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Introduction 
Simultaneous interpreting (SI) is a cognitive and linguistic task, frequently subject to the challenge of 
omission. Omissions occur when interpreters leave out parts of the original message, either 
intentionally or due to external pressures (Barik, 1971; Gile, 1999). This study explores the 
phenomenon of omission in SI through a survey of professional interpreters, aiming to shed light on 
the most common causes and the linguistic units frequently omitted. The present study is based on the 
premise that omissions are a common phenomenon in SI, influenced by factors like time pressure and 
cognitive load (Chernov, 2004; Seeber, 2011). 

Methodology 
The study is based on a survey of 42 professional interpreters with varying levels of experience and 
language pairs. The questionnaire gathered both quantitative and qualitative data, asking interpreters 
to reflect on specific instances of omission in their work. Participants were asked about the types of 
linguistic units they typically leave out during SI (Braun, 2013; Gernsbacher & Shlesinger, 1997). 
They were also asked to provide insights into the reasons behind these omissions, including time 
pressure, terminology, and environmental noise (Roziner & Shlesinger, 2010). 

Results 
The survey revealed that non-literal language forms are the most commonly omitted linguistic units. 
These elements present significant challenges due to their nuanced meanings and the difficulty in 
finding equivalent expressions under time pressure. Proper names were also frequently omitted, 
especially when interpreters encountered unfamiliar or complex terminology. Furthermore, rapid 
speech delivery was identified as a critical factor leading to omission. When speakers deliver their 
messages too quickly, interpreters are often forced to leave out parts of the original message to keep 
up with the pace. 

Discussion 
Omissions are not only a result of linguistic complexity but are also influenced by cognitive and 
situational factors (Shlesinger, 2008). Many interpreters reported experiencing memory lapses or 
difficulties recalling equivalents in the target language, often worsened by the mental strain of 
multitasking and managing large amounts of information in real-time (Seeber, 2011; Chernov, 2004). 
External distractions, such as overlapping speakers, and environmental noise, further increase the 
cognitive load, making omissions more likely (Moser-Mercer, 2000; Roziner & Shlesinger, 2010). 
These findings support existing theories of cognitive effort in interpreting, which suggest that SI is 
highly susceptible to external and internal disruptions. 

Conclusion 
The study delves into the causes of omission in SI, illustrating that both linguistic challenges and 
external factors significantly impact interpreters' ability to deliver accurate, complete rendition. 
Idioms, metaphors, and rapid speech delivery are among the primary contributors to omissions. 
Additionally, cognitive load and environmental factors enhance the difficulty of maintaining a 
seamless performance. The findings highlight the need for interpreter training programs to address 
these challenges, focusing on strategies for managing cognitive load and handling complex linguistic 
elements. 

 

 



References 
Barik, H. (1971). A Description of Various Types of Omissions, Additions and Errors of Translation 

Encountered in Simultaneous Interpretation. Meta: Journal des traducteurs. 16. 199. 
10.7202/001972ar. 

Braun, S. (2013). Keep Your Distance? Remote Interpreting in Legal Proceedings: A Critical 
Assessment of A Growing Practice. Interpreting, 15(2), 200–228. doi:10.1075/intp.15.2.03bra 

Braun, S. (2017). What a Micro-analytical Investigation of Additions and Expansions in Remote 
Interpreting Can Tell Us about Interpreter’s Participation in a Shared Virtual Space. Journal of 
Pragmatics, 107, 165-177. doi:10.1016/j.pragma.2016.09.011 

Costa, A., & Santesteban, M. (2004). Lexical access in bilingual speech production: Evidence from 
language switching in highly proficient bilinguals and L2 learners. Journal of Memory and 
Language, 50(4), 491–511. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2004.02.002 

Chernov, G. V. (2004). Inference and Anticipation in Simultaneous Interpreting: A probability-
prediction model (Vol. 57). John Benjamins Publishing. 

Gernsbacher, M.A. & Shlesinger, M. (1997). The proposed role of suppression in simultaneous 
interpretation. Interpreting, 2(1-2), 119–140. doi: https://doi.org/10.1075/intp.2.1-2.05ger 

Gile,  D.  (1999).  Testing the Efforts Models' Tightrope Hypothesis in Simultaneous Interpreting- A 
Contribution. Hermes, 23:153-172. 

Korpal, P. (2012). Omission in Simultaneous Interpreting as a Deliberate Act.  In  Anthony  Pym  and  
David  Orrego-Carmona (eds.) Translation Research Projects 4. Tarragona: Intercultural 
Studies Group. pp. 103-111. Retrieved from 
http://isg.urv.es/publicity/isg/publications/trp_4_2012/index.htm 

Licoppe, C., M. Verdier, and C. A. Veyrier. (2018). Voice, Power and Turn-taking in Multilingual, 
Consecutively Interpreted Courtroom Proceedings with Video Links. In R. S. J. Napier (Ed.), 
Here or There: Research on Interpreting via Video Link (pp. 299–322). Washington, DC: 
Gallaudet University Press. 

Moser-Mercer, B. (2000). Simultaneous interpreting: Cognitive potential and limitations. Interpreting, 
5(2), 83-94. 

Roziner, I., and M. Shlesinger. (2010). Much Ado about Something Remote: Stress and Performance 
in Remote Interpreting. Interpreting, 12(2), 214–247. doi:10.1075/intp.12.2.05roz 

Seeber, K. (2011). Cognitive load in simultaneous interpreting: Existing theories – new models. 
Interpreting, 13(2), 176–204. doi:https://doi.org/10.1075/intp.13.2.02see 

Shlesinger, M. (2008). Towards a definition of Interpretese: An intermodal, corpus-based study. In H. 
G.-A. A. Chesterman (Ed.), Efforts and models in interpreting and translation research: A 
tribute to Daniel Gile (pp. 237–253). Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 


