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Self-praise is a speech act that gives credit to the speaker for some attribute or possession
that is positively valued by the speaker and the potential audience. This exploratory study
aims to investigate the presence of self-praise in Russian and English political discourse
and the choices made by simultaneous interpreters when interpreting this speech act. The
paper, first of all, breaks new ground by providing a comprehensive literature review,
making the existing pragmatic theories of self-praise relevant to interpreting contexts.
Secondly, the findings confirm that self-praise is present in political discourse in both
languages, but is confined to the subgenre of oral reporting (for example, reports on the
results of a Universal Periodic Review). To perform self-praise, both English and Russian
political speakers choose the path of mild intensification. When strong intensification does
occur, it is attenuated in interpretation. The interpreters most commonly render self-praise
in the same intensity as it occurred in the source. The runner-up is the strategy of mild
attenuation while preserving explicit self-praise. Very seldom, self-praise is omitted
completely in interpretation. Interpreters into Russian in this corpus attenuate self-praise
more often, although the difference between the directions of interpreting is not
significant.
© 2020 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article under the CC

BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
1. Introduction

In this study, I investigate the occurrence and translational shifts of self-praise in original (spontaneously produced)
language and simultaneously interpreted language. The material for the study is a corpus of simultaneous interpreting1

(hereafter SI) of Russian and English political discourse. The genre in question can be described as high-profile interna-
tional political discourse, often delivered by non-native speakers of the language. The locus of research is, however, not
English and Russian as different languages and linguacultures, but the varieties of originally produced and interpreted lan-
guage. This places the study within the subdiscipline of pragmatics of translation (rather than cross-cultural pragmatics) and
complements the more introspective tradition of research on cultural background in translation.

The simultaneity requirements of SI mean that interpreters work under significant time pressure, causing a heavy
cognitive load. But even under such severe constraints, the interpreter orients towards the primary purpose of his/her ac-
tivity: interlingual communication. This means that audience design remains an important part of the interpreter's task. No
ting in which the speaker makes a speech and the interpreter reformulates the speech into a language
imultaneously) (Knowledge Centre on Interpretation, European Commission, 2020).
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interactional digressionse such as explanatory asides to the cliente are available to a simultaneous interpreter. However, the
interpreter's decisions regarding audience design can still be discerned in their rendering of the pragmatic aspects of speech.
Handlingmitigation, aggravation, stance, and politeness formula all belong to this category. In the present study, I look at how
simultaneous interpreters cope with the speech act of self-praise (considered interactionally risky in some pragmatics
frameworks). Using the corpus of simultaneously interpreted language and the corresponding source language (Russia-
n<>English), I address the following research questions:

1. Do politicians and public speakers self-praise in the international arena in interpreted contexts?
2. Are any pragmatic shifts introduced by the interpreters into the rendering of this speech act? If yes, are they mitigating or

aggravating?
3. Are there any directionality effects in this process, i.e. do interpreters introduce the same changes irrespective of the target

language, or do they tailor their performance to the target linguistic culture?

I conduct the study within the framework of corpus-assisted pragmatics. The first cycle of material extraction involves an
automatic search for explicit Illocutionary Force Identifying Devices (IFIDs), and the second involves manual annotation of
several texts identified as loci of self-praise in the first cycle (for more detail, see Section 4). Afterwards, the self-praising
instances are classified into a translation taxonomy, and quantified.
2. Setting the scene: simultaneous interpreting

2.1. Interpreters as pragmalinguistic agents

Research on simultaneous interpreting has focused on the cognitive aspects of the interpreting process and has paid
notably less attention to pragmatic and sociocultural aspects. Given the scarcity of pragmatics research on simultaneous
interpreting, I will draw on the literature on consecutive interpreting to lay the conceptual foundations of the study. Although
the results are not always directly transferable from one onto another e SI could employ different linguistic means to achieve
simultaneity and to cope with the cognitive load e the key factors of working orally under time pressure make the two
modalities sufficiently similar.

Research into dialogue interpreting was shaped by Wadensj€o's (1998) ground-breaking work on the participation
framework of an interpreter-mediated event. Wadensj€o (1998) adapted the Goffmanian framework of speaker roles to the
interpreting situation. This participation framework has been very fruitful in the inquiry into interactants' understandings of
their roles. Both Van de Mieroop (2012) and Keselman et al. (2010), for instance, used this approach as a departure point to
investigate a switch in participation frameworks in doctor-patient interviews and asylum hearings, when interpreters
stepped in as agents in conversation. Another angle on verbal manifestations of participant roles appears in the investigation
of pronouns in dialogue interpreting. Angermeyer (2005), working with court interpreting, found that interpreters pre-
dominantly keep to the first person (direct speech), rather than choosing to disassociate themselves from the client and
switch to the third person (indirect speech). Use of pronouns and reported speech have garnered attention especially in court
interpreting (since it is important to be able to assign agency before assigning blame) (Cheung, 2012, 2014; Zhan, 2012), but
also in other domains. In the single source on this list that focuses on SI rather than consecutive interpreting, Chang and Wu
(2009) looked at address form shifts in question-answer sessions in international conferences (again, reflecting the agentive
role of the interpreter who needs to independently make decisions about relative power and politeness). They found that
interpreters tend to conform to the norms of the target culture, rather than following the abstract ideal of translating close to
the original's words. On thewhole, the literature underscores the fact that the interpreter as a non-agent may exercise certain
frame control and initiate frame shifts.
2.2. The concept of face and intercultural variation in interpreting

Some of the pragmatic shifts initiated by the interpreter have been traced back to cross-cultural differences in face and
politeness (for the discussion of the role of culturewith the focus on self-praise, see Section 3.3). Jacobsen (2008), for instance,
worked with the transcripts of a criminal trial, in which one of the defendants was assisted by a Danish-English interpreter.
His overarching conclusion on facework was that the interpreter tended to tone down face-threatening acts in both
directions.

Some intercultural issues in Chinese-English interpreting have been sketched out by Zou (2012). Zou warns interpreters
against literal translation of formulaic utterances and idiomatic expressions. He points out, for instance, that translating an
affirmative answer in Chinese (appropriate in the broadest variety of contexts) literally as “of course”would sound patronising
in English. Abbreviations and propaganda slogans well familiar to the Chinese lead to communication failures too, if not
explicated or substituted for English expressions with comparable pragmatic effect. All in all, the article picks up on several
issues which are related to negative pragmalinguistic transfer and to the (widely contested) global concept of equivalence in
translation. The close link between the word choice of interpreter and the real-world implications for his/her client is also
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underscored by Miskovic-Lukovic and Dedaic's (2012) analysis of interpreted war crime trials at the International Criminal
Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia.

Although culture as a potential factor motivating interpreting shifts has been mentioned in individual studies, there have
been no systematic methodological proposals for identifying and integrating cultural values in product-oriented interpreting
research. Many studies uncritically offer their own, common sense understandings of what, for instance, Chinese culture is
like. Nevertheless, even taking culture out of the equation as very difficult to operationalize, there is sufficient evidence of
interpreter's agentive interference in the process of pragmatic meaning transfer to hypothesize that a changemay occurwhen
it comes to the speech act of self-praise. The next section lays out the reasons for choosing self-praise as the locus of
conversational trouble, and the existing research on cross-cultural aspects of self-praise.
3. Setting the scene: self-promotion

3.1. What is self-praise?

The verbal behaviour that promotes the speaker, alternatively called ‘bragging’, ‘boasting’, or ‘self-praise’, is often
described in etiquette guides for the general public as something undesirable or even rude. In the tradition of descriptive
linguistics, I refrain from making evaluative judgements about the speech act and base the study on the empirical investi-
gation of naturally occurring data. Here, self-praise is defined as an expressive speech act that explicitly or implicitly gives
credit to the speaker for some attribute or possession which is positively valued by the speaker and the potential audience
(Dayter, 2016: 65). This definition is based on linguistic criteria and involves no evaluation of appropriateness or desirability of
communicative action. The only interpretative step is the decision on whether the laudable attribute is positively valued by
the interlocutors; the implications of this step are discussed below in regard to direct vs. indirect brags.

The broad model of self-praise adopted in the present paper is the self-praise iceberg (Rüdiger and Dayter, 2020). It
captures the distinction between the most direct and obvious type of self-praise that is usually stigmatized in etiquette
literature, and the larger, but less visible, repertoire of positive self-disclosures that often go unnoticed. In the study of
Western Anglophone internet users, Rüdiger and Dayter (2020) observed that the top part of the iceberg consists of explicit
brag statements, which constitute only a third of all self-praise in their sample, while the vast bottom part is formed by in-
direct, contextually defined self-praise (Fig. 1). The brag statement encompasses explicit positive evaluations of oneself such
as (1), where self-praise is defined in relation to the core component of exaggeration (e.g. DeCapua and Boxer, 1999).
Fabricated prototypical examples 1e2 illustrate these self-praise types and highlight their formal characteristics, i.e. the
positively evaluative adjective in (1) (excellent dancer) and the lack of such an explicit evaluation in (2).
Fig. 1. The self-praise iceberg (adapted from Rüdiger and Dayter, 2020).

1) I am an excellent dancer.

2) At the community dance last Saturday, all the ladies chose to dance with me and 

someone even filmed my waltzing.
The underwater portion of the self-praise iceberg is specific to the community. The model accommodates many other
practices of positive self-disclosure that are less straightforward than a textbook brag, for example, indirect self-praise
reinterpreted as a complaint, humblebrags, or competitive story topping, all of which depend on the laudable attribute
being recognisable as something positive in the particular community (see next section).

The precise distribution of self-praise types across the iceberg e that is, their weightings in terms of appropriateness
norms e depends on many different factors. In the present study, I will be concerned only with the topmost part of it, visible,
direct self-praise. Two aspects that are relevant to the discussion of self-praise translation are, one, appropriateness of self-
praise given the genre and situational context; and, two, cross-cultural differences in self-praising. These will be discussed in
Sections 3.2 and 3.3 below.
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3.2. Self-praise and appropriateness

Both psychological and linguistic research have long worked on the assumption that listeners have ambivalent feelings
towards a speaker who self-praises (Jones and Pittman, 1993; Leech, 1983; Brown and Levinson, 1987; Chen and Jing, 2012;
Van Damme et al., 2016). An important consideration, however, is that these assumptions led to a confirmatory research
design that selected mitigated or problematic self-praising instances (Speer, 2012; Wu, 2011). Contemporary corpus-assisted
studies have shown that self-praise is wide-spread in naturally occurring language data (see e.g. Dayter, 2018a for evidence
from the American National Corpus).

The first indication that self-praise might not be universally frowned upon came from research on contexts other than
mundane conversation. Online environments are famous for ‘selective self-presentation’, with the selection made, naturally,
in favour of the positive features (cf. Gibbs et al., 2006, 2011 on online dating ads; Dayter, 2016 on Twitter; Matley, 2017 on
Instagram). Disclosing facts about self that are relevant to one's current interactional aims, i.e. strategic impression man-
agement, is a powerful tool of self-presentation in professional life. Holmes et al. (2017) point out that while leadership
positions may demand self-promotion, their New Zealand subjects have to reconcile self-praising behaviour with the con-
flicting norms of egalitarian ethics and ‘tall poppy syndrome’2 at the same time. Tseng (2011) observes that competence
claims and importance claims are crucial elements of the genre of research grant proposal. Careful navigation of self-
promotion is especially important in politics, as the work by Schütz (1997) shows.

Similarly, in job interviews the ‘pragmatic act’ of promoting oneself adds to the persuasive effect of the interviewee's
performance (Tseng, 2010) and is therefore encouraged rather than censured. As much research attests, in the job application
context, the failure to self-promote can be fatal. Among the recent studies, Al-Ali (2004) notes Arabic writers had difficulties
when writing job application letters for an English-speaking recipient: a finding which Al-Ali attributes to a cultural divide
between English and Arabic communicative preferences. English writers included lengthy supporting discussions to promote
the candidate, while the Arabic writers used strategies such as ‘invoking compassion’, which, according to Al-Ali, are inap-
propriate in this genre in the Western workplace.

These studies paint a different picture of the self-praise iceberg in situations where self-promotion may be a constitutive
feature of the genre. Outside of political discourse and the application genre, researchers describe many modified self-
praising strategies, such as disclaimers, retractions, humour, quoting a third party, recasting self-praise as another speech
act (Carter and Sanna, 2006; Dayter, 2016; Speer, 2012; Wu, 2011), or ‘basking in reflected glory’ (Cialdini et al., 1976). These
indirect strategies constitute the underwater part of the self-praise iceberg and account for much self-praise in everyday
settings.

In the context of political discourse mainly directed towards a Western audience, however, the hypothesis is that the
iceberg will be quite top-heavy, with direct brags prominently present and the modified self-praise less common than in
mundane talk. The hypothesis rests on the observations of the sources cited above, which describe the preference ofWestern,
and specifically Anglophone, institutional discourse for explicit self-promotion.
3.3. Self-promotion across cultures

The findings cited in the section above do notmean thatWestern Anglophone contexts hold amonopoly over self-praise. A
case in point is provided by two unconnected but contemporaneous studies, Wu (2011) and Underwood (2011), studying
Chinesewomen and Irish women. Despite their vastly dissimilar subject groups, bothWu and Underwood arrived at the same
major conclusion: self-praise frequently occurs in communication. The conversation among the Irish women, for instance,
was found to revolve mostly around autobiographic narratives, which are a known vehicle of self-presentation (cf. Archakis
and Tzanne, 2005; Leary and Kowalsky, 1990).

But there is also evidence to suggest some cultural differences in what constitutes acceptable self-promotion. Linguistic
mitigation strategies were prominent in Wu's (2011) work. She ties the findings to a cultural stereotype of Chinese culture,
which places high value on modesty. Mandarin speakers show great caution in introducing face-flattering acts and modify
their illocutionary force using various strategies, placing them on the underwater portion of the self-praise iceberg (see
Section 3.1). In contrast, themembers of a ‘miniculture’ of Irish elderly female friends show little restraint in self-heroicisation
and praise their own achievements proactively.

A convenient point of departure for the discussion of cultural differences in self-promotion is provided by the concept of
linguaculture. This term, first introduced by Friedrich (1989), reflects the deeply intermeshed nature of language and culture,
and pays special attention to semantic and pragmatic variability of linguistic practice. For example, the value of modesty in
Chinese culture, mentioned in the preceding paragraph, exercises an influence on the linguistic choices of a speaker.
Divergent aspects of linguaculture become visible at ‘rich points’ (Agar, 1994), where interlocutors' expectations mismatch. At
2 A cultural phenomenon of mocking people who think too highly of themselves, common in Australia and New Zealand.
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a rich point, an intercultural (im)politeness conflict usually arises from negative pragmatic transfer, where particular lexical
items, syntactic structures or pragmatic routines from one linguaculture are (not) used in another (Haugh, 2010).

Several contrastive pragmatics studies have highlighted the cultural differences in linguistic self-promotion at such rich
points. A cross-cultural analysis of job application letters has shown that Flemish letter-writers rely on the addressee's ability
to read between the lines, while the US applicants are explicit about their accomplishments (Connor et al., 1995). The
observation can be tied to the American English linguaculture that values such qualities as being forthcoming, outspoken, and
extroverted. A reluctance to use explicit positive self-appraisal and instead to simply furnish the facts has been observed by
Bhatia (1993) in South Asian vs.Western applications, or by Hou and Li (2011) in Taiwanese vs. Canadian cover letters. Chinese
politicians prefer to self-promote indirectly, e.g. with the help of direct quotations (Kuo, 2001)e quite different to the German
politicians who did not score highly on the ‘modest self-presentation’ scale (Schütz, 1995).

Given the profound historical and cultural differences between the Anglophone and Slavic spaces, linguaculture has often
been used as a touchstone for explaining pragmatic variation. In a classic paper on cross-cultural speech act variation,
Wierzbicka (1985) argues that different request strategies in English and Polish are not simply expressions of different
politeness norms, but of different cultural values such as intimacy vs. distance. Comparing Russian and English, ‘ethnostyles’
(Larina 2013) of communication were reported to rest on the following cultural value dichotomies: collectivist vs. individ-
ualistic, interdependent vs. independent, inward-oriented (духовный) vs. pragmatic, modest vs. competitive (Larina 2009).
Larina also cited English culture as valuing equality, traditionalism, tolerance, and Russian culture as valuing emotional in-
tensity, sincerity, and hospitality.

At first glance, the values of modesty and collectivism in Russianwould speak for a bottom-heavy self-praise iceberg, with
preference for indirect and implicit self-praise. However, it is crucial to remark that the research cited in the preceding
paragraph relies on introspection, discourse completion tasks, and examples from fictional literary works. The reliability of
such methods has been questioned because people often have erroneous intuitions when it comes to their actual language
use, especially with regard to socially salient variables (Labov, 1996). The new generation of corpus research on Russian
pragmatics debunks some of the cross-cultural assumptions, e.g. about emotional etiquette in Russian vs. American English
(Apresjan, 2013) or value placed on modesty vs. competitiveness in verbal interactions in Russian (Perelmutter, 2013). In
addition, simultaneously interpreted political discourse is sufficiently unique in terms of social context and cognitive con-
straints to expect deviations from any linguacultural norm, even if such norms could be pinned down reliably.

There are no systematic empirical studies of self-praise and self-promotion in Russian. The existing literature provides
conflicting evidence regarding the status and acceptability of self-praise. Larina et al. (2017), for instance, claim that Russian
prefers a collectivist we-orientation over an Anglo I-orientation, which can be linked to dispreferred self-promotion. In
contrast, there is anecdotal evidence that Russian political discourse leans towards the other end of the cultural spectrum,
namely, unmitigated explicit self-praise. Ong (1982: 38) writes about the high residue of orality in the official language of the
Soviet Union, which was prone to grand epithetic formulas such as “the Glorious Revolution of October 26”. High orality
cultures often incorporate boasting as linguistic practice. For instance, African-American inner city communities have lan-
guage practices similar to bragging e ‘tall talk’, dozens, signifying ewhich are playful means to gain prestige among peers by
demonstrating verbal prowess (Labov, 1972). This tendency might clash with the expectations of the international high-level
platforms of the United Nations, the context for this study.

All in all, although the literature review does not provide grounds for forming a strong hypothesis regarding directionality
of self-praise shifts in English and Russian subcorpora, it does give reason to consider self-praise a potential locus of trans-
lational shifts. In the present paper, I started by sampling self-praise formulated in superlative terms (cf. Miller et al., 1992),
which are easy to extract semi-automatically and can be expected to represent a large part of self-praise. This formed the first
cycle of extraction. The main subject of investigation are the manifestations of the pragmatic tension between acceptable
communicative behaviours as understood by the source language speakers and target language speakers. By using corpus-
assisted pragmatics, I attempt to answer the research questions posed at the end of Section 1.

4. The corpus of simultaneous interpreting and searching for self-praise

4.1. Data

The data for this study comes from a collection of simultaneous interpreting in formal political contexts, the Simultaneous
Interpreting Russian-English (SIREN) corpus. To position this data source in the context of corpus-based interpreting studies,
there is a general scarcity of corpus data due to the practical challenges (Bendazzoli and Sandrelli, 2009; Sandrelli et al., 2010;
Straniero and Falbo, 2012). Among the existing SI corpora, the one that stands out in terms of its size, diversity, and
enrichment is EPIC (Russo et al., 2012). EPIC is a parallel multidirectional corpus of the interpreting of approximately 280,000
words that consists of speech events in English, Italian, and Spanish, and their interpretations in each of these languages.
Other corpora are either not freely available or are much smaller in size, and comprise data from official EU languages (e.g.
CoSi e Meyer, 2010 with a SI component of about 18,000 words; FOOTIE e Sandrelli, 2012, with 22,000 words). SIREN has
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been modelled after EPIC in key aspects of design and exceeds EPIC's English component in size, making it a unique resource
for the study of SI.

At the moment, the size of SIREN is 227,368 words, with 129,371 words (16 speech events, 9 primary speakers) in the
English and 97,997 words (25 speech events, 14 primary speakers) in the Russian component (detailed account of the corpus
makeup can be found in Dayter (2018b). The speeches have been transcribed using simple orthographic transcription aligned
in 5-second fragments. POS tagging was carried out with the help of CLAWS tagger for the English subcorpus and TreeTagger
for the Russian one.

SIREN draws onmaterials of the United NationsWeb TV as well as broadcasts of the video news agency Ruptly. WebTV airs
various UN events such as the meetings of the General Assembly, press conferences, press briefings etc. with the original
soundtrack and also tracks in all official UN languages, including Russian and English. The material is in the public domain,
and the United Nations Publications allows the use of portions of its content for educational and research purposes. The
Ruptly YouTube channel, which had kindly granted permission to use this material, yielded a collection of press conferences,
briefings, and interviews by Russian, American and British politicians and public figures. The key sampling criterion for the
corpus was to choose political events that are subject to simultaneous interpreting, which limits the data pool to higher-level
informational events intended for an international audience. Such events share certain characteristics, such as the pre-
planned nature of discourse, a high degree of performativity, and a complex participation framework (with dual ratified
hearers: interpreters and original language audience). Although other aspects of speech events, such as the speaker's native
language, may differ, the corpus is homogenous with regard to these key characteristics. The genre in question can be
described as high-profile international political discourse. The original ‘English’ subcorpus comprises the speech events for
which the speaker chose English as the linguistic vehicle to convey their interactional aims (independent of the speaker's
national identity or L1). The original ‘Russian’ subcorpus, accordingly, comprises the speech events delivered in Russian
(independent of the speaker's national identity or L1). In this highly international communicative context, the functional
orientation is foregrounded over the issues of L1 vs. L2 and language pluricentricity.

The original and interpreted English components are hereafter referred to as EnOr (English original) and EnSI (English
simultaneous interpretation), and the Russian components as RuOr, RuSI. The setup of the corpus is parallel bidirectional, so
that a source text is available for every target text, and the source texts in the two different languages are comparable with
regard to genre and context of delivery.
4.2. Locating self-praise in the corpus

For this investigation, I used the following procedure to locate self-praise in the corpus. First, I queried the corpus with
potential IFIDs to identify the stretches of talk likely to contain self-praise. For this purpose, I searched for all superlative forms
of adjectives in the POS-tagged version of the corpus, on the assumption that brag statements would contain IFIDs such as
“the best”, “the most” etc. I supplemented this list with lexical items such as leading, winner, first, singular, unique, incredible,
rating and Russian equivalents ведущ*, лидирующ*, главный, единственн*, уникальн*, рейтинг (see the evaluation of this method
in Dayter, 2018a). After that, I inspected the resulting concordances, manually selected the self-praising instances and
matched them to their translations in the interpreted subcorpora. Finally, I analysed the dispersion of self-praise across the
corpora and identified the corpus files in which it predominantly occurs. In the second cycle of extraction, all the files
identified in this manner (oral reports on achievements, see Section 6.2) were also manually inspected for instances of self-
praise that did not contain the IFIDs. In the end, seven speech events out of the 25 in the Ru>En subcorpus, and five out of the
16 in the En>Ru subcorpus turned out to contain explicit self-praise. In the following, I will first present the quantified
findings on the self-praise typology in my corpus, and then move on to the qualitative analysis in Section 6.
5. Results across the subcorpora

Let us first look at the distribution of explicit self-praise across speech events. Table 1 gives an overview of explicit self-
praise occurrences in the corpus and how they were rendered by the interpreters: interpreted with downgrading, without
downgrading, or omitted completely. Note that the nature of this linguistic variable poses a serious limitation to interpreting
statistical results. Linguistic manifestation of a speech act, unlike a regular stylometric or sociolinguistic variable, is extremely
difficult to normalise in relation to some quantifiable base (since to establish this base, the whole dataset would need to be
manually annotated). For example, talking about the frequency of self-praising moments per speech event in the corpus is not
productive because speeches are of different lengths and provide various opportunities for self-praise. The same is true for the
number of tokens per speech, as self-praising episodes themselves can have very different lengths: from N ¼ 8 as in example
12, to N ¼ 57 as in example 14 (Section 6.3 below). In addition, defining the borders of each self-praise episode is a challenge,
because the line can be drawn strictly around the evaluative lexical item, around the proposition that sufficiently explicates
that item, or around the syntactic unit containing it. Example 33, for instance, can easily be treated as either one or two
3 The highlight in bold is added by the author to indicate the relevant items. The original is given first (a), followed by the interpreter's rendition (b). The
Russian text is always immediately followed by the English gloss. The source file for each quote is identified in brackets after the transcript of interpretation.
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Table 1
Self-praise instances and their interpreting in SIREN.

Rendered fully in SI Modified in SI Omitted in SI Total

Ru>En 46 28 5 79
58% 35.5% 6.5% 100%

En>Ru 15 13 3 31
48% 42% 10% 100%
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instances of self-praise (if one considers the increasing of the system efficiency as self-praise unit 1, and gaining a new level of
coordination success as self-praise unit 2).

The difficulty with quantification becomes apparent whenwe attempt to compare the two source languages. Although the
Russian source contains more self-praise, this subcorpus also had more speeches of the genre that has been identified as the
locus of self-praise, i.e. oral reports on the state of affairs. This is a specific UN rhetorical subgenre, which calls for the speaker
to report on their latest achievements and present their country in the best light (see Section 6.2 below for details). As the
dispersion plots in Fig. 2 show, when the speech segment of the relevant type is present, it is rich in self-praise notwith-
standing the language. Self-praise also tends to cluster in the beginning and the end of speech events, which are the statement
areas (the middle part of the speech event often involves question-answer sessions or future outlook). We can, however,
compare the interpreter choices in each case. As Table 1 indicates, proportionally the three interpreting categoriese rendered
fully, modified, or omitted self-praise e are distributed in the same order, although interpreters working into Russian show
stronger preference for downgrading self-praise.
Fig. 2. Concordance plots mapping the occurrence of self-praise in the corpus texts.
Fig. 2 contains concordance plots of those corpus texts where self-praise has been found. Each box represents a corpus
text, and each bar represents an annotated occurrence of self-praise. All the explicit self-praise identified in the first (search
for IFIDs) and second (manual annotation of texts of the relevant type) cycles of extraction is found only in 12 speech events,
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while there were 46 speech events in the RuOr and 26 in the EnOr altogether. This confirms the status of self-praise as
constitutive of a certain kind of oral report e six out of 12 texts, the ones with the densest bars on the plot, belong to this
subgenre (see Section 6.2). Self-praise is less likely to occur in trouble talk and discussions of future plans, since none of the 12
texts belong to these genres. The range of self-praise incidents is very similar across source languages: R%(sp) ¼ 15% for RuOr
and R%(sp) ¼ 19% for EnOr (range is calculated using the standard procedure, R%(x) ¼ no. of corpus texts with x/total no. of
texts in the corpus * 100).

The size of the corpus and the difficulty in delineating the unit of analysis constitute the main limitation of this study.
Despite this, I believe the study has exploratory value by virtue of looking at a unique dataset and proposing a novel method of
addressing a pragmatics research question. To illustrate and contextualize the quantitative findings, I will present the
qualitative analysis of SI self-praise in the next section.
6. Self-praise in simultaneous interpreting of political discourse

6.1. Explicit self-praise in Russian>English subcorpus marked by IFIDs

As expected, there were detectable shifts in the interpreting of explicit self-praise from Russian into English in terms of its
intensity. Linguistic intensifiers change the stylistic strength of the evaluation (Hamilton and Hunter, 1998). I define inten-
sification here following Liebrecht et al.'s (2019) operationalised definition of linguistic intensification. Liebrecht et al.
consider a linguistic element in an evaluation as an intensifier when the omission or replacement of the same element results
in a less strong evaluation. Intensification can therefore be understood as a continuum fromneutrality (absence of evaluation)
to strong evaluation. Lexical intensification such as intensifying adverbs, but also semantic (e.g. ill-considered), stylistic (e.g.
metaphors), and even orthographic (e.g. all caps) intensification are possible (Renkema 1997).

In general, the tendency in Russian>English interpreting appears to be towards slight mitigation. Where the Russian
speaker uses the superlative form of adjectives, as in 4e6, the interpreted discourse downgrades the force of the utterance
through a different adverbial modifier (e.g. “a fully” instead of “the most” in 4, or through presenting the superlative status as
shared with others, as in 5).
(a) мы уверены в том что эти факторы делают нас самым ответственным 
международным участником процесса осуществления будущей глобальной 

повестки дня3

we are certain that these factors make us the most responsible international 

participant in the process of realizing the future global agenda

(b) we are convinced that these factors make us a fully responsible stakeholder <.> 

when it comes to implementing the future <.> global <.> development agenda 

(0013EnTr)

5 (a) Беларусь имеет лучший показатель в регионе СНГ по уровню детской 

смертности

Belarus has the best indicator in the CIS region in the level of child mortality

(b) we have one of the best indicators in the CIS when it comes to child and infant 

mortality (0009EnTr)

6 (a) Беларусь входит в число 50-ти лучших стран мира по веде- по ведению 

<scr> беременности организации родов // совершенствуется работа в 

области улучшения здоровья и снижения смертности населения

Belarus counts among the 50 best countries of the world in pro- in providing 

prenatal care and organizing labour // there are improvements in the area of 

improving health and lowering mortality of the population 

(b) we have <.> a good rating when it comes also to <.> healthcare and bringing 

down morbidity and mortality among the population (0009EnTr)

4
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Example 6 is an especially interesting case, as the self-praising instance here is interpreted into English only partly.
Whether as a conscious decision on the part of interpreter, or for the reasons of cognitive load and time pressure, the
reference to the object of self-praise is omitted. The interpreter renders the self-promoting evaluation, “we have a good
rating”, which is already downgraded in relation to the original “counts among the 50 best countries”. But instead of the
achievement that the speaker originally associated with this rating, “providing prenatal care and organizing labour”, the
interpreter uses the next proposition to finish the utterance: “healthcare and bringing down morbidity and mortality among
the population”.

This kind of compression is a common strategy in simultaneous interpreting to cope with synchronicity (e.g. Kohn and
Kalina, 1996) and is not all that remarkable in itself. But the omission identifies a locus of interpreting trouble and can
hint at reasons for pragmatic modification: it is likely that the interpreter resorted to vagueness not as a downgrading
strategy, but because they lacked processing capacity and had to employ an emergency strategy. This scenario is much less
likely in examples 4 and 5.

The same tendency towards tempering self-praise, through mitigation or even omission, is present in the cases where the
original speaker does not use superlatives, but rather more neutral rhetorical devices that are common in political discourse:
characterisation of their home country as (one of the) leading states in an initiative, or as fulfilling its obligations:
7 (a) Беларусь лидирует в СНГ по темпам снижения распро-

распространенности ВИЧ и СПИДа и охвата анти-ретровирусных вирусной 

эээ терапии

Belarus is leading in CIS in terms of the speed of damming the spr- spread of 

HIV and AIDS and the reach of anti-retroviral viral eh therapy

(b) we are tacking tackling [sic] our HIV AIDS problem with antiretroviral therapy 

which is widely used (0009EnTr)

8 (a) в числе немногих государств Беларусь в 2012 году представила

промежуточный отчет о выполнении рекомендаций 1-го цикла УПО

Belarus was among the few states who in 2012 provided an interim report on 

implementing the recommendations of the first UPR cycle

(b) we have also submitted an interim report on the review of implementing the 

recommendations made at the end of the first UPR (0009EnTr)
An important observation concerns the relationship between the individual and the group identity in such self-praise. In
the examples above, the speakers’ claims to laudable qualities refer not to them personally, but to them as representatives of a
group identity e a country. Spencer-Oatey (2005: 106), for instance, remarks that claims to face can be a group-based
phenomenon, and that self-construals related to group face are associated with different values. Such values include
benevolence and conformity. Therefore, the face threat of self-praise (self-elevation of individual) could be alleviated in
group-face situations. However, it is debatable whether this holds for high-level political situations where the speaker him/
herself is presumably invested in, and directly responsible for, the content of the brag (the principal in Goffmanian terms).

On the whole, explicit self-praise accompanied by an intensifying expression is attenuated in the Ru-En interpreting in the
majority of cases. This is the observation made on the basis of the first cycle of extraction, i.e. using self-praise IFIDs. The first
cycle has caught self-praising instances in nine speech events; three more were added to this number in the second cycle, as
Section 6.2 below describes.
6.2. Explicit self-praise in the Ru>En subcorpus with mild intensification

Many of the examples above come from the same speech, 0009EnTr. It is an introductory statement by Valentin Rybakov,
Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs of Belarus, the head of the delegation responsible for submitting the Universal Periodic
Review (UPR) report on Belarus to the UN. UPR is a procedure instituted by the United Nations to review the situation with
human rights inmember states. It “provides the opportunity for each State to declarewhat actions they have taken to improve
the human rights situations in their countries and to fulfil their human rights obligations” (UN Human Rights Council, 2019).
As such, it is a rhetorical subgenre which calls for the speaker to present their country in the best light and to emphasize the
past achievements of the government in implementing the recommendations of the UN. Naturally, it lends itself well to
explicit self-praise.
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Indeed, reports delivered at the top-level international platforms are a subgenre where self-praise may be a constitutive
feature, similar to application letters and job interviews. With this in mind, other corpus files containing such reports were
manually checked for the instances of self-praise. These files include:

- 0010EnTr, the comments session related to the same UPR,
- 0016EnTr, the report by theMinister for Civil Defence, Emergencies and Elimination of Consequences of Natural Disaster of
the Russian Federation on the state of the emergency services in the country,

- 0018EnTr_2, the statement by the governor of Krasnoyarsk Krai on the state of affairs in the region.

All of these are rich in self-praising moments of a different kind: explicit self-praise with mild intensification. This type of
self-praise is distinct in terms of surface form as well as interpreting strategy. First of all, the linguistic means of expressing
self-praise in these three files are less extreme than in the earlier examples: no superlative forms are used, i.e. the intensi-
fication is semantic rather than lexical in Renkema's (1997) terms. An extremely common form of self-praise is a reference to
the leading positions in various ratings. Secondly, interpreters tend to stay close to the source and do not attenuate the target
text.
9 (a) Беларусь занимает одно из ведущих мест в мире по доступу населения к

медицинским услугам

Belarus has one of the leading positions in the world in terms of access of 

the population to medical services

(b) Belarus is one of the world leaders in terms of access of the population to 

medical services (0010EnTr)
In 9, the hedge “одно из” (“one of”) is present in the source and is adopted into the target speech unchanged. In 10, the
qualifiers “significantly” and “new level” are also both rendered in the target speech. These are only fewof the large number of
self-praise instances with mild intensification in these two speechese that is to say, examples 9 and 10 suggest some sort of a
communicative norm in this genre.
10 (a) существенно повышена эффективность функционирования единой

государственной системы предупреждения и ликвидации чрезвычайных

ситуаций // МЧС России координирует ее деятельность на качественно
новом уровне
the efficiency of the single statewide system for early warning and emergency 

management and relief has significantly increased // MES Russia coordinates 

its activities on a whole new level
(b) we have a significant increase in the effective functionality of the single 

statewide system for early warning and emergency management and relief // the 

ministry for civil defence emergencies and disaster relief is coordinating its 

activities today the ministry has moved on to a new level (0016EnTr)
From the qualitative analysis of the four Russian speeches and their interpretations into English, it appears that although
self-praise is a staple of governmental oral reporting, the use of unmitigated superlatives is an idiosyncratic feature of one
speaker (Valentin Rybakov). Other speakers resort to self-praise in explicit, but less extreme formulations. When superlatives
occur in their speech, these are embedded into the factual context of international ratings. While the interpreter tends to tone
down the high-intensity examples from 0009EnTr, other instances of self-praise are rendered in English very close to the
source. This might suggest the conflicting demands of faithfulness to source vs. conforming to the politeness norms of the
target listener.
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In the next section, we can compare the findings of this sectionwith the other interpreting direction, En>Ru. This step will
help investigate whether the preliminary intuitions about self-praise in governmental oral reporting (that self-praise
formulated explicitly, but using mild intensifiers, is a genre feature in both Or subcorpora) hold true.
6.3. Explicit self-praise in the English-Russian subcorpus

Similarly to the Ru>En subcorpus, the En>Ru subcorpus contains both explicit self-praise with strong intensifiers,
extracted using the semi-automatic method, and the attenuated explicit self-praise. The choice of strong intensifiers, how-
ever, is confined to the instances where the self-praising speaker includes the audience into his or her group identity. For
example, in 11 the President of the General Assembly talks to other UN delegates about the elevated status of the United
Nations, and the interpreter preserves the superlative form in the target language:
11 (a) let me begin once again thanking you member states for entrusting me to lead 

the world's most representative multilateral bodl- body

(b) и еще раз хотел бы поблагодарить вас государство члены за то что 

мне доверили возглавить самый представительный в мире орган

and once again I wanted to thank you member states for entrusting me to lead 

the most representative body in the world (0001RuTr)
11 is the only example in the EnOr subcorpus that could be located using the IFID search for superlatives. Other instances,
although containing strong evaluation, did not include superlatives, which on balance seem to be more characteristic of the
Russian Or subcorpus.

In 12, David Cameron addresses the British press and, as an imaginary audience, the British citizens, when he sings praises
to “our incredible strengths”. The interpreter chooses to use the adjective “колоссальный” “colossal” rather than “невероятный”
incredible. This decision, however, does not appear to be an intensification shift: in Russian, both колоссальный and
невероятный are strong collocates of сила (MI ¼ 8 vs. MI ¼ 9, L3-R3, in the Russian National Corpus (Apresjan et al., 2006)). In
British English, incredible is a strong collocate of strength (MI ¼ 4, L3-R3, in the British National Corpus 1994 (Davies, 2004)),
while colossal does not appear in the BNC at all as a collocate of this node.
12 (a) I’m the first to praise our incredible strengths
(b) э хочу сказать что мы обладаем колоссальной силой

eh I’d like to say that we have colossal strength (0014RuTr)
In the second cycle of extraction, I identified two speeches likely to yield self-praise instances: the ones sufficiently similar
in genre to the UPR report or theMinistry for Civil Defence report. The first one is Barack Obama's press conference at the G20
summit in 2013 (0004RuTr). It opens with a monologual statement on the achievements of the forum and especially the
United States as a member-state. The second one is Barack Obama's address to the UN 68th General Assembly (0002RuTr).

Both of these speeches contain multiple instances of explicit self-praise without superlatives, similar to example 12 above.
There is, however, no single interpreting solution: a complex interplay of cognitive load, interpreting creativity, interpreting
quality norms, and audience design results in the target language forms that are removed from the source form in different
directions. In 13, the interpreter preserves the lemma strength but reverts the agency, with the original version being more
flattering to the speaker than the target version:
13 (a) the United States is a source of strength in the global economy // our 

manufacturing sector is rebounding // new rules have strengthened our banks

(b) укрепляется и американская экономика особенно производство // новые 

правила в том числе отношения ликвидности по- позволили укрепить 

наши банки

the US economy is also strengthening especially the manufacturing sector // 

new rules including liquidity ratio rules allowed us to strengthen our banks 

(0004RuTr)
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14 is a typical instance of indirect self-praise, where the speaker tacitly claims high status and laudable qualities:
14 (a) the danger for the world is this that the United States after a decade of war 

rightly concerned about the issues back home // aware of hostility that our 

engagement in the region has endag- engendered throughout the Muslim world 
// may disengage creating a vacuum of leadership that no other nation is 
ready to fill

(b) опасность заключается в том что США после десятилетия войн и 

будучи озабоченна внутренними проблемами могут наоборот 

отстраниться от решения любых вопросов в этом регионе // таким 

образом создастся вакуум который займут какие-то другие силы 
the danger is that USA after decades of war and concerned with inner problems 

would on the contrary disengage from solving any issues in that region // thus 

creating a vacuum which will be occupied by some other forces (0002RuTr)
In example 14, Obama positions the US as a unique benevolent force that no one else is capable of replacing. The inter-
preted version, while following the source very closely, modifies the original illocutionary force of the utterance and takes
away the implication of uniqueness. In 15, where Obama refers to the US as positively “exceptional”, the interpreter omits this
adjective completely, thus mitigating the self-enhancement:
15 (a) I believe America is exceptional in part because we've shown a willingness 

through this sacrifice of blood and treasure to stand up not only for own narrow 

self-interest but also for the interest of all

(b) мы готовы жертвовать мы готовы к тому что американцы будут 

проливать свою кровь наша страна будет тратить финансовые 

резервы но мы готовы принимать-предпринимать эти усилия в 

интересах США и всего мира

we are prepared to sacrifice we are prepared to have Americans shed blood our 

country will spend its financial reserves but we are ready to acce- undertake 

these efforts in the interests of the USA and the whole world (0002RuTr)
On the whole, there does not appear to be a pronounced directionality effect in terms of interpreting of self-praise. The
interpreters working in both directions, into English and into Russian, downgrade extreme instances of explicit self-praise
which can be construed by the audience as self-elevation at the expense of the listener. The Russian source corpus con-
tains more instances of explicit self-praise with strong intensification. However, all of these come from a single speaker, and
could therefore be ascribed to idiolectal preference. Thus, the translational variety (original vs. interpreted language) as a
factor influencing rendering of self-praise appears to supersede language (English vs. Russian).

Given the nature of speech events that make up the corpus, discourse revolves around problem portrayal rather than
positive self-portrayal (compare the speeches identified above with the remaining bulk of the corpus that deals with Julian
Assange's detention, debates about the status of the special rapporteur in Belarus, a Crime Congress, and other contentious
topics). When a monologic statement is made, it is often formulated using shall/will in English and refers to the plans and
commitments of the speakers, therefore offering little chance for self-praise. As was noted earlier (Dayter, 2018a), autobio-
graphical narrative, i.e. first person, past tense personal narrative, is the most likely environment for self-praise occurrence.
Speakers instrumentalise self-praise to discursively construct their identities and accrue social capital. Although themeans to
these ends can be culturally specific, in the case of top-level political discourse the register norms override individual cultural
preference. Explicit self-praise with mild intensificatione of the kind found in examples 9 or 12e is the normwhenever self-
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praise occurs, a finding which is confirmed both by the relative frequency of this surface form and by the fact that interpreters
gravitate towards this solution.

7. Discussion and conclusions

Self-praise is a powerful tool of impression management. As earlier research demonstrated, self-promotional discourse
crops up in genres where the speaker is painting the picture of themselves for the consumption of others: dating ads, job
applications, job interviews, and, of course, speeches at public political forums.

On the international arena, the speech of politicians is carefully crafted to reconcile the opposing forces that the norms of
their home culture and the norms of the target audience may exert on discourse. But what happens when an interpreter
enters the scene? Far from being invisible, the interpreter is constantly making decisions about what to translate and how to
translate it, just as Lawrence Venuti (1995) posited two decades ago. Sometimes these decisions are brought to the fore e

through omission, error, or active involvement with the recipient. At other times, however, the product of interpreting differs
from the source in the subtle ways that are only detectable in a contrastive study like the present one, which examines the
shifts in illocutionary force of a specific speech act.

The findings of this exploratory study confirm that explicit self-praise is present in political discourse. But in my sample, it
is almost exclusively confined to a subgenre of oral reporting that deals with past achievements of the speaker or, more
commonly, the group entity that the speaker represents: a state, a coalition, ‘the free world’. When it comes to explicit self-
praise, speakers in both English and Russian original subcorpora choose the same path of mild intensification: it is unam-
biguous, but also conforms to the norms of international political discourse that eschew grand pronouncements and flowery
phrases. This conclusion can be drawn on the basis of the interpreters' preference as well: when strong intensification occurs,
it is unobtrusively attenuated in translation. To answer the final research question, the interpreters working both into English
and into Russianmost commonly render explicit self-praise in the same intensity as it occurred in the source. The runner-up is
the strategy of mild attenuation, for example, changing “the world leader” to “one of the world leaders”. Very seldom, self-
praise is omitted completely in interpretation. Interpreters into Russian in this corpus attenuate self-praise more often,
although the difference between the directions of interpreting is not significant. Thus, in terms of linguistic manifestation of
self-praise, translation variety (original or interpreted) is a more important factor than English or Russian.

Finally, it is important to remark on the limitations of the study. The product-oriented research provides little evidence to
the reasoning and decision-making of speakers and interpreters. This means that in order to comprehensively describe self-
praise translation shifts, product-oriented studies need to be supplemented by process-oriented studies. Additionally,
although SIREN is one of the biggest and most comprehensive corpora of its kind, it is comprised of speech events that are
heterogenous in several respects. For example, the pluricentric nature of Russian and English, L1/L2 status of the speakers in
the corpus and levels of their linguistic competence, and differences in genre of briefings, reports, and Q&As are not
accounted for. SIREN also does not comprehensively cover all possible types of political discourse in the international arena
and would need to be supplemented with, for example, state of the union addresses or parliamentary debates to be able to
claim representativity.

For decades, translation studies have been driven by the research agenda in which Mona Baker proposed the existence of
‘translation universals’. One of these universals (which are currently considered trends rather than true typological universals
like vowel/consonant contrast) is ‘levelling out’, or the tendency of translated texts to exhibit a smaller range of register
features, more conservative choices, to “steer a middle course between any two extremes, converging towards the centre”
(Baker, 1996:184). Perhaps the conservatism of simultaneous interpreters who, consciously or unconsciously, sometimes
downgrade the extreme formulations of the speakers, is one manifestation of levelling out. In product-oriented research, we
can draw no conclusion concerning the processes that led to the changes observed in the data. Further research involving
think-aloud tasks or retrospective interviews with interpreters may shed more light on their motivations. However, inter-
preting corpora make a promising ground for further cross-cultural research on variation in the repertoire and linguistic
manifestation of speech acts. On the one hand, they provide abundant data to choose from case studies in the classic
qualitative tradition. On the other hand, interpreter decisions provide an in-built ‘annotation’ by a bilingual coder of the
precise intent of indirect speech acts in the source. Interpreting of such culturally determined speech acts as insults, apologies,
and demands hold special promise in this respect.
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