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Abstract: In this article, the first results of a large-scale survey on the use of technological bridging 

instruments in contexts of multilingual service provision will be presented. We will focus on answers 

given by respondents working as public service interpreters and translators, abbreviated as PSITs 

(N=188). No restriction was set on specific domains of public service in this study (e.g. education, 

health, etc.). The article focuses on the question how forms of prior training of PSITs relate to the 

frequency of use of technological tools in their professional practice, such as computer-assisted 

translation (CAT) technology, machine translation (MT) systems, Instant Messaging (IM) 

technology, video conferencing technology (VC), termbase management systems (TB), and 

combinations thereof. 

 

Keywords: Interpreting; PSIT; Survey; Translation; Technology. 

 

Resumen: En este artículo, presentaremos los resultados preliminares de un estudio a gran escala 

sobre el uso de instrumentos tecnológicos utilizados para facilitar la comunicación para la provisión 

de servicios en entornos multilingües. Nos centraremos en las respuestas proporcionadas por sujetos 

que trabajan como traductores e intérpretes en los servicios públicos (PSITs, por sus siglas en inglés, 

N=188). No se realizó ninguna distinción entre los distintos dominios de los servicios públicos para 

este estudio (por ejemplo, educación, salud, etc.) Pretendemos averiguar la influencia del tipo de 
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formación que los traductores e intérpretes han recibido sobre el uso de herramientas tecnológicas, 

como traducción asistida por ordenador, traducción automática, mensajería instantánea, 

videoconferencia y programas de gestión terminológica.   

 

Palabras clave: Interpretación; TISP; Encuesta; Traducción; Tecnología. 

 

1. Introduction  

 

Migration increases linguistic and cultural diversity worldwide. This growing trend towards 

superdiverse societies is accompanied by many important challenges. One of these challenges 

is to continue to ensure a high-quality public service as service providers are increasingly 

confronted with situations in which they need to communicate with end-users having different 

linguistic and cultural backgrounds. 

In this context of increasing multilingual service needs, specific communication 

strategies, external services or tools can be used to help overcome language barriers (Rillof, 

Van Praet and De Wilde, 2015; Rillof and Buysse, 2015; Kerremans, De Ryck et al., 2018). 

Examples of specific communication strategies are different forms of language use, such as the 

use of simple language, a lingua franca or the language of the person in need of help. External 

services include the use of public service interpreters and translators (PSITs). Tools used in 

multilingual service provision can range from the use of simple pictograms to the use of all 

kinds of communication-supporting technologies such as a wide range of mobile apps or 

multilingual (digital) resources (e.g. multilingual websites, glossaries, pre-translated 

documents, etc.). 

The focus in this article will be on technological solutions that function as so-called 

'bridging instruments' to facilitate communication in different settings of multilingual service 

provision (e.g. asylum, educational, health, legal or social settings). Today, in the middle of 

the technological era, an ever-increasing set of technological tools are available at workplaces, 

including public service provision settings (Cronin, 2013). However, based on findings from 

an earlier small-scale study into language and communication practices in the context of 

multilingual service provision in Brussels (Kerremans, De Ryck, et al. 2018) we hypothesise 

that the extent to which these tools are effectively used on a wider scale by public service 

providers and PSITs varies greatly and depends on each individual situation. Research is 

therefore needed to understand how technological tools can be effectively deployed in different 

(sometimes very particular) situations in support of multilingual service provision.  

This article is part of a research project in which a survey was conducted about 

technology use by public service providers and by PSITs worldwide. The focus in this study is 

on different types of technologies, such as computer-assisted translation (CAT) technology, 

Instant Messaging (IM) technology, machine translation (MT) systems, termbase management 

systems (TB) and video conferencing technology (VC). In this list, CAT technology is only 

developed for the specific target group of translators. CAT tools are systems that aid translators 

to edit and manage translations. These systems allow translated segments to be stored in a 

database – also known as a translation memory – so that these segments can be re-used 

whenever a translator needs to translate a similar segment or the same segment in a new text 

or in the same text. 

All other aforementioned technologies can be used for professional purposes by both 

translators and interpreters. Instant Messaging (IM) tools allow users to send real-time 

messages to one person or a group of persons. MT systems are systems that automatically 

translate written and/or spoken utterances from one language into the other. Termbase 

management systems (TB) are tools allowing users to create, update and store terminology in 

one or several languages, together with additional (optional) information, such as definitions, 
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grammatical information, example sentences, etc. Finally, video conferencing systems (VC) 

are systems allowing users to organise virtual meetings between persons in separate places. 

It should be noted that the category 'Computer Assisted Interpreting' (CAI) technology 

was not included in this survey. The term refers to the collection of tools that support 

interpreters, both in the preparatory phase and during interpretation (Fantinuoli 2017). These 

can be systems that support separate tasks in the interpreter’s workflow – such as systems for 

terminology management (Costa et al., 2014), for taking notes (Goldsmith, 2018) or for 

facilitating remote interpreting (Braun, 2015) – or integrated solutions (i.e. supporting different 

tasks). Some of these CAI tools – more specifically TB and VC – are covered in the survey. In 

addition to the tools already mentioned, respondents were also asked whether they were using 

any other tools for professional translation and/or interpreting purposes.  

Preliminary results collected from March until May 2018 were already reported in a first 

study by Kerremans, Cox et al. (2018). In the scope of this article we will base ourselves on 

data collected over a slightly longer period (i.e. from March to September 2018). For reasons 

of space, we will not be covering all the results of the study but limit ourselves to a discussion 

of results obtained from a group of 188 PSITs from different countries: Australia (102), 

Belgium (42), Canada (1), Denmark (1), France (2), Germany (1), Mexico (1), Myanmar (1), 

New Zealand (1), Paraguay (1), Spain (19), Sudan (2), Sweden (4), Thailand (1), The 

Netherlands (1), the UK (3) and finally the USA (5). Our focus will be on the relation between 

prior training of this group of respondents and the frequency of use of the aforementioned 

technologies (CAT, IM, MT, TB and VC) in their professional practice. The research is guided 

by the following research questions: 

 

 To what extent do PSITs make use of different technologies? 

 How did they learn to use these technologies? 

 Does the form of training have an impact on the frequency of use of the technologies? 

 Does formal training in translation or interpreting lead to a higher frequency of use of 

the technologies? 

 Does specific training in PSIT lead to a higher frequency of use of the technologies? 

 Are there geographical variations in the extent to which the different technologies are 

used? 

 

This article will be structured as follows. In Section 2, we will present the research 

background in which this study is to be situated. In Section 3, we will summarise the 

methodology of the research. Results of the study are presented in Section 4 and are followed 

by a discussion in Section 5. Finally, a conclusion is formulated in Section 6 together with a 

reflection on possible new research pathways. 

 

 

2. Research background 

 

All kinds of digital innovations have brought about a major shift in the translation industry and 

technologies have become essential rather than optional in every step of a translator’s workflow 

(Biau Gil and Pym, 2006; Cronin, 2013; Bowker and Corpas, 2015).  

Technological developments in the interpreting industry are also becoming increasingly 

prominent. This can be inferred from a growing number of studies on computer-assisted, or 

technology-assisted interpreting in recent years (Costa, Corpas Pastor and Durán Muñoz, 2014; 

Fantinuoli, 2017; Fantinuoli, 2018). Research in this domain is concerned with topics such as 

Remote Interpreting Technologies (RITs) which enable professional interpreters to provide 
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their services 'from a distance' or remote site (Ziegler and Gigliobianco, 2018). Such 

technology is for instance used by service providers and interpreters in legal and healthcare 

settings (Chan et al., 2010; D’Hayer, 2012; Braun, 2015; Balogh and Salaets, 2018). Other 

examples of technology-based topics in the interpreting domain are the application of 

terminology management systems for interpreters (Fantinuoli, 2016; Costa, Pastor and Durán-

Muñoz, 2017), the deployment of corpus-based tools (Lázaro Gutiérrez and Sánchez Ramos, 

2015), or the use of specific devices in the interpreting practice, such as tablets (Goldsmith, 

2018).  

As technology plays an increasingly important role in translation and interpreting, it is 

crucial for translators and interpreters not only to keep up with technological developments and 

trends but also to acquire the skills to incorporate technology into their professional practice. 

It goes without saying that first and foremost higher education plays an important role in this. 

The ever-growing importance of technology in many professional translation and interpreting 

settings is reflected in translation and interpreting curricula at universities and colleges. In 

addition to the traditional focus on linguistic and intercultural skills, other key competences are 

also gaining ground in translator and interpreter training programmes, partly under the impetus 

of proposals for competency profiles developed in wider international networks by academic 

partners in cooperation with organisations in the language industry. For example, in the 'Wheel 

of Competence' introduced by the EMT Expert Group in 2009 and of which a new version was 

recently launched, 'technology' is considered one of the five main competence areas within the 

translator's competency profile (EMT Board, 2017). Another example is the public service 

interpreter’s competency profile proposed by the Accreditation Committee of the European 

Network for Public Service Interpreting and Translation (ENPSIT). In the ENPSIT competency 

profile, technological competencies pertain to having “very good working knowledge of 

interpreting equipment (such as microphone, audio and videoconferencing technology) that 

may be required for interpreting in a given setting” and also to having “excellent knowledge of 

the existence and availability of research and terminology management tools” (ENPSIT 

Training and Accreditation Committee s.d.: 2). 

In addition to the courses that translators and interpreters may have taken at universities 

or colleges, technological competencies can also be acquired in other ways (e.g. through self-

study, attending professional workshops, informal training by a colleague, etc.). As was 

mentioned in the previous section, our aim in this article is now to gain a broader understanding 

of the relationship between the frequency of technology use by PSITs in their professional 

practice and their prior training. To this end, we draw our data from a broader study on 

technology use by both public service providers and PSITs that was distributed in several 

countries by partners in the European Network for Public Service Interpreting and Translation 

and of which preliminary results were presented in Kerremans et al. (2018). In the next section, 

we will elaborate in more detail on how this large-scale survey was set out. 

 

 

3. Research methodology 

 

In 2018 the worldwide distribution of an online survey amongst public service providers (PSP) 

and public service interpreters and translators (PSIT) started with the main aim of obtaining 

information about their use of technology as a possible bridging instrument for communication 

in public services. Since the data for the present study were drawn from parts of this survey, 

we will briefly describe how the survey was compiled and distributed. 

In the pre-pilot phase, the survey was designed in English to be later validated by a 

reduced and controlled group of eight experts chosen following convenience and proximity 
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criteria. In order to cater for the different profiles of target respondents (namely public service 

providers and public service interpreters and translators), four participants were recruited in 

Belgium and the remaining four in Spain. Two participants in each group belonged to the legal 

sector and two others were working in healthcare, the main domains within public service 

interpreting and translation. It was also determined that, within each of these two groups (legal 

and healthcare), it was necessary that one of the respondents was a PSP and the other one was 

a PSIT.  

The modifications suggested by the experts were applied to the English survey and it was 

later translated into Dutch, French and Spanish and implemented in Google Forms to allow for 

massive online distribution.  

The survey is divided into different sections. Some sections show questions that are asked 

to both PSITs and PSPs. Other sections are only intended for one of these two profiles and can 

therefore only be viewed by the participants after selecting the corresponding profile in an 

earlier step in the survey. Since this article looks at the answers of PSIT respondents to 

questions about technology use and technology training, we will only discuss the data obtained 

for this specific target group and leave out the questions that were asked to PSPs only. 

A first general profile of the PSIT respondents is drawn up based on questions referring 

to age, nationality (or nationalities) and obtained degrees. In addition, questions are asked 

concerning their interest in technology in general, how they use technology and perceive its 

functionality, both in their daily and professional lives.  

To obtain more information about the respondents’ professional situation, PSITs are 

asked on what basis they provide interpreting/translation services (e.g. freelance or voluntary), 

how often they do this for public organisations (expressed in number of hours per month) and 

in which domains (e.g. asylum/migration, legal settings, healthcare, etc.).  

Next, the survey further elaborates on the use of technological bridging instruments, 

starting with questions related to the tools mentioned earlier in this article (see Section 1): CAT, 

IM, MT, TB and VC. To ensure that respondents understand exactly what is meant by these 

technologies, a short description is added to each technology in the survey, along with a list of 

some examples. This is illustrated by means of Figure 1 showing a question in the online 

survey, which is related to the use of IM technology. 

 

 
Figure 1. Question about IM technology in the online survey 
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If respondents choose any of the first two answers, they are directed to a further question 

formulated as: “Could you please explain what IM system(s) you use and how the technology 

supports you in your professional life?” In the case of IM, they are also asked whether they use 

text messages, voice messages (“How do you send your messages to other persons: by typing 

your messages (text messaging) or by uttering messages (voice messaging)”?). In case they 

choose the third answer, they are directed to a different open question, formulated as follows: 

“Could you please explain why you are not using IM technology in your professional life?”. 

As was mentioned earlier, the survey is not limited to the five aforementioned tools only (i.e. 

CAT, IM, MT, TB and VC), but also asks the respondents whether there are any additional 

technologies that they use as PSIT professionals. 

The last part of the survey presents the respondents with several statements to 

gauge whether they deem it relevant to receive training on how to deploy these technologies in 

professional contexts, or the need to share knowledge and best practices on the use of these 

technologies.  

The frequency of use of tools was compared with the kind of training the respondents 

had received, both about the tools and about translation and interpreting in general and public 

service interpreting and translation. Thus, the survey included a question about how 

respondents learnt to use the different technologies in their professional life (see Figure 2). For 

each of the technologies, participants had to mark whether they had learnt to work with those 

technologies during their studies, whether they had received informal training (for instance, 

training by a colleague), whether they had attended workshops, or trained themselves by means 

of tutorials or other kinds of internet materials. 

 

 
Figure 2. Question about the use of different types of technologies 

 

 These data were correlated with questions about their training in translation and 

interpreting or in PSIT studies, which were formulated as follows: “Did you receive any formal 

training in translation and/or interpreting?”, and “Did you receive any formal training, 

specifically covering aspects of public service interpreting and/or translation (PSIT)?” Results 

are presented in the following section. 

 

 
4. Results  

 

In this section we present the results obtained from 188 PSITs. Most of the answers were 

obtained from respondents in Australia (54.26%), Belgium (22.34%) and Spain (10.10%). 

Table 1 provides an overview of the specific profile characteristics of the respondents.  
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Category 

(total number) 

Subcategory Number % 

Country in which PSIT 

activities are performed 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Type of employment 

Australia  

Belgium 

Canada  

Netherlands  

Denmark  

Paraguay 

Myanmar 

New Zealand 

Mexico 

Sweden 

Sudan 

Germany 

Spain 

France 

US 

Thailand 

UK 

 

 

 

Employee 

102 

42 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4 

2 

1 

19 

2 

5 

1 

3 

 

 

 

                  48 

54.26 

22.34 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10.10 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

25.53 

 Freelancer 130 69.15 

 Trainee 5  

 Volunteer 5  

        

Formal 

interpreting/translation 

training in higher 

education received 

Yes 

No 

159 

29 

84.57 

15.43 

        

PSIT training received Yes 119 63.30 

 No 69 36.70 

       

Time spent on PSIT < 10% 27 14.36 

 < 30% 33 17.55 

 < 50% 

> 50% 

25 

16 

13.30 

8.52 

 > 70% 49 26.06 

 

 

Age 

 

Full time 

 

18-25 

26-35 

36-45 

46-55 

56+ 

38 

 

10 

34 

37 

48 

59 

20.21 

 

5.31 

18.08 

19.68 

25.53 

31.38 

Table 1. Overview of the respondents’ characteristics 

 

Many respondents in this subgroup provide translation/interpreting services in the public 

sector on a freelance basis (69.15%). Most of the participants also received formal 

translator/interpreter training (84.57%). The proportion of respondents who have followed a 

specific PSIT training is slightly lower but still quite high compared to the group who did not 

follow such training (63.30%). The estimated time spent on providing translation/interpreting 

services in the public sector ranges from less than 10% of the time to a full-time occupation, 

with more than half of all respondents (54.79%) spending more than 50% of their working 

hours performing PSIT activities. The majority of respondents is older than 45 (56.91%). 

In the following subsections, we will present our results for the research questions that 

were addressed in the beginning of this article (see Section 1). 

 



 

   

 

 

   

 

114 

4.1 To what extent do PSITs make use of different technologies? 

 

For each technology, respondents were requested to indicate whether they (a) use it very often 

(very frequent use), (b) are familiar with the technology and sometimes use it (occasional 

use), (c) are familiar with the technology but do not use it or (d) do not know the technology at 

all. The respondents’ answers are summarised in Figure 3. 

Figure 3.  Respondents’ answers as to their use of the different technologies (N=188) 

 
A first glance on Chart 1 reveals that the degree to which the technologies are used 

varies widely. The vast majority of respondents are unfamiliar with Computer-Assisted 

Translation (CAT) and Termbase Management (TB) technology: 73.4% do not use CAT tools, 

47.3% of which does not even know the technology; 81.4% do not use TB tools, 56.9% of 

which does not even know the technology.  

Instant Messaging (IM), Machine translation (MT) and Video Conferencing 

(VC) services are used more extensively by respondents in their professional contexts, although 

even in these cases fewer than half of the respondents make (occasional or very frequent) use 

of the tools. 54.3% does not use IM technology, although in this case only 8% does not know 

the technology. On the other hand, more than one quarter of the respondents indicated they use 

the technology on a very frequent basis (28.2%). An identical percentage of 54.3% of the 

respondents does not use MT technology, although only 10.6% is not familiar with the 

technology. Conversely, 17.6% of the respondents stated they use the technology “very often”. 

61% does not use VC technology, while 12.2% does not even know the technology. Only 8% 

states using this technology “very often”. 

To be able to ascertain possible differences in terms of frequency of use across different 

groups of respondents, we first calculated the means of the frequency of use (FoU) scores given 

by all respondents. The FoU scores were attributed as follows: the answers to which 

respondents had answered “I do not know this technology” or “I am familiar with this 

technology but I do not use it” were coded as “1” (no use), the answers relating to an occasional 

use were coded as “2”, and finally the instances in which participants had indicated they “very 

often” use tools were changed into “3”. The means of the FoU scores are shown in Table 2. 

 
 CAT IM MT TB VC 

N=188 1.38 (0.69) 1.74 (0.87) 1.63 (0.77) 1.24 (0.55) 1.46 (0.64) 

Table 2. Means and standard deviations of all respondents’ FoU scores per technology 

 

The highest means for the IM and MT technologies are in accordance with the results 

discussed above, as they are the technologies which respondents tend to use more. 
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 Application of a Spearman correlation test between the respondents’ age range (see 

Table 1) and their FoU scores revealed no significant correlations, except for a weak negative 

correlation between age and frequency of use of MT (r= -.210, p=.002), suggesting that 

younger PSITs tend to use MT to a higher extent than their older colleagues. 

 We also found weak positive correlations between the FoU scores of the different tools, 

suggesting that there is a (weak) relationship between the frequency of use of one tool and 

another: between the FoU scores of CAT tools and those of IM (r=.298, p=.000), MT (r=.136, 

p=.032), TB (r=.176, p=.008) and VC (r=.218, p=.002); between the FoU scores of TB and VC 

(r=.158, p=.015), TB and IM (r=.184, p=.006) and VC and IM (r=.319, p=.000). The FoU 

scores of MT show the lowest degree of correlation with the use of the other tools, as it only 

shows a weak positive correlation with the frequency of use of CAT. 

To find out whether respondents spending a higher number of working hours on PSIT 

activities perhaps make more use of the technologies than those dedicating a smaller proportion 

of their time to PSIT, we performed a Spearman correlation test between time spent on PSIT 

(according to the categories in Table 1) and the FoU scores of the different tools. This test 

yielded no significant correlations, except for a weak negative correlation between time spent 

on PSIT and use of CAT tools (r= -.159, p=.015). We also calculated the mean FoU scores for 

the PSIT>50% group (which was defined as a group comprising all PSIT>50% groups), and 

another group including all PSIT<50% groups. The mean scores per group are shown in Table 

3. 

 
 CAT IM MT TB VC 

PSIT >50% 

N=103 

1.28 (0.63) 1.72 (0.89) 1.66 (0.76) 1.16 (0.49) 1.43 (0.62) 

PSIT<50% 

N=85 

1.56 (0.73) 1.75 (0.86) 1.60 (0.77) 1.34 (0.61) 1.50 (0.66) 

Table 3. Means and standard deviations of PSIT >50% and PSIT<50% respondents’ FoU scores per 

technology 

 

This comparison reveals that the mean FoU scores are not higher in the PSIT>50% group. 

The mean FoU scores of this group are even slightly lower than those of the respondents 

spending less than 50% of their time on PSIT, except for MT FoU scores, which are virtually 

on a par. Moreover, the standard deviations show a similar tendency across the groups. In other 

words, respondents who spend most of their time engaging in PSIT activities do not seem to 

generally resort more to technology than respondents who spend less time on PSIT. A reason 

for this finding might lie in the possibility that respondents engaging in a lower percentage of 

PSIT activities may also be active as translators or interpreters in other fields than PSIT, fields 

in which they might also resort to technological tools. 

 

4.2 How did they learn to use these technologies? 

 

In this section, we focus on the way the respondents learnt to use the different tools. In the 

survey, all participants were asked to choose between one of the following forms of training: 

formal training (i.e. translation and/or interpreting studies in higher education), informal 

training (e.g. via a colleague), self-training (through tutorials and other online information), 

workshop training or no training. Table 4 gives an overview of the distribution of the training 

methods across participants as well as the FoU scores associated with the different forms of 

training. 

 
N=188 CAT IM MT TB VC 

Formal training 1.63 (0.74)  2.06 (0.94) 2.07 (0.84) 1.48 (0.73) 1.55 (0.62) 
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N=33 N=18 N=29 N=23 N=18 

Informal training 1.29 (0.47) 

N=17 

1.52 (0.81) 

N=31 

1.50 (0.72) 

N=24 

1.00 (0.00) 

N=7 

1.54 (0.66) 

N=35 

No training 1.08 (0.37) 

N=97 

1.16 (0.50) 

N=19 

1.05 (0.22) 

N=21 

1.13 (0.39) 

N=120 

1.00 (0.00) 

N=38 

Self-training 1.88 (0.83) 

N=25 

1.82 (0.89) 

N=113 

1.67 (0.76) 

N=109 

1.75 (0.85) 

N=24 

1.56 (0.66) 

N=94 

Workshop(s) 2.00 (0.97) 

N=16 

2.14 (0.69) 

N=7 

1.40 (0.55) 

N=5 

1.07 (0.27) 

N=14 

2.67 (0.58) 

N=3 

Table 4. Means and standard deviations of FoU scores per form of training and technology 

 

Table 4 reveals that most respondents indicated no training when it comes to CAT and 

TB, which is in line with the results presented in Section 4.1. Self-training is the most frequent 

form of training for IM, MT and VC, with percentages of 60.11%, 57.98%, and 50%, 

respectively. A limited proportion of 10% to 18% of the respondents has learnt to use one or 

more of the technologies during their formal training. 

Workshop training yields the highest FoU scores for CAT, IM and VC, although the 

reliability of the mean FoU scores is unreliable in the light of the low number of respondents.  

In the next section, we gauge the effect of the training method on the frequency of use 

per technology by performing Kruskal-Wallis tests and post-hoc pairwise comparisons.  

 
4.3 Does the form of training have an impact on the frequency of use of the technologies? 

 

A first scrutiny of Table 4 reveals that respondents without any knowledge unsurprisingly tend 

to display the lowest frequency of use for all technologies, except for TB. In general, informal 

training also seems to be associated with slightly lower FoU scores. 

In the case of CAT, the highest mean FoU scores correspond to workshop(s), self-training 

and studies. Application of a Kruskal-Wallis test shows a significant difference between groups 

(p=.000). Pairwise comparisons indicate that the frequency of use associated with no training 

is significantly lower than the frequency of use associated with the other training methods 

(p=.000), except for informal training (p=1.000). We also find a significant difference between 

informal training and self-training (p=.048). 

In the case of IM, the highest mean FoU scores also correspond to workshop(s), studies 

and self-training. The Kruskal-Wallis test reveals a significant difference between groups 

(p=.002). According to the pairwise comparisons, the frequency of use associated with no 

training is significantly lower than the frequency of use associated with studies (p = .016) and 

self-training (p=.016). 
In the case of MT, it seems that respondents who have learnt to use the tool during their 

studies also tend to make a use of these tools more frequently. Performance of a Kruskal-Wallis 

Test reveals a significant difference between groups (p=.000). The pairwise comparisons show 

that the difference between the frequency of use associated with no training is significantly 

lower than the frequency of use associated with the self-training (p=.003) and studies (p=.000). 

The highest mean FoU scores for TB also correspond to self-training and studies. The 

Kruskal-Wallis test shows a significant difference between groups (p=.000). The pairwise 

comparisons show that the frequency of use associated with self-training is significantly higher 

than the frequency associated with no training (p=.000), informal training (p=.021) and 

workshop(s) (p=.006). 

With respect to VC, the highest mean FoU score also corresponds to workshop(s), 

although this means is not reliable as it was only indicated 3 times. The Kruskal-Wallis test 

shows a significant difference between groups (p=.000). According to the pairwise 

comparisons, the frequency of use associated to no training is significantly lower than the FoU 
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scores associated with informal training (p=.001), self-training (p=.000), studies (p=.007) and 

workshop(s) (p=.001). 

 

4.4 Does formal training in translation or interpreting lead to a higher frequency of use of the 

technologies? 

 

In this section, we compare the mean FoU scores of the respondents who had a formal 

interpreter or translator training with the scores of the respondents who were not formally 

trained. 
 

 CAT IM MT TB VC 

Formal training 

N=159 

1.43 (0.72) 1.77 (0.87) 1.65 (0.76) 1.27 (0.58) 1.48 (0.65) 

No formal 

training 

N=29 

1.14 (0.44) 1.55 (0.87) 1.55 (0.83) 1.10 (0.31) 1.34 (0.55) 

Table 5. Mean FoU scores of formal training and no formal training groups 

 

Table 5 reveals slightly higher means for all tools in the formal training group. 

Application of a Mann-Whitney U test only shows a significant effect of formal training on the 

frequency of use of CAT tools (U=1854.50 and p=.031), suggesting that a formal training can 

lead to a higher frequency of use of CAT tools. 

 
4.5 Does specific training in PSIT lead to a higher frequency of use of the technologies? 

 

In this section, we compare the mean FoU scores of the respondents who have had a specific 

PSIT training with the scores of the respondents who were not previously trained in PSIT. 

 
 CAT IM MT TB VC 

PSIT training 

N=119 

1.41 (0.68) 1.78 (0.87) 1.72 (0.80) 1.29 (0.58) 1.50 (0.67) 

No PSIT training 

N=69 

1.33 (0.70) 1.67 (0.87) 1.48 (0.68) 1.17 (0.48) 1.39 (0.57) 

Table 6. Mean FoU scores of PSIT training and no PSIT training groups 

 

Table 6 reveals slightly higher means for all tools in the PSIT training group. Application 

of a Mann-Whitney U test only shows a significant effect of PSIT training on the frequency of 

use of MT tools (U=3767.50 p=.045). This finding suggests that a specific PSIT training can 

lead to a higher use of MT technology. 

 

4.6 Are there geographical variations in the extent to which the different technologies are 

used? 

 

To ascertain possible geographical variations as to the frequency of use of the different 

technologies, we compare the mean FoU scores of respondents’ two main origin groups, i.e. 

Australian (N=102) and European (N=73) PSITs. The mean Australian and European FoU 

scores per technology are shown in Table 7. 

 
 CAT IM MT TB VC 

Australian  

N=102 

1.28 (0.60) 1.72 (0.87) 1.68 (0.77) 1.15 (0.41) 1.43 (0.59) 

European 

N=73 

1.53 (0.78) 1.70 (0.88) 1.60 (0.78) 1.36 (0.65) 1.41 (0.62) 
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Table 7. Means and standard deviations of Australian and European FoU scores per technology 
 

Application of a Mann-Whitney U test shows a significant difference between the FoU 

scores for CAT (U=4.315, p=.021) and TB (U=4.244, p=.019), suggesting that European PSITs 

use these technologies more readily than their Australian peers. 

 As we have seen in Section 4.1, CAT and TB technologies are not known or not used 

by a vast majority of the respondents. Whereas 79.4% of the Australian respondents do not 

know or use CAT tools, this is the case for 54.9% of their European peers. Similarly, 87.3% of 

the Australian respondents do not know or use TB tools, in comparison with 74% of the 

European respondents. Training in these technologies seems to be offered slightly more often 

during formal translator or interpreter training in Europe than in Australia, with percentages of 

24.66% and 14.70% respectively. 

 

 

5. Discussion  

 

Our first research question probes into the extent to which PSITs make use of the different 

technologies. Our findings suggest that, in general, there is a low frequency of use of the 

different technologies. The frequency of use of the five different technologies does not seem 

to be related to age (apart from a weak relationship in the case of MT) or to work time spent 

on PSIT activities. 

Only around a quarter of respondents make (occasional or frequent) use of CAT or TB 

technology and approximately half of them do not even know these tools. The fact that, within 

the group of respondents who do not use CAT technology, almost half (47.3%) of the 

respondents state that they do not know this technology is somewhat striking, as it concerns 

technology that has become established in the translation industry and curricula, at least 

translation curricula in Europe. A possible reason could be the nature of the formal training 

that the respondents had followed prior to their career as PSIT and in which the technology 

was simply not offered. The fact that most of the respondents did follow a translation and/or 

interpreter-specific training suggests that in many cases no attention was paid to this technology 

during their training.  

In the survey, participants were invited to explain why they (do not) use each 

technology by means of an open question. From their answers, we know that many respondents 

only work as interpreters or only do sporadic translation work, which is why they do not need 

CAT technology. Some respondents stated that they did not need the technology because they 

did not work on long projects with repetition. Others do not use it because they have no 

experience or feel CAT technology unwieldy or uncomfortable to work with. Respondents 

who do work with the technology do this to save time and improve the quality of their work, 

or in case the use of a specific CAT tool is requested by a client or agency.  

As for TB tools, some respondents stated they had no need for such tools for their work, 

for example in the case of interpreters. Several respondents also preferred to manage their own 

glossaries using a spreadsheet program. Others indicated they or their service have no budget 

for such tools. Those who use a TB tool do so to save time and enhance consistency in their 

translations.  

Instant Messaging (IM), Machine Translation (MT) and Video Conferencing 

(VC) services seem to be used more extensively by respondents in professional contexts, 

although even in these cases little less than half of the respondents make (occasional or 

frequent) use of the tools. IM services are used by respondents in professional contexts, both 

in communication with colleagues and agencies, although in most cases IM is not used for the 

actual translation of interpreting assignments. Some respondents pointed out the advantages of 
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this medium for sending fast, short messages. Respondents use the tool to send written, voice 

or video messages. Reasons for not using IM services include confidentiality and security 

issues as well as the perception that the use of such tools with customers is unprofessional.  

MT systems tend to be used to get a general idea of the content of a text, for supporting 

and speeding up translation projects or sometimes even for checking possible equivalents for a 

given term in the source language. Reasons for not using the technology are reliability issues, 

poor quality for certain language combinations or the difficulty to use it in situations of 

oral communication.  

The reason for limited use of VC might lie in the fact that some respondents are only 

performing translation work or only doing on-site or face-to-face interpretation. Some 

respondents indicated that they do not know how to work with the technology and therefore do 

not use it. Some respondents embrace the idea of using this technology but point to practical 

problems which make it difficult to use in their professional contexts (e.g. customers do not 

have the technology or the organisation does not have the technical facilities). Others believe 

that this type of technology does not add anything in comparison to phone interpreting and are 

concerned that the use of this technology will give end-users a false sense of security and make 

them more inclined to choose distance interpreting over onsite interpreting all the time, causing 

quality to plummet with a corresponding decrease in pay and status for interpreters. Some 

respondents also believe that onsite interpreting is still the only way to ensure high-quality 

interpreting services as they believe that VC technology makes interpreting too impersonal and 

hinders the interpretation of messages or the awareness of nuances in meaning transfer. 

Our second research question addresses the way respondents learnt to use the different 

technologies. Only 10% to 18% of the respondents has learnt to use one or more of the 

technologies during their studies. Self-training seems to be a very common training, except for 

CAT and TB tools. It needs to be acknowledged, as a limitation to our study, that participants 

could only indicate one form of training. It is conceivable, however, that some respondents 

learnt to work with the technologies through more than one form of training. 

The third research question investigates the relationship between the form of training and 

the frequency of use of the tools. Our findings suggest that formal studies do not seem to lead 

to clearly higher use of specific tools such as CAT and TB. We found no significant difference 

in the extent to which the form of training is associated with a higher frequency of use, except 

for CAT and TB tools. In the case of CAT tools, self-training seems to lead to a significantly 

higher frequency of use than informal training. In the case of TB, self-training seems to be 

associated with a significantly higher frequency of use than informal training and workshops. 

Research question number four aimed to assess whether formal training in translation or 

interpreting is associated with a higher frequency of use of the technologies. Although it should 

be kept in mind that formal translator and interpreting training is likely to be considerably 

different across countries, our results suggest that formal training positively influences the 

frequency of use of CAT tools. However, in general the use of this technology remains very 

low.  

Our next research question explores the influence of specific training in PSIT on the 

frequency of use of the different technologies. With respect to MT, we already observed a slight 

correlation between age and the use of this technology, suggesting younger people tend to make 

more use of MT (but certainly not all of them). The frequency of use of MT also seems slightly 

positively associated with PSIT training. Age and former PSIT training could therefore be two 

factors affecting the use of MT, but further research should corroborate this claim. In this case 

as well, it should be acknowledged that we do not know the exact nature of respondents’ PSIT 

training, as the way specific PSIT training is organised across countries is possibly very 

different. 
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Our last research question focused on possible geographical variations in the 

technologies’ frequency of use. Our results suggest that European PSITs use CAT and TB tools 

more extensively than their Australian peers. This may be explained on the premise that 

translation and interpretation programmes in Europe tend to integrate training in these tools 

more than in Australia but this obviously requires further evidence-based research. 

 

 

6. Conclusion  

 

In this article we have looked more deeply at the question whether prior forms of technology 

training of public service interpreters and translators relate to how often they use technologies 

in the context of PSIT. In the discussion of results, we have limited ourselves to CAT, IM, MT, 

TB and VC technology. From our data we derive that respondents use the aforementioned 

technologies with different frequencies and that the effect of the nature of the training method 

may be a possible determining factor in this respect (in some cases). 

The quantitative survey method that we have used in this study obviously has several 

limitations, some of which we would like to mention here. First, it is important to point out that 

the survey as research instrument only shows us possible indications of technology use, as in 

reality we only measure subjective claims of respondents on this issue.  

Furthermore, the survey also has the limitation that respondents sometimes interpret 

certain questions differently than they were initially intended. This was evident, for example, 

in the question about TB tools, where some respondents consider the search for terms via 

various internet sources as part of TB technology, while we focused on the use of terminology 

list creation and management tools. Such misconceptions became apparent in the answers to 

our open questions in the survey and could thus be filtered out of the data. 

Another limitation is that a lot of information is lost or more difficult to retrieve, simply 

because of the way the survey was set up. This explains why in this survey we asked open 

questions to the respondents to find out more about why PSITs do vs. don't or often vs. do not 

often use the tools mentioned above. 

Furthermore, some results regarding the frequency of technology use give a somewhat 

distorted view because in this survey we did not further divide the group of PSITs into two 

subgroups: namely public service interpreters and public service translators. Since the data in 

this article were taken from a survey that was drawn up with a different aim in mind – namely 

to compare technology use between public service providers and PSITs – it was initially 

decided not to subdivide PSITs further as this would make the structure of the survey more 

complicated. Furthermore, it appears in practice that PSITs often perform both translation and 

interpreting assignments, which was also confirmed by answers of the PSIT respondents. 

Therefore, it is difficult to separate out translation vs. interpreting. Future research could look 

more into the professional contexts of each individual respondent. This can be done by 

contacting the participants who have given their email addresses. 

As mentioned above, this article only deals with some of the aspects covered by the 

questionnaire. Further research could include, amongst others, the exploration of the relation 

between frequency of use and specific professional settings, the attitudes of respondents 

towards technology, the relation between the use of certain tools according to countries or age 

groups of the respondents, the influence of the work regime (employee vs. freelancer) on the 

use of technology, as well as the exploration of other issues related to language combinations, 

particularly focusing on languages of lesser diffusion, for which fewer tools might be available. 
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