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Each scenario below is written in English and describes the affect, register, and delivery pattern of a statement in the source language — whatever language you work with. You do not need to produce a rendering. The focus is on analyzing affect and noticing your own internal response as the interpreter.

Scenario 1
	Speaker: Defendant  ·  Delivery: Angry, staccato, high-intensity
The defendant is denying the charges directly and forcefully. The statement is short, clipped sentences delivered in rapid succession. Each sentence feels like a separate blow. The speaker is visibly agitated — leaning forward, voice raised, pace accelerating.
In your working language: the equivalent of "I was never there. How many times do I have to say it? That is a lie."



	1a. How would you characterize the affect (emotion, intensity, rhythm)? What paralinguistic features would you carry into your rendering?
 
 
 
 
 
 



	1b. Did this scenario trigger discomfort or a desire to soften the rendering? Describe what you noticed in yourself.
 
 
 
 
 
 



Scenario 2
	Speaker: Victim  ·  Delivery: Flat, slow, dissociated
The victim is describing events in a monotone, with long pauses between sentences. There is no visible emotion. The content is serious but the delivery is affectless — a pattern common in trauma responses. Each sentence is short and declarative.
In your working language: the equivalent of "Yes. I was in the kitchen. After that I don’t remember clearly what happened."



	2a. How would you characterize the affect? What would faithful rendering of this flatness look and sound like?
 
 
 
 
 
 



	2b. Did you feel an impulse to add emotion or urgency that was not in the original? Why or why not?
 
 
 
 
 
 



Scenario 3
	Speaker: Witness  ·  Delivery: Nervous, fragmented, heavily hedged
The witness is over-explaining and second-guessing themselves throughout the statement. There are frequent false starts, self-corrections, filler words, and hedges. The content is uncertain even where it is substantive.
In your working language: the equivalent of "Well, what I saw — I didn’t see it clearly — but yes, he was there, or someone like him, I think, if I’m not mistaken."



	3a. Identify the hedges and qualifiers in this scenario. How would you preserve them faithfully without 'cleaning up' the testimony?
 
 
 
 
 
 



	3b. Did you feel an impulse to make the statement sound more certain or coherent? What does that impulse tell you?
 
 
 
 
 
 



Scenario 4
	Speaker: Expert Witness  ·  Delivery: Formal, technical, measured
The expert is delivering a clinical opinion in formal, technical register. The pace is deliberate and the vocabulary is specialized. The speaker is authoritative and emotionally neutral.
In your working language: the equivalent of "The neuropsychological evaluation reveals attentional deficits consistent with the proposed diagnosis."



	4a. How does this register differ from the other three scenarios? How does the speaker's authority and formality affect your approach?
 
 
 
 
 
 



	4b. Did you notice a different internal response to this speaker compared to the others? What might that difference reveal about your own implicit associations?
 
 
 
 
 
 




