

This limit was estimated to be sufficient considering the mean length of terms in English 

and French, which are the working languages of the database. Nevertheless, this feature, 

like others, is also customizable to accommodate the storage of longer or shorter terms. 

The fields for subject field and term type are bound to include information which 

is common to several term records. As mentioned above, MS Access allows users to 

store information that recurs in more than one field, record or object in a separate table 

that can be called upon as required, rather than repeating information. Taking advantage 

of this function, two auxiliary tables ("Subjectfields" and "Term types") were created to 
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store the information to be entered in the corresponding fields in the term record. Thus, 

when users are entering information in these two fields in the main table {Term Record 

Template), they can pick their choice from the corresponding list. They can also edit the 

tables to add, remove or modify their content. 

Even though queries offer more advanced searching functions, and forms and 

reports are used to create more user-friendly interfaces to store and retrieve information, 

it is also possible to use tables directly for storage and display/retrieval purposes. This 

can be done by simply opening the table in "Datasheet View".34 The table display can be 

customized to show/hide fields - e.g. to display or print only the fields a user needs for a 

specific task, to sort according to fields or to change the order of fields without 

modifying content. Resizing cells, columns and/or rows is also possible in the same way 

as in a table in a word processor or a spreadsheet. The find function (CTRL+F) can be 

used to search within a field or the entire table to look for matches in the whole field (e.g. 

an exact term), at the start of the field (e.g. the beginning of a term), or any part of the 

i c 

field (e.g. a part of a term in any position). Wildcard characters can be used as well to 

allow for variations in form and/or partial matching. Finally, the table can be printed in 

its original or customized form. 

The functions of a DBMS such as MS Access nevertheless go well beyond these 

basic display and searching features. Much of the value of using a DBMS lies in the 

more advanced features available for entering, displaying, searching and exporting 

information. These will be described in the next sections. 

33 The forms that facilitate access to these tables will be explained in Section 4.4. 
4 In MS Access, tables can be opened in 'Datasheet View' to access their content, or in 'Design View' to 

modify their structure and features. 
5 An asterisk (*) for any set of characters, and a question mark (?) for any single character. 
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4.2. Queries 

MS Access offers advanced search functions structured within queries which can be 

defined, saved, and run multiple times without having to re-design. Queries can be 

designed to search within one or multiple fields for one or more criteria, and to specify 

which fields are to be displayed in search results and in what order. 

The query that was created in the sample database allows searching for keywords 

within single or multiple fields. It should be noted that this query only allows the use of 

an AND operator among multiple fields. This means that if search strings are entered in 

multiple fields, the query will search for matches in all of those fields. For example, 

when we search for the keyword "transmission" within the English definition field, and 

the keyword "localisation" within the French synonyms field, the matching record is the 

following, where matches are found in both fields: 

GPS 1GPS 

Electronics _»] Edit subject fields | 

jAcronym ~ T ] Edit term twos 1 

I nglish 
lunlexl 

The NAVSTAR Global Positioning System 
(GPS) is a constellation of twenty-four satellites 
n 12-hour orbits at an altitude of 20,183 km. 

(-nglish 
Synonyms 
.Variants 

llglobal positioning system 

Le GPS est un systeme de geodesie spatiale 
permettantle positionnementd'un grand nombre 
de sites mondiaux en trois dimensions (latitude, 
longitude, altitude) ainsi que la mesure du temps. 

A navigation system based on the transmission 
of signals from satellites provided and 
maintained by the United States of America and 
available to civil aviation users. 

Hcnch 
Synonyms 
Variants 

licnch 
Ik'tiiiilion 

systeme mondial de localisation 

Systeme de navigation base sur la transmission 
de signaux a partir de satellites fournis et 
entretenus par les Etats-Unis dAmerique et mis a 
la disposition de I'aviation civile. 

•ffKHJB2u;n4;2u09 Me 

Figure 6 - Search example 
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This feature helps users look for specific records by specifying keywords in 

multiple fields, or for example specifying the term type AND the subject field to retrieve 

a specific list of terms. Nevertheless, it must be acknowledged that not having the option 

to use an OR operator among fields limits more generic searching capabilities. Still, the 

OR operator can be used when searching for a single search string in multiple fields, and 

this has to be built in the query for the specific fields in which that single search string is 

going to be sought. This feature was used for the term and synonyms/variants fields. 

Since synonyms and variants are stored separately from the preferred terms, the query 

was designed to search for matches within either of the fields when a keyword is entered 

for one of them. For example, when we search for the search string digicam in the 

English term field, even though the word digicam is stored in the English 

synonyms/variants field, our results display the corresponding record for digital camera 

(see Figure 7). In the same way, for example, if we searched for appareil photo 

numerique in the synonyms/variants field, the record would be retrieved even though that 

exact search string is stored in the term field. 
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jdiqital camera jappareil photo numerique 

gRegular 

When digital cameras became common, a 
question many photographers asked was 
whether their film cameras could be converted 
to digital. 

Synonyms 
iVananls 

digicam 

A photographic camera that uses a digital 
imaging chip to capture and record image data 
in digital form on an onboard memory block, 
removable memory card (subsequently 
uploaded to a computer), or directly connected 
computer. 

mgiHMl20/04f2009 sffli«e 

fgjJEIectronics _ j Edit subject fields 1 

* | Edit term tunes 

licnch,.-... 
Synonyms 

Je fais mes prises de vue avec cet appareil photo 
numerique dans le cadre de mon travail de 
photographe pour sa maniabilite et sa qualite. 

appareil photographique numerique; APN 

Appareil-photo comportantune puce a imagerie 
numerique pour la saisie et I'enregistrement 
d'images sous forme numerique dans un bloc de 
memoire integre ou dans une carte de memoire 
amovible (avec telechargementulterieur vers un 
ordinateur) ou par branchement direct sur un 
ordinateur. 

Figure 7 - Search example (2) 

This feature enables users to search for terms rapidly and easily within both 

fields, while still being able to benefit from the potential advantages of storing the 

preferred terms and their synonyms/variants in separate fields, such as being able to 

distinguish the preferred form of the term, or being able to store multiple 

synonyms/variants. 

The search form interface which facilitates the use of the query and presents two 

options to display results (basic and advanced) will be explained in Section 4.4. 

4.3. Reports 

Reports can be used for designing various printout options with all or a selection of the 

fields in tables or queries (see section 3.3.4 for the discussion of input and output 

formats). Two report formats were created as samples: "Glossary format" and "Print 

format" - both with English-French and French-English versions. 
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Unlike tables, queries and forms which can be used both for input and output, 

reports are only usable for output. In other words, they cannot be used to edit or enter 

data. Furthermore, they do not offer search functions. Therefore, we can say that they are 

only useful for printouts, which nevertheless still seem to constitute a preferred medium 

among interpreters for consulting terminological information. Hence, reports also have 

the potential to act as a bridge between paper and electronic use. Interpreters can use the 

database to print bilingual glossaries, with which they are already familiar. As they get 

used to using the database, they might come to appreciate the ease of consulting data in 

less constrained formats with more interactive features, and eventually benefit more from 

the flexibility of the software to use the database in a way to suit their individual 

practices and needs. 

The "Glossary format" is based on the idea of a bilingual glossary, which is a 

popular method of recording and consulting terminology among interpreters, as 

mentioned in literature (Jones 2002: 8; Kalina 2007: 118) and indicated in survey 

responses (Section 3.2.1), and displays term equivalents organized according to subject 

field (and sorted alphabetically within subject fields) (Figure 8). The "Print format" 

organizes the records according to subject fields and includes term equivalents, contexts 

and synonyms (Figure 9) (fields chosen based on the fields interpreters indicated 

consulting the most, as described in Table 7 - p. 70), and filtered further due to space 

limitations on paper, since, as mentioned above, reports are useful for printout only. 

Users can also design and create their own reports according to their own preferences. 
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Subject field Electronics 

English Term 

GPS 

digital camera 

Subject field Government 

Enyfish Term 

HRSDC 

French Term 

GPS 

appareil photo numerique 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ nl , 
French Term 

RHDCC 

Figure 8 - Glossary format (En-Fr) 

Subject field Electronics 

French Term English Term 

GPS GPS 

appareil photo digital camera 
numenque 

French Context 

l_e GPS est un 
systeme de 
geodesie spatiale 
permettant le 
posltionnement d'un 
grand nombre de 
sites mondiaux en 
trois dimensions 
(latitude, longitude, 
altitude) ainsi que la 
mesure du temps. 

Je fais mes prises 
devue avec cet 
appareil photo 
numerique dansle 
cadre de mon travail 
de photographe pour 
sa maniabilite et sa 
qualite. 

Engisn Context 

The MAVSTAR 
Global Positioning 
System (GPS) is a 
constellation of 
twenty-four satellites 
in 12-hour orbits at 
an altitude of 20,183 
km. 

When digital 
cameras became 
common, a question 
many photographers 
asked was whether 
their film cameras 
could be converted 
to digital. 

French Synonyms/Variants 

systeme mondial de 
localisation 

appareil photographique 
numerique; APN 

Engisn Synonyms/Variants 

global positioning system 

digicam 

Figure 9 - Print format (Fr-En) 

4.4. Forms 

The interface consists of seven main forms that are designed to facilitate users' 

interaction with the database: the main form, which is the primary interface, i.e. the main 

menu of the database; the basic form, which displays basic terminological information, 

based on the idea of a bilingual glossary; the advanced form, which displays all 

terminological information stored in the database; the search form, which allows users to 

search by entering information in one or more of the fields; the subject fields list form, 

which allows users to customize the list of subject fields used in the database; the term 
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types list form, which allows users to customize the list of term types stored in the 

database; and the print form which provides access to the reports designed for print-out. 

The main form was created in order to facilitate navigation within the database. 

With the help of this form, which is automatically displayed upon opening the database 

file, users can access features and functions of the database by clicking on the 

corresponding buttons on the form, instead of having to navigate through MS Access 

menus (see Figure 10 below). 

•.V;-M î3 îuij;̂ ;v^v"::.;;x
:''-\..̂ ;':;;. 

:B^ic display] |;-ySc^vY MSiS 

Advanced display p 15 

Search \:i£':l 'x#BY\Yf>js 

Subject fields list | 

Term types list Ijl.iSi.^r^Q,-,:. ;lvi; 

Print... |^S:iKS?:-v''-.'-• 

•':-.' Grealei^bvBaris BiJgen 
;./• Y : ;][JiJ^rsi^o£-'0it9wa''•:;.•';:*;: 

Figure 10 - Main form 

Figure 11 shows the basic form with two sample records, which (like the glossary 

format report) is also based on the idea of a bilingual glossary, and displays the fields for 
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term equivalents, subject field, term type, and grammatical gender. As mentioned before, 

none of the fields are required to be completed for a record to be created. Therefore, 

users can fill in whichever field(s) they wish in order to create a record, and then 

complete it at another time using either the basic or the advanced form (depending on the 

type(s) of information they want to enter). This interface might prove useful in contexts 

where interpreters are more concerned about being able to store or retrieve essential 

information quickly than about storing or retrieving extensive terminological 

information. The form also includes buttons marked with " + / - " under the term type 

and subject field columns, that take users to the forms where they can edit the subject 

field and term type lists. 

B^BI i ^ a tiSME mm:m m:m 
• HRSDC |<* 

Act to Abolish the Amusement Surtax 

|Acronym » | [Government - j 

(Title - j |Law - | 

' 

RHDCC 

Loi supprimant la surtaxe sur les 
divertissements 

Imascs "1 NK| 

[fem.s. - J _•»*] 

Figure 11 - Basic form 

The advanced form displays all the fields in the sample template in order of 

importance based on interpreters' priorities for storage identified through their responses 

to the relevant questions in the survey (See Table 7 - p. 70). As in the basic form, users 

can fill in the fields they want, and leave others blank temporarily (or permanently). 

They can use the buttons next to the subject field and term type drop-down menus in 

order to edit these lists. 

Although primarily designed for input, the basic and advanced forms can also be 

used for editing and output, i.e. for on-screen display or for printing. The forms can be 

printed in the same way as they are displayed on screen. As in the tables, the find 
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function (CTRL+F) can be used to search for exact or partial matches within fields, with 

or without wildcards. In each display, an empty record (marked with an asterisk) allows 

for easy addition of new entries. (This record can be accessed by scrolling down to the 

end of the list in the basic form, or by simply clicking the button marked with an arrow 

and an asterisk at the bottom of the form window). Existing records can be modified 

directly in the display or deleted by clicking on the trash can icon at the bottom left 

corner of the advanced form, or on the delete button that appears next to each record in 

the basic form. 

Le litige flit debattu en cour el un precedent 
jurisprudentiel fut etabli lorsque les chefs 
gagnerentleur cause. 

French 
Synonyms 

(precedent jurisprudentiel; arret qui fait 
(jurisprudence 

1A previous judicial decision considered as a 
jsource of law in a later case. 

Soit une decision administrative, soit une 
decision juridictionnelle (precedent 
jurisprudentiel) qui peut avoir, selon les 
systemes juridiques, valeur d'exemple, autorite 
de fait ou caractere obligatoire («stare 
decisis*). 

20/04/2009] a m q i M P 

Record: l< j •< \\ f • ] H | » * | of 6 

Figure 12 - Advanced form 

The advanced form functions in the same way as the basic form in terms of 

searching, printing and entering information. One difference between the two is that the 

advanced form displays all the information stored in the main table ("Term Record 

Template"). Another difference in this form's display is that it does not display records 
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in a list, but rather one record per page. The record navigation bar at the bottom of the 

form window can be used to navigate through existing records and to create new records. 

Figure 12 (above) shows one of the sample records in the database displayed in the 

advanced form.3 

Users can customize the lists of choices for the subject fields and term types 

fields by using the subject fields list and term types list forms. These lists correspond to 

the lists of choices displayed in the drop-down menus for the corresponding fields. Users 

can add new choices, or delete or modify existing ones using these forms (see Figure 13 

and Figure 14). 

Term lyprcs 

• 

* 

Acronym •SSj 

Regular > X | 

Title mj 

-j*] 

• 

* 

Subject 1 lelcls 

Economy 

Electronics 

General 

Government 

Health 

Law 

-m 
m 
m 
m 
m. 
m 
m\ 

Figure 13 - Term types Figure 14 - Subject fields 

' The basic and advanced interfaces were designed in line with Guideline 4, discussed in section 3.3.4. 
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The search form (see Figure 15) was created to facilitate searching within the 

database by offering a more user-friendly interface for the query than the primary Access 

query interface. Users can enter search strings in a single field or in multiple fields to 

search within corresponding fields. As explained in Section 4.2, the query uses the AND 

operator when searching within multiple fields, i.e. will search for matches in every field 

where users enter keywords for searching, as opposed to searching for a match in one OR 

many fields. The search strings entered in term and/or synonyms/variants fields will be 

sought in either field, to facilitate searching for preferred or secondary versions of terms 

(also explained in Section 4.2). Search results can be displayed in a basic format by 

clicking on the "Search: Basic display" button, or in an advanced format by clicking on 

the "Search: Advanced display" button. These options were created in order to provide 

standardized basic and advanced displays, similar to the basic and advanced forms. To 

clear the text boxes for a new search, users can click on the "New Search (Clear Form)" 

button.37 

37 The only macro used in the database was created for this button, in order to run a sequence to close and 
re-open the search form for a new search. 
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English term: 

French term: 

Subject field: 

Term Type: 

Keyword in 
English context: 

Keyword in 
French context: 

Keyword for English 
variants/synonyms: 

Keyword for French 

variants/synonyms: 

Keyword for English 
definition: 

Keyword for French 
definiton: 

I* 

J* 

1* 

i* 

1* 

1* 

1* 

1* 

1* 

1* 

jd 

^J 
Search: 

Basic display 

Search: 
Advanced display 

New Search 
(Clear Form) 

Figure 15 - Search form 

Finally, the print form provides access to the reports that were designed for print­

out, as explained in Section 4.3. 

To sum up, the basic and advanced display options are based on the idea that the 

type and amount of information interpreters need to display, search and consult differs 

according to the situation (or the stage of interpreting work - before, during, or after a 

conference), as discussed in section 3.2.2 and also 3.3.4. They were created in order to 

provide two standardized ways to display term records. Hence, the basic option is aimed 

to provide users with the option to display the most essential information in a simplified 

format, for situations when time constraints are in effect, especially during conferences 

(see Table 3 - p. 60). The advanced option, on the other hand, provides the option to 

display all term record fields which survey respondents reported using the most, as 

discussed in section 3.2.1. This option is estimated to be the most useful for use before 
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conferences, which is the stage most survey respondents indicated consulting all 

information stored in term records (see Table 3 - p. 60). Both options can be used for 

storing, editing/updating, displaying, searching and consulting terminological 

information on screen, as well as for print-outs. 
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CONCLUSION 

In line with our initial research questions and objectives, this study has reaffirmed the 

important role of terminology management within the workflow of conference 

interpreters, with 100% of the interpreters who participated in the survey saying that they 

systematically do terminological research. 

The results of the survey confirmed the hypothesis that conventional methods still 

prevail over the use of computerized methods of terminology management among 

interpreters participating in the study. It was observed that respondents had no or little 

experience with terminology management software. Those who were among the minority 

of respondents with some experience with such software were most dissatisfied with the 

money and time they had to invest in them, and their overall experience was mediocre. 

Interpreters' responses in the survey confirmed that their specific needs and 

practices can be better accommodated by an interpreting-specific tool. Respondents 

indicated that their priorities are different from those identified in terminology literature 

(e.g. Dubuc 2002, Pavel & Nolet 2001) in terms of terminological information stored, 

and the way in which term records are structured, as discussed in section 3.2.1. Their 

responses also showed that the way they retrieve terminological information is context-

specific, and that there is also a significant variation among individual interpreters, as 

discussed in section 3.2.2. These factors led us to conclude that interpreters' terminology 

management needs can be better met by a tool which is flexible enough to accommodate 

individual preferences as well as context-specific variations, and which is cost-effective. 

First of all, existing terminology tools impose restrictions, for example on the type and 

organization of, and the methods of access to the information that is stored by the user. 

91 



However, flexibility is of utmost importance to interpreters due to the variation of their 

context-specific terminology management practices, and on their individual preferences 

regarding the storage, organization and retrieval of terminological information. Second, 

the priority of cost-effectiveness is evident due to the lack of advanced interpreting-

specific software. Basic interpreting-specific tools (e.g. Interplex and InterpretBank, 

described in section 1.2.2.2), while offering free and easy-to-use interfaces for 

terminology management, do not seem to go much further than helping the creation and 

management of basic bilingual glossaries. Moreover, the cost of the more advanced 

commercial tools developed primarily for other language professionals (as explained in 

section 1.2.2.1) leads interpreters as a distinct user group to question whether it is worth 

investing time and money in a product that does not specifically target their professional 

profile. It can also be observed that most interpreters are open to using computers for 

interpreting purposes, and this means that they constitute a potential market for software 

developers. 

The guidelines established in Section 3.3 were followed in the design of the 

sample terminology database using Microsoft Access. These guidelines constitute the 

generic framework not only for the suggestions within this study, but also potentially for 

software development for interpreters. The sample database is suggested as a basic 

demonstration of how these guidelines can be implemented and of the potential in using 

DBMS for terminology management for interpreters. 

Assessment of the Survey 

Administering the survey online proved to be a success, easily reaching the estimated 

response rate - based on response rates in similar recent studies (Dillon & Fraser 2004; 
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Fulford & Granell-Zafra 2005; Mclnnis & Takla 2005; ATIO 2007). This response rate 

provided representative data suitable for use within the scope and limitations of this 

study. The sample group CACI is representative of the interpreting community in 

Canada, yet a worldwide survey (e.g. a survey distributed through the international AIIC 

network) would certainly provide a global insight into the interpreting community. 

Regarding certain questions in the survey for which applicability depended on a 

certain response to another question, an alternative method to filtering responses 

afterwards could have been restricting access to those questions using the skip logic 

function available in Survey Monkey. This would mean that only those respondents who 

responded in that certain way would see the questions that apply to them. This could 

have saved time both for respondents for which the question did not apply; and for 

investigators at the analysis stage since they would not have to filter responses. 

Regarding question three (3), which asked about respondents' professional 

affiliation, the following should be noted as a minor error in adapting the survey to the 

Survey Monkey interface. Even though the question was initially designed as a multiple-

choice multiple-answer question, it was defined as multiple-choice single-answer as it 

was being adapted to the Survey Monkey interface. This resulted in respondents not 

being able to choose multiple professional affiliations. Nevertheless, the question offered 

an additional field where respondents had the chance to indicate other affiliations, and 

some of them did indicate that they had multiple affiliations. This error was taken into 

consideration in the analysis. The question was part of the set of questions that aimed to 

gather initial information on the professional profile of respondents, as explained in 

Section 2.1, and thus was not crucial in establishing the guidelines (Section 3.3) or 

designing the sample database (Chapter 4) presented within this study. 
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Assessment of the Database 

The first advantage of using the terminology database presented in Chapter 4 is its cost, 

especially compared to commercial terminology management software discussed in 

section 1.2.2.1. Assuming that the user has Microsoft Access on a computer, the database 

file can be distributed and shared at no cost. Considering the importance of financial 

costs in defining interpreters' experience with terminology management tools, this aspect 

constitutes a strong point in arguing in favour of the use of generic DBMS for 

terminology management for interpreters. It is also possible to adapt this database to 

open source software (e.g. the OpenOffice Suite), which would mean that there would be 

no financial cost involved with the use of the database whatsoever (Guideline 7, 

discussed in section 3.3.6). 

In line with the guidelines established within this study, this tool can be used to 

work with bilingual and/or multilingual terminology (Guideline 1, discussed in section 

3.3.1). The sample database was created only in bilingual format, with English and 

French as its working languages. It can be modified to work with any language pair, by 

editing the Microsoft Access objects - tables, queries, forms and reports. It can also be 

adapted to accommodate multilingual terminology, although this issue is not within the 

scope of this thesis which aims to provide a starting point showing the potential use of 

DBMS in this context. This would require some modification in the database structure, 

since a single main table where terminological information is stored would no longer 

suffice. Each language would require its own main table, i.e. term record template. 

Relations would then have to be defined between these tables so that, for example, term 

records for equivalents in each language are connected to each other. 
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This possibility also points to another strength for this tool: flexibility, which 

constitutes an advantage compared to both commercial terminology tools (discussed in 

section 1.2.2.1) and terminology tools for interpreters (discussed in section 1.2.2.2). 

Everything from structure to content and functions can be customized. The sample 

database also accommodates different term types, and allows users to organize terms 

accordingly (Guideline 2, discussed in section 3.3.2). The sample list of term types can 

be customized to suit the working context of any interpreter. The sample term record 

template includes the most frequently stored and consulted term record fields, and it is 

also easily customizable (Guideline 3, discussed in section 3.3.1). The sample database 

includes pre-designed input and output formats to suit different working contexts 

(Guideline 4, discussed in section 3.3.4). It is also possible to customize existing formats, 

or add new ones to suit individual needs. The possibility to work with more advanced 

terminological information is another advantage compared to other terminology tools for 

interpreters (discussed in section 1.2.2.2). 

A long-term benefit of using a sample database with a consistent structure is that 

once information starts accumulating within the framework of a shared database 

structure, it can also be shared among users. 

An important criterion for interpreters in defining their experience with such tools 

is the time required to learn how to use the tool and the ease of using it - in other words, 

user-friendliness. It is true that MS Access has functions that may not be highly relevant 

to interpreters and which might therefore be confusing for them. However, the sample 

terminology database aims to circumvent irrelevant functions and present users with the 

most relevant ones, and show them simpler ways of using and customizing the database 

to suit their needs. In doing so, the objective is to make it easier and faster for the users 
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to use this tool (Guideline 6, discussed in section 3.3.6). It should be noted, however, that 

even though the flexibility of the software allows customization, users have to be 

somewhat familiar with Microsoft Access to be able to adapt database objects such as 

term record templates, searches and forms to their individual preferences, to use with 

other language pairs, or to extend to a multilingual database. 

One of the drawbacks of using DBMS for terminology management for 

interpreters, although not crucial, is the lack of a rapid search function, such as predictive 

typing, to facilitate and accelerate searching in the booth in the course of interpretation 

(Guideline 5, discussed in section 3.3.5). 

Generic DBMS, and MS Access in this case, present promising potential with 

their flexibility and the possibility of customization. However, since such software is not 

designed specifically for this kind of use, the functions that are available are quite 

limited. Basically, they can be used for the storage, management and retrieval of 

terminological information, but they do not offer the possibility of integrating functions 

that can be useful in preceding stages in terminology research, such as automatic term 

extraction or integration with concordancers to automate the process of searching for 

T O 

contexts. In other words, generic DBMS is useful after terminological information is 

gathered - for storage, organization and retrieval purposes. 

It can be concluded that the basic demonstration of how DBMS can be used by 

interpreters for terminology management through the sample database indicates that such 

Although generic DBMS cannot be fully integrated with such functions, it still offers the potential to 
import the output of other tools. For example, a candidate term list generated by a term extractor can be 
imported into existing tables in a database as long as the term extractor provides output in table format; or 
the user can convert the candidate term list into a table. The user would also have to ensure that the content 
and formatting of the table is suitable for importing. 
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software suits most of the guidelines for terminology tools for interpreters established in 

Chapter 3, and its cost and flexibility in particular are factors that support this argument. 

Suggestions for Further Research 

The sample database suggested within this study was developed based on the analysis of 

responses given by interpreters participating in the survey, and on the generic guidelines 

established in the light of this analysis. It is presented as a basic demonstration of how 

DBMS provides an alternative method of terminology management that could be cost-

effective and efficient for interpreters. The flexibility of the software leaves a lot of room 

for customization and enhancement of the database. The initial version suggested in this 

study can be tested in the future with a sample group of users (e.g. training interpreters) 

and modified in the light of their feedback in order to provide even more user-friendly 

and/or advanced features and functions. 

As mentioned in the Introduction, software development is outside the scope of 

this study. However, the data gathered through the survey, the guidelines established in 

the light of this data, and some features and functions of DBMS that are useful for 

interpreters may provide a starting point for the development of interpreting-specific 

software. It should be acknowledged that the first concern in such an endeavour would 

be financial. In other words, developers would be questioning whether it is a profitable 

investment to target interpreters as a potential market. This study reaffirms that 

interpreters do feel the need to benefit from the potential offered by computer use in their 

domain, and that most of them are open to the idea. Yet, so far they have not been able to 

do so due to various reasons. There is no doubt that this domain could be explored 

further, both from the marketers' point of view (e.g. through a market survey), and from 
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the interpreters' point of view. With the technology that is available today, it is possible 

to go beyond the boundaries of existing terminology tools to create an interpreting-

specific tool that could have a range of features from automatic recognition of term types 

to optical character recognition or speech recognition for easier and faster data input, for 

example. 

As observed in the analysis of responses in the survey, computer use is still quite 

limited among interpreters, both in terms of the percentage of interpreters using 

computers for terminology management, and in terms of the functions for which they use 

it. Just as in any other field where technology has recently come to play an important 

role, this lack of experience can be dealt with through training, e.g. integrating training 

on terminology tools within documentation and terminology courses in interpreter 

training programs, or in the form of training seminars organized for interpreters. Of 

course, the issue of integrating technology in training programs has numerous challenges 

of its own, such as finding and training trainers, choosing the right tools and obtaining 

the necessary budget for an additional component, which have been discussed by 

Bowker and Marshman (2009). 

Concluding Remarks 

This study was inspired by the lack of up-to-date research on interpreting and 

terminology, specifically examining terminology within the context of interpreting. The 

initial objectives, which were investigating terminology management needs and practices 

of interpreters, comparing them to practices in translation-focused terminology, and 

suggesting practical solutions to suit interpreting-specific needs and practices, have been 

met thanks to the insight provided by professional interpreters participating in the survey 
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conducted within this study. The sample database presented within this study has the 

potential to be developed further to serve even more advanced purposes and to be shared 

among the interpreting community to allow and facilitate sharing and accumulation of 

information. The guidelines suggested in this study can be used as a starting point for the 

framework of any kind of terminology tool to be developed specifically for interpreters. 

Just like the many doors that this project opened for us, which may lead to 

potential advances in the field of interpreting and terminology, a genuinely novel 

terminology tool designed for interpreters is likely to reveal many new paths to be 

explored. The major challenge above all is to keep up with the increasing pace of 

innovations, and ideally, to be part of them. 
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Baris Bilgeri-InVestigating Terminology Management for Conference 

This survey is part of a master's thesis project with the working title "Investigating Terminology Management for 
Conference Interpreters". The objective is to reach an understanding of interpreters' terminology management 
practices; and to evaluate their needs, expectations and experience with terminology management and related 
tools. The project takes a user-oriented approach consulting the potential user group. The findings of the survey 
are expected to feed into the design of a term base template conceived with interpreters in mind. 

Participation in the survey is voluntary and absolutely anonymous. No specific personal information will be collected, 
and the information collected in the survey will only be used within the scope of this thesis project, and not for any 
commercial or other purpose. I t will take approximately 10 minutes to complete. 

Thank you very much! 

Baris Bilgen 
School of Translation and Interpretation 
University of Ottawa 

The first set of questions will give us information about your professional profile. 

1. I am a... 

f ) full-time interpreter. 

( J full-time translator/interpreter. 

(_J part-time interpreter. 

f j Other (please specify) 

2. How many years of professional experience do you have as a conference 
interpreter? 

r ) 0-4 years 

f j 5-9 years 

( j 10 years or more 

3. What is/are your professional affiliation(s)? 

Q AIIC 

Q ATIO/OTTIAQ 

f j Government of Canada 

Q Other(s) 
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4. Please indicate the proportion of each task (translation and interpretation) in your 
overall workload. 

( j I do not do any translation work. 

( j I do more interpreting than translating. 

( ) My workload is almost equally divided between translating and interpreting. 

( ) I do more translating than interpreting. 

Additional comments 

The five (5) following questions will help us understand your basic terminology-related workload regarding storage of 
terminological data. 

5. What type(s) of terminology do you work with? 

Monolingual 

Bilingual 

Multilingual 

6. Do you systematically record terminology before a conference? 

C ) Always or almost always 

Q Often 

C~J Sometimes 

f ) Not very often 

f ) Never or almost never 

7. Where do you store terminological data? (Choose all that apply.) 

Paper (glossaries, notebooks, etc.) 

Computer - Word Processors / Spreadsheets 

I I Computer - Database Management Software 

I Computer - Terminology Management Software 

Other (please specify) 
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8. What kind of terminological units do you store? (Choose ali t ha t apply.) 

I I Terms 

I I Acronyms/abbreviat ions 

I Proper nouns (people 's names, toponoyms, official t i t les, etc.) 

Program or project names, t it les of Acts of Parliament or official reports, etc. 

Names of governmenta l or organizat ional bodies 

| | Other(s) 

9. What kind of information do you store? (Rate from 1 to 10 according to 
importance with 1 as the least important and 10 as the most important, or 0 as 
irrelevant/not stored.) 

SQUrce/Xajget^Language 

' leq'uiyalerit^v^! 

Source (bibl iographical) 

Grammatical in format ion 

Usage (geographic, 

semantic, sociol inguist ic. 
tempora l , f requency, etc.) 

Context 

Subject field 

Synonyms/Var iants 

Definit ion 

Phraseology/Col locates 

Other 

(please specify) 

r\w;^.»-^rv 

0 

.o 
6 
0 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

1 

o 
"o 
"O 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

;-;-^l 

2 

o 
o 
0 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

3 

o 
o 
0 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

4 

o 
"o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

5 

o 
o 
0 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

6 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

7 

o 
"o 
0" 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

8 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

9 

o 
0 
o 
"O 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

10 

o 
o 
o 
o 
a 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

•«^ffi£& 
The following tables will help us understand your basic terminology retrieval practices. 
Please indicate how you retrieve terminological data in each stage (before a conference, during a conference, and 
after a conference) by checking the boxes which apply to you. 

During After 

• • 

10. Display: 

On-screen display 

Printouts 

Before 

• • ^ • • O ' • 
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£ 1 . Search: 

Manual jsfearchirrg/ V 

sprtrrVg, fijterihg :.: ;: 
Automated searching, 

sorting, filtering 

12. Consult: 

^Co^s;jjit;;W(i;-th6^^;sV^-i 

jrifdrmation :storeid ,\hQ 

•term rScordsvtj\-;S:>i:-H';' 

Consult selected 

information from term 

records* 

Before 

• 
• 

Before 

D 

"0" 

During 

• 

During 

D 

After 

Q 

After 

13. * I f you consult selected information from term records in a certain stage, please 
specify the fields you need to consult in each stage by checking the boxes which 
apply. 

Before During After 

Stfurce/terg^tUahguag^ |?fli^^#i%S' ;\'^^SpS^^?i;: ; I I I I 

_:^.,.i:.:o:...;_..v:!^ d " " n 
Grarnrhaticaiviriforrnation-''•"•• W--V.-..-. = \ i . . . . • ; " • - " ^V\vC '••V.~:~- :•'•-,',-- I I 

Usage (geographic, I I I I I I 

semantic, sociolinguistic, 

temporal, frequency, 

^quiyaieritsjf :;Hxiv £;^:^ 

Source (bibliographical) 

etc.) 

Context 

Subject field 

Synonyms and/or 

Variants 

Definition 

Phraseology/Col locates 

Other(s) 

(please specify) 

• • • 
• • • 

1 1 

• 
n 
• 

o n o 
n o 
0" 

•&®*g*£ 
" S Y C 

The two (2) following questions will give us an idea about your attitude towards the use of computers in the booth. 
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14. How do you feel about the use of computers in the booth? 

f ) I have no objection, and I use one myself. 

f ) I have no objection, but I do not use one myself. 

f ) I prefer that computers not be used in the booth. 

( J I have no opinion. 

Additional comments 

15. I f you use a computer in the booth; do you use it: 

as you interpret to look up terms/other information online 

I as your colleague interprets to look up terms/other information in your documents, 

during breaks 

I at other moments 

for other purposes 

If you have checked "at other moments" and/or "for other purposes", please specify: 

term bases, etc. 

to store acquired information and/or terms in your 

computer 

The following questions will help us gather information about your experience with terminology management tools. 

16. What is your experience with terminology management software? 

( ) I use/have used terminology management software. 

f j I have never been interested in terminology management software. 

(_ ) I have looked into some, but decided not to use them. 

Q Other 

17. Do you know of any terminology management systems that are designed or 
marketed specifically for interpreters? I f so, which ones? 
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18. I f applicable, how satisfied are you with the following characteristics of any 
terminology management tools you have explored/used? 

•Price1'.;'-./. •'///•';r; XI ••//•/• 

Accessibil i ty/ Availabil ity 

Usfejvfnfendljhess:- ' '•• ii'jS ;}•;;; 

Time required to learn 

how to use the tool 

Ti.rrie- required/ to input '>• 

datat;.;/: ^ v / ' / •''::'-\-r:^'':' 
Flexibi l i ty of te rm base 

structures 

Avai labi l i ty of output : ' : , / /". 

forma ts 16 Su i t my he ed s .: 

Ease of designing ou tpu t 

fo rmats 

J f n i e t e q u j r e d to generate v 

pUtpUt •';-•;' KV: ; f ; - ' / /K* / : 

Other (please specify) 

Very satisfied 

mam 
o 

mem 
o 

mam-

mom< 

Somewhat 

satisf ied 

Mom o mm o 
soi 
mam 
6 

ma^m 
0 

Neither satisfied 

nor dissatisfied 

o o o o 
o 
6 
a 
o 
a 

Somewhat 

dissatisf ied 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
6 
6 
o 

Very dissatisfied 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Unable to 

evaluate 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
Q 

19. Please add any further comments, suggestions, or contributions you wish to 
make. 
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Recruitment Text 

Are your terminology management needs being met? 

Are you a practicing conference interpreter? If so, we need your help! 

We are conducting a research project as part of an M.A. thesis in Translation at the 
University of Ottawa School of Translation and Interpretation, to identify conference 
interpreters' specific needs regarding terminology management. We would like to invite 
you to participate in this study. 

Q: Will it take long? 
A: No - only about 15 minutes of your time. 

Q: What do I have to do? 
A: Answer a short online survey about terminology management. 

Q: Do I have to give my name or contact details? 
A: No - you can remain completely anonymous. The survey will not ask you for any 
information that could identify you, and IP addresses will not be tracked. 

Q: What if I give the wrong answer for a question? 
A: There is no wrong answer. We want to know about YOUR needs. It doesn't matter 
how anyone else responds. Just give us your honest opinion. 

Q: What will the outcome of this project be? 
A: We hope to achieve a better understanding of the terminology needs of conference 
interpreters, and to reveal the various ways they constitute a unique group of terminology 
tool users. This understanding will also help us to design a term base template designed 
specially to meet the needs of conference interpreters. (Whether or not you participate, 
you may ask for a copy of the template when it is done by sending an e-mail to the M.A. 
candidate Baris Bilgen (bbilg072@uottawa.ca').) _ _ _ . . _ _ _ - - ' "l Formatted= Font color- Auto ) 

Q: Where can I find out more? 
A: You can contact researcher Mr. Baris Bilgen ('bbilg072@uottawa.ca'). research 
supervisor Professor Elizabeth Marshman (elizabeth.marshman@uottawa.ca'). or research 
co-supervisor Professor Annie Brisset (annie.brisset@uottawa.ca') for more information. 

Q: I'd like to participate - how do I start? 
A: Just go to this address to access the online survey! 
https://www.survevmonkev.com/s.aspx?sm=0JoJJoeAqlTvULT04 2f 2ftOQ 3d 3d 

Thank you for your time. YOU can make a difference in helping us to better understand 
and meet the terminology management needs of conference interpreters. 

mailto:bbilg072@uottawa.ca'
mailto:'bbilg072@uottawa.ca'
mailto:elizabeth.marshman@uottawa.ca'
mailto:annie.brisset@uottawa.ca'
https://www.survevmonkev.com/s.aspx?sm=0JoJJoeAqlTvULT04
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Letter of Information 

Title of the study: Investigating Terminology 
Conference Interpreters 

Management for 

Investigators: 
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Universited'Ottawa University of Ottawa 
Service de subventions de recherche et deontologie Research Grants and Ethics Services 

Ethics Approval Notice 

Principal Investigator(s) / 
Supervisor: 

Co-Investigator (s): 

File Number: 

Title of Research Project: 

Type of Project: 

Department and Institution: 

Research Ethics Board: 

Ethics Approval Date: 

Expiry Date: 

Documents Reviewed and Approved: 

Approval Granted: 

Special Conditions: 

Elizabeth Marshman (Co-supervisor) 
elizabeth.marshman(S),uottawa.ca 

Annie Brisset (Co-supervisor) 
abrisset(5)/uottawa.ca 

Baris Bilgen 
bbilg072(2),uottawa.ca 

#11-08-12 

Investigating Terminology Management for 
Conference Interpreters 

Master's thesis 

School of Translation and Interpretation 
Social Sciences and Humanities 
Chair: Dr. Peter Beyer 

January 28, 2009 

January 27, 2010 

Protocol 

la (Approval) 

This is to confirm that the University of Ottawa Research Ethics Board identified above, which operates 
in accordance with the Tri-Council Policy Statement and other applicable laws and regulations in Ontario, 
has examined and approved the application for ethical approval for the above named research project as 
of the Ethics Approval Date indicated above and subject to the conditions listed the section above entitled 
"Special Conditions". 

During the course of the study the protocol may not be modified without prior written approval from the 
REB except when necessary to remove subjects from immediate endangerment or when the 
modification(s) pertain to only administrative or logistical components of the study (e.g. change of 
telephone number). Investigators must also promptly alert the REB of any changes which increase the risk 
to participant(s), any changes which considerably affect the conduct of the project, all unanticipated and 
harmful events that occur, and new information that may negatively affect the conduct of the project and 
safety of the participant(s). Modifications to the project, information/consent documentation, and/or 
recruitment documentation, should be submitted to this office for approval using the "Modification to 
research project" form available at: http://www.rges.uottawa.ca/ethics/application dwn.asp 

550, rue Cumberland 
Ottawa (Ontario) KIN 6N5 Cart3da 

550 Cumberland Street 
Ottawa, Ontario KIN 6N5 Canada 

(613) 562-5841 • TOec./Fax (613) 562-5338 
http://www.uottawa.ca/scn'ices/researcl>./rge/index.html 

http://www.rges.uottawa.ca/ethics/application
http://www.uottawa.ca/scn'ices/researcl%3e./rge/index.html
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Universite d'Ottawa University of Ottawa 
Service de subventions de recherche et deontologie Research Grants and Ethics Services 

Please submit an annual status report to the Protocol Officer 4 weeks before the above-referenced expiry 
date to either close the file or request a renewal of ethics approval. This document can be found at: 
http://www.rges.uottawa.ca/ethics/application dwn.asp 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact the Ethics Office at extension 5841 or by e-
mail at ethics@uOttawa.ca. 

Leslie-Anne Barber 
Responsable de la deontologie en recherche 
Pour le President du CER en Sciences Sociales et Humanites 
Peter Beyer 

550, rue Cumberland 550 Cumberland Street 
Ottawa (Ontario) KIN 6N5 Canada Ottawa, Ontario KIN 6N5 Canada 

(613) 562-5841 •Telec./Fax (613) 562-5338 
http://v»^vw.uoiia\va.ca/serv'ices/researcK/rge/i!idex.html 

http://www.rges.uottawa.ca/ethics/application
mailto:ethics@uOttawa.ca
http://v�%5evw.uoiia/va.ca/serv'ices/researcK/rge/i!idex.html
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precedent 

Le litige fut debattu en cour et un precedent 
jurisprudentiel fut etabli lorsque les chefs 
gagnerentleur cause. 

Lnghsh 
Synonyms 
Valiants ' 
Lnqlish 
Definition 

ijudicial precedent; authoritative case 

|A previous judicial decision considered as a 
source of law in a later case. 

m 

I rcnch.. 
Synonyms* 
.Variants 

riencli-- . * 
Delimtion 

precedent jurisprudentiel; arret qui fait 
jurisprudence 

Soit une decision administrative, soit une 
decision juridictionnelle (precedent 
jurisprudentiel) qui peut avoir, selon les 
systemes juridiques, valeur d'exemple, autorite 
defaitou caractere obligatoire («stare 
decisis*). 

mm* 20/04/2009 Me 

Record: l< 1 * 1 • ' l>* |o f 6 

RHDCC 

Lnglish 
Synonyms 
.Vandiits 

l niilish 
nonunion 

w 
ppm 

IDepartment of Human Resources and Skills 
Development Canada 

liench 
Synonyms 
/Variants 

hrcrich 
Definition 

iministere des Ressources humaines et 
Developpement des competences 

20/04/2009 EIlfliMe" 

Record: H" « 2 • I H (»* [ of 6 
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Loi supprimant la surtaxe sur les 
divertissements 

I Record; H 1 •< 1 f 3* • 1 H ! • * ! of 6 

^ 55 
B^*^ ^ j l n h u m a n or Degrading Treatment or Punishment g 

I riqlish 
( orilnxl 

Convention contre la torture et autres peines ou 
[traitements cruels, inhumains ou degradants 

Edit subject fields 



appareil photo numerique 

When digital cameras became common, a 
question many photographers asked was 
whether their film cameras could be converted to 
digital. 

Je fais mes prises de vue avec cet appareil 
photo numerique dans le cadre de mon travail 
de photographe pour sa maniabilite et sa 
qualite. 

digicam 
Synonyms 
(Variants 
t nghsh 
Definition 

A photographic camera that uses a digital 
imaging chip to capture and record image data 
in digital form on an onboard memory block, 
removable memory card (subsequently 
uploaded to a computer), or directly connected 
computer. 

mam 20/04/20091 mmwiiMe 

l i c n r h 
synonyms 
Vdiidnts 

I rerun -
Definition 

appareil photographique numerique; APN 

Appareil-photo comportant une puce a 
imagerie numerique pour la saisie et 
I'enregistrement d'images sous forme 
numerique dans un bloc de memoire integre 
ou dans une carte de memoire amovible (avec 
telechargement ulterieurvers un ordinateur) ou 
par branchement direct sur un ordinateur. 

Record: l< j < 11 5 • I H 1 » * | of 6 

mmm GPS iUKS GPS 

Lnnlish 
Context 

Fnghsli 
Synoiryms 
Variants 

l nqiish 
llc-limtion 

teaH 

^f f lMaMBj lE lect ron ics - 1 Edit" subject fields | 

Edit term tunes I Acronym 

The NAVSTAR Global Positioning System (GPS) 
is a constellation of twenty-four satellites in 12-
hour orbits at an altitude of 20,183 km. 

(global positioning system 

A navigation system based on the transmission 
of signals from satellites provided and 
maintained by the United States of America and 
available to civil aviation users. 

20/04/20091 IWRHtWMe 

Record: H | < 1 f 6 • 1 H 1 » * | of 6 

riciich 
Context 

11ench 
Sytioiryins 
Variants 

f-rench 
riclimtion 

Le GPS est un systeme de geodesie spatiale 
permettant le positionnement d'un grand 
nombre de sites mondiaux en trois dimensions 
(latitude, longitude, altitude) ainsi que la 
mesure du temps. 

[systeme mondial de localisation 

Systeme de navigation base sur la 
transmission de signaux a partir de satellites 
fournis et entretenus par les Etats-Unis 
d'Amerique etmis a la disposition de I'aviation 
civile. 


