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INTRODUCTION

Testing and assessment in translation
and interpreting studies

A call for dialogue between research and practice

Claudia V. Angelelli and Holly E. Jacobson

Translation and interpreting are areas of inquiry supported by substantial schol-
arship. The notion of quality is central to both fields, whether at initial acquisition
levels as a formative assessment in educational programs, or at more advanced
levels in developing instruments for professional certification, as well as in mea-
suring the quality of translation/interpreting for instruments and processes used
for research purposes. Assessment and testing in the two fields is implemented for
anumber of purposes. Examples include screening applicants for entry into an ed-
ucational program; providing feedback to students taking a course; testing knowl-
edge and skills at the end of a course of study; carrying out quality assessments in
contexts where interpreters play an essential role in achieving interactional goals;
certifying professional-level competence in translation or interpreting; determin-
ing quality of localization products in the industry, as well as measuring the im-
pact of surveys and other instruments translated for research purposes.

Most of the discussions around theory have focused on quality in theoreti-
cal terms, particularly in translation studies. Many of the established theoretical
frameworks referred to in the translation literature are based on dichotomies or
continua that distinguish between translations that closely adhere to the original
linguistic code and more liberal translations that achieve a structure that is less
subservient to that of the source text. Nida’s (1964) concepts of formal and dy-
namic equivalence represent one of the first approaches to defining translation
quality. His framework calls for determining quality according to the response a
translation produces in target readers; that is, the response to the translation by
target readers should be equivalent to the response to the original by source-text
readers. In turn, Newmark (1982) uses the terms semantic and communicative
translation to refer to a dichotomy that is similar to Nida’s formal and dynamic
equivalence. Likewise, Toury (1995) established a framework to refer to two types
of translations, using adequacy to refer to a translation that closely adheres to
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the “norms” of the source culture, and acceptability to refer to translations that
respond to the norms of the target culture. Venuti (1995) coined the terms for-
eignization and domestication as a means of underlining the need to examine
unequal power relations that influence the way translations are realized, while
Bastin, at a more pragmatic level, argued for adaptation rather than translation
(1998). Skopos Theory (Reiss & Vermeer 1984, in Hatim and Munday 2004) em-
phasizes that the skopos or purpose of the translation is the measuring stick by
which translation quality should be measured. In other words, a translation must
be judged by whether it meets the linguistic, social, and cultural norms of the con-
text in which it will be used. Later researchers, including Hatim and Mason (1990,
1997), Hickey (1998) and Baker (1992) turned to disciplines such as theoretical
linguistics, pragmatics, sociolinguistics, and discourse analysis to inform models
of translation and description of translation quality. These researchers grounded
their models of translation in theoretical frameworks that allow for a deeper anal-
ysis of translated texts, with a focus on cross-linguistic differences in text types
at the level of semiotics; pragmatics; socio-cultural context in which the original
and source texts are used (non-verbal aspects of texts); and discursive elements.
However, House (1981, 1997, 1998) was one of the first scholars to focus specifi-
cally on translation quality assessment, basing her work on pragmatics. She posits
the existence of two types of translation, which she refers to as covert and overt.
An overt translation is realized as a way of providing the target world a glimpse
into the source world, or of “eavesdropping” on another culture or discourse com-
munity, and retains the integrity of the original socio-cultural context. It is obvi-
ously and overtly a translation. A covert translation, on the other hand, is used “to
recreate an equivalent speech event” which meets the expectations and rules of
the target discourse community (House 1998:65). Like Bastin, Nida, Newmark,
Toury, Reiss and Vermeer, and Venuti, House distinguishes between texts that are
more closely associated with the source text and those that distance themselves
from the original linguistic code in order to achieve functional pragmatic equiva-
lence (House 2001). According to the models proposed by all of these scholars,
quality depends on the purpose and function of the translation.

The pioneering work of these translation scholars recognizes the varied con-
texts in which translation is carried out, and moves away from more traditional
views of translation that focus on a discourse of accuracy, which is defined by
Zhong (2002:575) as a paradigm “which requires translation to be accurate [on
a lexico-semantic level], faithful [to the source text], objective, and impartial”.
As House (2001:247) states, “It is obvious that equivalence cannot be linked to
formal, syntactic, and lexical similarities alone because any two linguistic items
in two different languages are multiply ambiguous, and because languages cut
up reality in different ways” However, none of the models of translation quality
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presented thus far addresses the “how to” of effectively and accurately measuring
quality. The researcher is left to ponder questions related to how “reader response”
can be measured and compared; how to determine the variables that demonstrate
whether a translation is acceptable to the target discourse community; or how the
“function” of a translation is defined in measurable terms. These are all questions
that have not been clearly addressed in the literature.

Testing and assessment of interpreter performance faces a similar dilemma.
Research in interpreting focused traditionally on conference interpreting after the
establishment of the International Association of Conference Interpreters (AIIC)
in 1953. Early empirical research emerged within psychology, focusing on the
cognitive processes of simultaneous interpreting (P6chhacker 2004). In addition,
as Hsieh (2003) points out, theoretical developments in simultaneous interpret-
ing have primarily been driven by translation practices that focus on fidelity and
accuracy. Interpreting practitioners have also played a key role in establishing
models of interpreting based on the concept of “conduit” according to which in-
terpreters are to remain neutral, detached, and faithful to the original (Ibid: 12).
Community interpreting eventually adopted these theories, although research
indicates that such theories do not accurately reflect how mediated interaction
actually takes place (cf. Angelelli 2001 and 2004a; Clifford 2005; Davidson 1999;
Metzger 1999; Roy 2000; Wadensjo 1998). However, few researchers have focused
on measurement of aspects of interpreting in general, quality in performance spe-
cifically, and on the problem of assessing interpreting via the implementation of
valid and reliable measures based on empirical research. A few scholars have ven-
tured into this new territory. Angelelli (2001 and 2004b), for example, developed
the first valid and reliable instrument to study the role that interpreters play in
the various settings where they work (i.e. the courts, the hospitals, business meet-
ings, international conferences and schools) in Canada, Mexico and the United
States using psychometrics. On the basis of empirical data collected during an
ethnography she developed an assessment instrument for use in healthcare con-
texts that measures language proficiency and interpreters’ readiness in Cantonese,
Hmong and Spanish (Angelelli 2003, 2007a and b). Sawyer (2004) conducted a
case study on the measurement of translation and interpreting competence in a
graduate level program in the United States, and started a discussion on the po-
litical and ethical consequences of test validation in translation and interpreting.
Clifford (2005) developed an interpreter certification test grounded in discourse
theory. He argues for more rigorous approaches to assessment, with empirically
developed constructs and competencies, and for the exploration of psychometrics
in developing certification instruments. Although other assessment instruments
have been developed for organizations and interpreter education programs world-
wide, these instruments are not generally presented in descriptive terms, and are
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not based on valid and reliable approaches to testing and assessment (Clifford
2005; Angelelli 2003, 2007a and b).

There is a lack of empirical research on both translator and interpreter com-
petence and performance, and on assessing processes and products for different
purposes, i.e. those of interest to industry, pedagogy and research. In addition,
little has been published on the high-stakes certification programs and standards
that exist in different countries: assessments seem to be conducted in a vacuum,
and the processes involved need to be accurately described in order to assure
transparency.

The idea for this volume emerged after a two-year series of conferences on
testing and assessment during the ATA Research Forum. For the last five years,
efforts were made to bring together professional organizations granting certifica-
tion, academia, government and industry (free-lancers as well as agency owners)
to find a space to discuss theoretical and empirical research in Translation and
Interpreting Studies during a professional meeting. This is how the ATA Research
Forum was established (Angelelli, 2004) within the American Translators Asso-
ciation. The editors are grateful to the presenters and the participants who at the
time responded to a call (Angelelli 2006 and 2007) for the ATA Forum to focus on
issues of testing and assessment, including the definition and the measurement
of translation and interpreting competence and quality. Some of the presenters
from the ATA Forum have contributed to this volume. In addition to seeding
efforts at the Research Forum, the editors posted calls for papers in national and
international scholarly websites and networks such as ATISA, EST, ITIT, The Lin-
guist List, and at universities and colleges involved in interpreting and translation
education and research. Editors also approached other scholars who had previ-
ously worked in the area of testing and posted the call for papers on professional
association lists such as ATA and AAAL.

As suggested by the foregoing discussion, the present volume deals with is-
sues of measurement that are essential to translation and interpreting studies. The
collection of papers explores these issues across languages and settings (including
university classrooms, research settings, the private sector, and professional as-
sociations), with a focus on both processes and products. All of the contributors
are researchers and educators or doctoral students of either translation or inter-
preting - or both — who have focused on areas of testing and assessment. The au-
thors have approached their chapters from different perspectives, some focusing
on very specific variables, and others providing a much broader overview of the
issues at hand. In some cases authors go into a more micro-perspective of mea-
suring either translation or interpreting (e.g. the measurement of text cohesion
in translation; the measurement of interactional competence in interpreting; the
use of a particular scale to measure interpreters’ renditions; or the application of
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a specific approach to grading). In other cases, authors present a broader view of
program assessment (such as interpreter or translator certification at the national
level or program admissions processes).

This volume is divided into three sections. The articles in the first section ex-
plore the theoretical underpinnings of assessing translation and interpreting, spe-
cifically as they relate to construct definition and rubric development. The articles
in the second section discuss results of empirical research implementing quasi
experimental and non-experimental designs. These studies delve into evaluation
methods, including holistic/intuitive-impressionistic and analytical and dichoto-
mous items-methods, and the application of evaluation scales to grading. They also
provide insight into types of assessment (e.g. meaning-oriented) and assessment
constructs (e.g. cohesion). The articles in the third section present case studies that
are of a broader scope, describing admissions tests and professional certification.

The boundaries between sections are clearly fluid, and were established for
the practical purposes of the volume only. One of the strengths of the volume
lies in the fact that there are common threads running through all the chapters,
that they are linked in a number of ways. All three sections contain chapters that
include different approaches to testing (e.g. theoretical, empirical or descriptive);
describe a variety of text purposes (e.g. admissions or certification) and test types
(e.g. rubrics, evaluation scales; aptitude); and discuss different evaluation func-
tions (e.g. formative, as for pedagogical purposes, or summative, as in high-stakes
tests for certification). The chapters are also linked by the test constructs explored
(e.g. translation or interpreting competence), and the approaches taken to mea-
surement (i.e. norm-referenced or criterion-referenced tests, holistic, analytic, or
dichotomous). Throughout the volume, authors argue for dialogue between re-
search and practice.

The volume opens with the first chapter on theoretical concerns in testing
and assessment. Claudia V. Angelelli discusses the basic questions that precede
the development of a test. She argues for a need to ground translation tests in
testing theory, and explores a construct definition that bridges the literature in
Translation Studies, Testing, and Second language Acquisition. By clearly opera-
tionalizing the construct of translation competence, and based on a self-study of
a translation organization, Angelelli proposes a rubric to measure the translation
ability of candidates seeking professional certification across languages.

Holly E. Jacobson addresses similar concerns about the connection between
theory and construct development in her discussion of healthcare interpreting.
Grounded in concepts derived from interactional sociolinguistics and conver-
sation analysis, Jacobson points to the need to develop a more comprehensive
approach to assessing interpreter performance. She argues that current approaches
to measuring interpreter-mediated interaction fall short in their emphasis on
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lexico-semantic concerns, at the exclusion of other linguistic and interactional
features. This chapter offers a step-by-step approach for developing an analytic
scoring rubric for assessing interactional competence in interpreting.

The second section, which focuses on empirical approaches in translation
and interpreting assessment, begins with June Eyckmans, Philippe Anckaert and
Winibert Segers’ discussion on norm-referenced tests for translation. According
to the authors, the calibration of dichotomous items (CDI) as a method for as-
sessing translation competence transfers the well-known “item”-concept from
language testing theory and practice to translation assessment, thus representing
a rupture with traditional techniques of translation testing where the evaluator
judges the value of the translation based on a series of pre-established criteria. The
authors compare three approaches to translation evaluation on their psychomet-
ric qualities in a controlled empirical design, and contend that the CDI method is
less subjective and more reliable.

Elisabet Tiselius explores the implementation of Carroll’s (1966) scales for
evaluating intelligibility and informativeness in interpreter performance. The au-
thor adapts Carroll’s scales — which were originally devised by Carroll for ma-
chine translation - to the context of simultaneous interpreting between English
and Swedish. She uses transcripts of interpreted renditions in a pilot study to
compare the grading results of non-experts (non-interpreters) and interpreters.
The preliminary data suggest that interpreters and laypeople do not differ signifi-
cantly in how they approach the grading of simultaneous interpreting, which, if
supported by future research on a larger scale, could have an impact on selection
of graders in testing and assessment.

Mira Kim’s contribution addresses the lack of systematic criteria to assess
translations in the university classroom and the challenges faced by translation
teachers, who need to assess students’ translations and provide constructive, de-
tailed feedback on assignments. Drawing on both qualitative and quantitative
data in teaching translation from English to Korean, Kim elaborates on the peda-
gogical effectiveness of a meaning-oriented assessment tool which is based on
systemic functional linguistics (SFL). She describes how meaning-oriented trans-
lation assessment criteria have been used in the classroom, providing detailed
examples of the evaluation process.

Brian James Baer and Tatyana Bystrova-McIntyre propose the use of corpora
to document the differences within language pairs which can provide an empiri-
cal basis for the formulation of assessment tools. Based on data collected from
English and Russian, they argue for a granular assessment tool (replicable for
other language pairs) to measure three isolatable — but nevertheless frequently ig-
nored - features of textual cohesion: punctuation, sentencing, and paragraphing.
They contend that focusing assessment on such textual elements can encourage
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novice translators to consider the target text globally, as a professional product
composed of various features above and beyond lexis.

Turning to an underrepresented area in translation assessment, Kerian Dunne
explores approaches to determining the quality of localization products. He con-
siders some practical ways in which educators and practitioners can re-think
assessment and find a common framework within which to discuss, evaluate,
measure, and improve localization quality. He discusses perceptions and misper-
ceptions which currently influence localization quality assessment, and points to
their limitations. Through the provision of concrete examples, he explores pos-
sible solutions, and calls for further empirical research to inform the development
of evidence-based assessment approaches.

The third section opens with the exploratory work of Sdrka Timarova and
Harry Ungoed-Thomas, who discuss the admissions tests for a particular inter-
preter education program, and argue for the need to carefully study the effective-
ness of similar tests in screening applicants to IEPs in Europe. By applying mul-
tiple linear and logistic regression analyses to study the relationship between the
IEP’s admissions test and end-of-program exam, the authors conclude that this
particular admissions test, aimed at measuring aptitude, is a poor predictor of stu-
dents’ success rate in the program. The research of these authors is exploratory in
nature, and points to the need for IEPs to not only determine the predictive valid-
ity of their admissions tests, but also to submit their programs to overall program
evaluations, including psychometric studies of entry and exit exams.

In a parallel investigation, Karen Bontempo and Jemina Napier also study
admissions testing, drawing on data from two previous studies involving signed
language interpreter education in Australia. One study analyzed the perceptions
of interpreters-in-training regarding the efficacy of IEPs in Australia, while the
other identified the gaps that exist in interpreter education: that is, the skills that
are not addressed in IEPs. The authors apply this data to the development and
piloting of an admissions screening test designed to measure six elements consid-
ered to be predictive of performance in an IEP. The pilot study involves a group of
applicants to one particular signed language IEP. The results of the admissions test
are compared with program exit outcomes: the authors argue that the test is not
predictive of final examination performance in the IEP. They call for urgent re-
view of current practices, and for empirical research that will inform the overhaul
of the Australian national curriculum, including instructional quality, testing ap-
proaches, and resources for IEPs.

Hildegard Vermeiren, Jan Van Gucht and Leentje De Bontridder present
a critical perspective and detailed overview of the spoken-language certifica-
tion process of social interpreters in Flanders, Belgium. Given current trends in
migration, the authors describe national efforts to offer quality service to those
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who do not speak societal languages. At the same time they contend that assess-
ment and other similar rational procedures provide ideological self-legitimiza-
tion to qualified authorities. The authors argue that consequential validity issues
are a driving force in societal pressure for efficiency and accountability of the
assessment procedure. The certification process described involves the imple-
mentation of what the authors refer to as objectifying elements, such as criterion-
based evaluation grids, guidelines for scoring, pre-determined cut-off scores, and
triangulation. They call for validity, reliability, and feasibility in interpreting as-
sessment, and discuss inter-rater reliability and grader training in administration
of certification exams. The authors argue that there exists a permanent need for
improvement of test materials and procedures.

Debra Russell and Karen Malcolm also address the topic of national certifica-
tion in their overview of the testing processes implemented in certifying signed
language interpreters in Canada. Based on an evaluation of the testing system by
the Association of Visual Language Interpreters (AVLIC), comprehensive and re-
sponsive test processes were developed to support interpreters in pursuing certifi-
cation. The Canadian testing model is presented in detail, including the purpose of
the test, test methodology and procedures, and test construction and piloting pro-
cesses. The authors contend that the AVLIC test processes, which include an online
written test of knowledge and personal feedback provided to candidates preparing
for the test, and are situated in authentic discourse, constitute a model for profes-
sional certification. However, they too point to the dynamic nature of certification
exams, and to the constantly evolving field of interpreting studies in their argu-
ment that the new certification model must be subject to ongoing refinements.

The issues discussed in this volume - the need for clearly defined and more
inclusive constructs; the value of empirical analysis of current approaches to test-
ing; the insistence on consistency in grading; the importance of constantly review-
ing and refining assessment procedures — are shaping measurement approaches
in translation and interpreting. They are relevant to the myriad of contexts in
which the assessment of translation and interpreting is implemented, from the
interpreting classroom to national certification exam development to the indus-
try passing judgment on quality. A systematic response to these issues is required
by key players, including teachers, administrators, practitioners and researchers.
This response must be grounded in testing theorys; it is a response that relies on
testing principles in order to reliably inform practice. It is our hope that the con-
tributions presented in this volume will serve to instigate discussion among those
engaged in testing in our field.
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PART 1

The development of assessment instruments

Theoretical applications






Using a rubric to assess translation ability

Defining the construct

Claudia V. Angelelli
San Diego State University

One of the first and most important steps in designing an assessment instru-
ment is the definition of the construct. A construct consists of a clearly spelled
out definition of exactly what a test designer understands to be involved in a
given skill or ability. This task not only involves naming the ability, knowledge, or
behavior that is being assessed but also involves breaking that knowledge, ability
or behavior into the elements that formulate a construct (Fulcher 2003) and can
be captured and measured by a rubric. Currently, there is no one definition of
translation competence and its components that is universally accepted within
the academic field of translation studies (Arango-Keith & Koby 2003). Neither

is there a rubric that can capture different levels of competency in translation.
Instead, there is a continuing debate about how to define translation competence
and exactly how its constituent elements are to be conceptualized, broken down,
interconnected and measured. This paper reviews the literature from Translation
Studies, Testing and Second Language Acquisition and proposes sub-compo-
nents of a rubric to assess the construct of translation competence.

Introduction

Translation has been characterized as both a process and a product (Cao 1996),
more pointedly a very complex process and product. The fact that translation is a
multi-dimensional and complex phenomenon may explain why there have been
few attempts to validly and reliably measure translation competence/ability. This
is evident when comparing the research produced in translation testing with that
produced in testing in related fields.

Translation shares some of the same linguistic concerns, such as discourse
and grammatical competence in two languages (to name only a few), as the field
of Second Language Acquisition. Translation also involves a variety of skills, in-
cluding analytical skills and strategic skills, which are also present in other fields
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such as of Mathematics and others. When comparing the research produced in
assessment within the field of Second Language Acquisition or in Mathematics,
it is evident that we have not witnessed similar progress in assessment in the field
of Translation and Interpreting Studies. This should not be interpreted as if the
testing of translation or interpreting were not important enough or interesting
enough to be worth the effort. On the contrary, developing a valid and reliable test
for translation and interpreting is of paramount importance. Both academe and
the industry would benefit enormously from making accurate and sound deci-
sions on translation ability and quality based on meaningful testing.

Valid and reliable procedures for measuring translation or interpreting (or any
other construct for that matter) start by posing essential questions about the pro-
cedures (Cohen 1994: 6) such as: for whom the test is written, what exactly the test
measures, who receives the results of the test, how results are used, etc. Testing for
both translation and interpreting share some similarities, specifically in the appli-
cation of basic principles of measurement. But, because of the differences between
these two the remainder of the discussion will focus solely on translation.

The answers to the questions about test procedure guide the test development
and cannot be an afterthought. Test development also starts with a clear defini-
tion of what is to be measured, i.e. the test construct. Based on a case study of a
professional organization certifying translators, this chapter starts by reviewing
some of the relevant questions for translation test development. It uses the lens
of testing and assessment to investigate the construct of “translation ability” and
the potential use of rubrics to measure this construct. In so doing, it reviews how
translation competence/ability has been defined by previous research and by pro-
fessional ideology. Subsequently, it offers a working definition of the construct of
translation ability for the specific purpose of translation certification. It argues for
the use of rubrics to assess the translation ability of individuals seeking certifica-
tion. It presents a rubric as a work in progress in the hope of contributing to rel-
evant international discussions on valid and meaningful translation assessment.

1. Initial considerations

In this section I review the key questions in the assessment of translation as they
apply to high-stake tests, such as translation certification examinations. The deci-
sion-making process of test developers’ as to what to assess must be grounded
in theory. For the purposes of translation assessment, I am suggesting that con-
ceptualizations of communicative translation (Colina 2003) based on Skopos
theory (Nord 1991 and 1997) be broadened to include concepts from cross-cul-
tural communication and communicative competence theories (Bachman 1990;
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Hymes 1974; Johnson 2001) to allow for decisions regarding what to assess based
on broader principles applicable to translation.

11 Questions preceding test development

When test developers begin the process of creating a test, they are guided by the
following questions (Cohen 1994:11-48):

- What aspects of an individual’s translation ability should be assessed?

-  Why are certain techniques, assessment methods or approaches being used
instead of others?

- How will the assessment instruments (translation tests) be developed, and
how are they going to be validated?

—  When will the test take place, and how often is the professional organization
planning to administer it?

- Where will the exam take place and what is the physical environment(s) of the
exam?

- Whoisthe intended audience for the test? What information is available about
social backgrounds cognitive skills and personal characteristics (diverse or
similar) of target audience?

- For whom are the results on the translation test intended; for candidates them-
selves or for organizations which make the exam a requirement?

So far I have presented relevant questions that pertain to the Wh-group. Outside
wh-questions there are other important questions that test developers need to
answer as they embark on the test-development process.

1.2 Nature of the test

Among further relevant questions there are those concerning the nature of the
test to be developed. Is the test a norm-referenced or a criterion referenced one?
This distinction is important since it allows for different things. “A norm-ref-
erenced assessment provides a broad indication of a relative standing, while
criterion-referenced assessment produces information that is more descriptive
and addresses absolute decisions with respect to the goal” (Cohen 1994:25). The
norm-referenced approach allows for an overall estimate of the ability relative to
the other examinees. Norm-referenced tests are normed using a group of exam-
inees (e.g. professional translators with X amount of years of experience, or trans-
lators who have graduated from translation programs 6 months before taking the
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test, etc.). In the criterion-referenced approach, criterion skills or behaviors are
determined and then test specifications are written. This approach is used to see
if a test taker has met certain objectives or criteria rather than to see how a test
taker does compared to another. In addition to the nature of the test, whether is
is a criterion-referenced or norm-references, other relevant questions test devel-
opers ask are about validity and reliability of the assessment instrument.

1.3 Validity

Traditionally, validity has been present in discussions on testing and test devel-
opers have raised questions such as: Is the test measuring what it is supposed to
measure? (Kelly 1927; Lado 1961; & Cronbach 1971 in Weir 2005). Additionally
validity has been discussed in different types, such as construct validity, content
validity and face validity, among others (Bachman 1990; Bachman & Palmer 1996;
Fulcher 2003; Messick 1989). As validity is multifaceted and multi-componential
(Weir 2005), different types of evidence are needed to support any kind of claims
for the validity of scores on a test. In 1985 the American Psychological Association
defined validity as “the appropriateness, meaningfulness and usefulness of the spe-
cific inferences made from test scores (in Bachman 1990: 243). Therefore, test va-
lidity is not to be considered in isolation, as a property that can only be attributed
to the test (or test design), nor as an all-or-none, but rather it is immediately linked
to the inferences that are made on the basis of test scores (Weir 2005).

As an example, let’s consider construct validity. This category is used in test-
ing to examine the extent to which test users can make statements and infer-
ences about a test taker’s abilities based on the test results. Bachman and Palmer
(1996) suggest doing a logical analysis of a testing instrument’s construct validity
by looking at the clarity and appropriateness of the test construct, the ways that
the test tasks do and do not test that construct, and by examining possible ar-
eas of bias in the test tasks themselves. Construct validity relates to scoring and
test tasks. Scoring interacts with the construct validity of a testing instrument in
two primary ways. Firstly, it is important that the methods of scoring reflect the
range of abilities that are represented in the definition of competency in the test
construct. Similarly, it is important to ask if the scores generated truly reflect the
measure of the competency described in the construct. Both of these questions
essentially are concerned with whether or not test scores truly reflect what the test
developers intended them to reflect.

The construct validity of a testing instrument can be affected by many of the
same factors of the testing situation and the test tasks which create problems in
reliability (see below). Therefore, it is important that all aspects of the testing situ-
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ation and the test itself be considered for possible sources of bias for or against
certain candidates. Bias here refers to any factor that may affect test performance
that is not a part of the test’s construct or testing objectives. The test designers
must assure themselves that everything is done to make sure that the setting,
instructions, input and expected responses do not end up influencing the test
scores. Ideally, the only thing that should influence test scores is the candidate’s
competence, or lack thereof, as defined by the test’s construct. With the question
on validity comes the question of reliability.

1.4 Reliability

Reliability is one of the terms commonly used in the assessment field and is also
fairly well-known outside of the field itself. It is not uncommon to hear lay persons
using the word reliability or reliable and discussing what they judge reliability to
be on a given issue or how reliable something is (e.g. a car or a brand). However,
in the field of assessment and testing, the word reliability has specific meanings
and set methods for its measurement. Primarily, reliability is used as a technical
term to describe the amount of consistency of test measurement (Bachman 1990;
Cohen 1994; Bachman & Palmer 1996) in a given construct. One way of judging
reliability is by examining the consistency of test scores. If a person is given the
same test at different times, will he or she score more or less the same? If different
graders score the same examinee’s test, will their scores be similar? If a person
takes different versions of the same test, will they have similar scores on both ver-
sions? These and other questions reflect aspects of the consistency in test scores
which test developers and testing experts are looking at when they examine the
reliability of a test. However, reliability is not just about test scores. Creating a reli-
able test and judging the reliability of an existing test involves looking at the ways
in which the consequences of factors outside of what is actually being tested, have
been minimized to the greatest extent possible (Bachman & Palmer 1996). Fac-
tors of test administration and scoring procedures can be evaluated on the basis
of how they might influence the reliability of the test in light of current thinking
in the field of testing.

To determine reliability, we can use the questions for making a logical evalu-
ation of reliability as set forth in Bachman & Palmer (1996). The factors impact-
ing reliability are: (1) variation in test administration settings, (2) variations in
test rubrics (scoring tool for subjective assessment), (3) variations in test input,
(4) variation in expected response, and, (5) variation in the relationship between
input and response types.
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Both variations in the test setting and the physical conditions under which
a test is administered can become possible sources of problems in reliability
(Bachman & Palmer 1996). Due to the nature of national or international orga-
nizations’ site selections, there will inevitably be some variation in test settings.
Some test administrations may take place in a quiet office building. Others may
take place in a room just off of a busy conference room. There will be natural
variations in lighting, noise levels, temperature, and workspace available to a can-
didate, etcetera. These variations in settings can impact the individual candidate’s
ability to perform the test task or exercise. Some of these variations are unavoid-
able. In general, organizations should set minimum guidelines for the settings in
which the examination is to be administered to minimize possible variations in
performance on the examination due to environmental factors. It is also advis-
able to have test proctors go over a checklist of environmental factors and note
any variance from the “ideal setting” so that these factors may be considered in
the candidate’s performance. Such data will also help the organization to analyze
what, if any, of these factors play a role in variations found among the administra-
tion of the test.

When test developers or researchers are focusing on variations in the test
protocol, the main question is whether or not there are variations in the way that
instructions are given, in the time that is allotted for completion, or in the ways in
which the scoring is done, which can influence the scores generated in an unan-
ticipated or undesired way.

Variations in the wording of instructions are sometimes unavoidable for
all versions of a certification exam, particularly if they are not all written in the
same language. Therefore the question of consistency of test instructions across
languages should be posed. At times, this may become a translation problem in
and of itself. If the instructions are in fact consistent across languages then there
would probably be no threats to the reliability stemming from this aspect of the
test rubric. If, however, there is variation in the language and/or phrasing of the
instructions on separate versions of the test, there is a possibility of some threat
to reliability. Further study of the actual instructions would be needed in order to
evaluate these variations for possible threats to reliability.

On the issue of time allotted for the test, care must be taken so that there are
no variations in the time allotted due to variation in the performance of test proc-
tors. Therefore, careful proctor training and the use of checklists by proctors are
important elements in preventing threats to reliability.

Another area that may affect reliability is the manner in which the candidates’
responses are scored. Scoring is ideally done based on fixed and objective criteria.
Each instance of scoring by a grader should be similar to other instances of scor-
ing that the same grader performs. This quality is known as intra-rater reliability.
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Consultation among graders threatens the fixed and objective nature of scoring by
threatening the inter-rater reliability (i.e. the fact that the same test, using the same
scoring criteria and graded by different graders should yield similar results). Grad-
ers can pull each other one way or another. This is commonly known as grading by
consensus. The most common practice in testing is for such variance in scores to
be sent to a third and neutral party for an additional scoring. The averages of all the
scores or the two that are in closest agreement are then often used as the final score.
The most important factor for the sake of reliability, however, is that each scoring
be done completely independently of the others in order to maintain the integrity
of grading criteria, the scoring procedure and intra-rater reliability.

A third factor that may affect reliability is the variation in test input. Varia-
tion in the input given to test candidates can create problems in reliability when
such variation has an unintended consequence on the performance on different
parts or versions of a test. Therefore, when testers measure a candidate’s transla-
tion ability, it is important to look at the ways in which the passages for transla-
tion are delivered to the candidates and what the qualities of those passages are.
Are they formatted adequately? Are the fonts clear and legible? In order to keep
the input consistent, it is advisable that the texts be retyped in a clear and legible
font while maintaining as many features of the source material such as headings
and paragraph flow, as possible. The desire for authenticity in passages may make
the use of copies of passages in the original format attractive. However, this may
be unnecessary and possibly create distracting visual variations. This should be
avoided to the greatest extent possible. When working with authentic passages
from source language materials, controlling the variation of the linguistic features
of the passages to a high degree may be difficult. However, for the sake of the
reliability of the examination, it might behoove an organization who is certifying
candidates in multiple languages to consider which specific linguistic features it is
seeking to test and to choose passages based on the degree to which they present
those challenges. Sometimes organizations have panels of linguistic experts select-
ing the passages. Those experts should adhere to criteria designed for the specific
selection. As we discussed in the Wh-section questions, criteria put forward for
passage selection must be specific. For example an organization can give linguists
a criterion such as ‘make sure that each passage has common translation chal-
lenges such as false cognates, etc., or ‘check that passages are of a certain length’ or
‘select a passage that is generic, and one that pertains to the legal domain’ We may
not think these criteria present any problem. However, in the design of a test with
maximum reliability, it might be good to have a panel of linguists to analyze these
texts for the ways in which they interact with the operational construct of trans-
lator competence so that the organization can know exactly which skills within
the construct are being tested in each passage. With this information, a group (or
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bank) of passages will create a large variety that can be based on the skills tested.
Also, any variation in reliability due to the variation in the examination passage
can be anticipated and controlled.

An additional type of variation that may affect reliability is the expected re-
sponse. When organizations require a complete written translation as its only re-
sponse mode, this aspect of variation has no foreseeable effect on reliability. Some
possible areas to be aware of as organizations move into electronic-format tests
are issues surrounding consistency. The test should, as much as possible, either be
all on computers or all hand-written.! Also, the ease of use of any word processing
application used for the test should be examined and piloted for possible effects
on reliability before implementation. Possible problems in testing electronically
are variations in the manner of character entry, variation in editing features, and
variation in the visual presentation of text from those encountered in commonly
used and accepted professional tools. It is important to consider, that once an
electronic test format is made available, it should be either used exclusively, or
that measures be taken to minimize possible effects of written versus electronic
response formats on test performance and grading across languages or sittings for
the sake of maximum reliability.

In terms of variation in the relationship between input and response types,
two factors are highly important between the versions and the test tasks: first,
the way in which the questions are presented and second, the way a candidate is
expected to respond. Again, given the format of translation certification exams,
there is no anticipated danger of reliability being threatened by this type of varia-
tion. One thing to be cautious about in selecting a passage is the sudden changes
in the text type or genre within a piece. For example, does the text suddenly go
from narrative to dialogue? If awareness of such a change is being tested, this
would be fine. If it is not the skill being tested, such a change may cause unantici-
pated difficulty for candidates, and this could threaten reliability.

1.5 Test authenticity

Another important aspect of testing is test authenticity. Authenticity is the term
that the testing community uses to talk about the degree to which tasks on a test
are similar to, and reflective of a real world situation towards which the test is tar-
geted. It is important that test tasks be as authentic as possible so that a strong re-

1. At the time of writing this paper, only the American Translators Association has conducted
pilot exams on computers. Although a paper-pencil test poses threats to authenticity, most
organizations are still certifying members this way.
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lationship can be claimed between performance on the test and the performance
in the target situation. If test tasks are too different from the situations in which
candidates will be employing the competence being tested, the possibility that
good or bad performance on the test does not reflect the ability to perform in
the target situation increases (Bachman & Palmer 1996). For example, if we are
testing for the ability to translate but we require the candidate to discriminate
between acceptable and unacceptable translations, there is a high possibility that
candidates who are strong in identifying good or bad renditions would succeed.
By the same token, there may be a disadvantage for candidates who are better
in producing translations rather than identifying good or less than satisfactory
renditions. Therefore, it is important that the target situation in which we expect
the candidates to perform be clearly defined and that the test tasks mirror that
situation as clearly as possible. This issue is particularly relevant for professional
associations that grant certification and use in-house tests. In general professional
organizations are composed primarily of working professional translators. Mem-
bers probably know the real world context in which translation competence is
applied better than any test developer. However, knowing a situation intimately
and defining it clearly for testing purposes are two very distinct things. Definition
of a target construct often takes a particular kind of expertise that is different from
the expertise of a practitioner. The practitioner is in the midst of the target situ-
ation and sometimes fails to notice aspects of the situation merely because they
are taken for granted. Much of what translators do, they do automatically, and
therefore, unconsciously (Toury 1995).

In terms of defining the target situation, some ideas about what the primary
aspects of the target context entails were set forth previously in the suggested defi-
nition of the construct of translation competence. Professional translators deal
with a wide variety of source texts that were produced in diverse contexts. They
are contracted by clients and agencies with diverse needs. They use a variety of
tools and can work individually or as part of teams. All of these aspects form a
part of the target-use situation. Although not all of these aspects can be matched
with equal efficacy in an examination, it is important that the testing tasks reflect
as many of these aspects as possible.

1.6  Task authenticity

When developers are creating a test, another important aspect of task authenticity
is the test format, and its impact on the security of the test. When organizations
require test takers to produce a translation, this task is reflective of the type of
task that a professional will perform in the target situation. The main areas in
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which a test task may seem to be inauthentic are the response format, the avail-
ability of tools, and the lack of time for editing. Some of these are authenticity
problems which are logistically difficult to solve. The handwritten nature of the
response format is seen as being fairly inauthentic for most contemporary transla-
tion workplaces. However, this is not a simple problem to solve as there are im-
plications for test security and fairness, among others. It is possible, with current
technology improvements, to disable e-mail functions temporarily and prevent
the exam from leaving the examination room via the internet. Additionally exam
proctors can be asked to control the environment and not allow electronic devices
such as flash drives into the testing room to avoid downloading exam originals.
To increase authenticity, it is important that the computerized test format mirror
the tools and applications currently used by professional translators as closely as
possible while maintaining test security. It is important that the word processing
interface be as similar to the industry standard as possible. Available tools should
also be as similar to real world working situations as possible. Since complete in-
ternet access could compromise test security (e.g. candidates could e-mail trans-
lations to each other during the test), it is understandable that to a certain degree,
the format offered to examination candidates would lack authenticity (e.g. current
certification exams such as ATA or NAATT are done by hand). However, creative
solutions should be sought to minimize this lack of authenticity to the greatest
degree possible.

The concept of translation assessment may or may not include translation,
editing, and proofreading as separate tasks requiring different skills, and therefore
different measurements. If an organization chooses to measure them jointly, this
decision needs to be addressed by weighing categories and grading procedures,
as well as in the test instructions to candidates. It is only when the test developers
have considered all these elements that the test development can begin. Undoubt-
edly, the process begins with the question asking what; which is asking what the
test assesses. This requires a clear definition of the test construct.

2. Defining the test construct

A construct consists of a clearly spelled out definition of exactly what a test de-
veloper understands to be involved in a given ability. If we are testing an ability
to translate, it is important that we first clearly and meticulously define exactly
what it is that we are trying to measure. This task not only involves naming the
ability, knowledge, or behavior that is being assessed but also involves breaking
it down into its constituent elements (Fulcher 2003). Thus, in order to measure
a translator’s professional ability in translating from one specific language into
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another, we need to first define the exact skills and sub-skills that constitute a
translator’s professional ability. In order to design and develop a test that assesses
the ability to translate at a professional level, we have to define what the transla-
tion ability is. We have to operationalize it. The goal is to consider what type of
knowledge and skills (in the broadest sense) might contribute to an operational
definition of ‘translation ability’ that will inform the design and the development
of a test of translation competency (Fulcher 2003). That is, we must say exactly
what knowledge a translator needs to have and what skills a candidate needs to
have mastered in order to function as a qualified professional translator. These
abilities cannot be vague or generic.

To illustrate this we look at definitions (operationalizations) of translation
competence. One definition of translation competence (Faber 1998) states the fol-
lowing: “The concept of Translation Competence (TC) can be understood in terms
of knowledge necessary to translate well (Hatim & Mason 1990:32f; and Beeby
1996:91 in Faber 1998:9). This definition does not provide us with specific de-
scriptions of the traits that are observable in translation ability, and therefore it
does not help us when naming or operationalizing the construct to develop a test.

To find an example of a definition developed by professional organizations,
we can look at the one published by the American Translators Association (ATA).
The ATA defines translation competence as the sum of three elements: (1) com-
prehension of the source-language text; (2) translation techniques; and (3) writ-
ing in the target language. In a descriptive article, Van Vraken, Diel-Dominique
& Hanlen (2008 http://www.atanet.org/certification/aboutcert_overview.php)
define criterion for comprehension of the source text as “translated text reflects
a sound understanding of the material presented.” The criterion for translation
techniques is defined as “conveys the full meaning of the original. Common
translation pitfalls are avoided when dictionaries are used effectively. Sentences
are recast appropriately for target language style and flow.” Finally, evaluation of
writing in the target language is based on the criterion of coherence and appropri-
ate grammar such as punctuation, spelling, syntax, usage and style. In this profes-
sional organization, the elements being tested (according to their definition) are
primarily those belonging to the sub-components of grammatical competence
(language mechanics) and textual competence (cohesiveness and style). But while
this definition is broader than that of Beeby, Faber, or Hatim and Mason (in Faber
1998), it still does not account for all the elements present in the translation task
required by their test.

We could argue that translation involves various traits that are observable
and/or visible which include, but are not limited to conveyance of textual mean-
ing, socio-cultural as well as sociolinguistic appropriateness, situational adequacy,
style and cohesion, grammar and mechanics, translation and topical knowledge.
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These traits contribute to an operational definition of translation ability, and they
are essential to the development of a test.

A test can only be useful and valid if it measures exactly what it intends to
measure; that is, if it measures the construct it claims to measure. Therefore, for a
translation test to be valid, it must measure the correct construct, i.e. translation
ability. The first crucial task of the test developer is to define the construct clearly.
Once the construct is defined clearly, then and only then can the test developer
begin to create a test that measures that construct. Evidently, this process is not
linear in the sense that the construct undergoes revisions and modifications, but
its definition does need to occur a priori (Bachman 1990). As evident from test-
ing principles, a central issue in assessment is construct validity. Establishing
construct validity ensures that the right construct is being measured. In the next
section we will review how the construct of translation competence has been con-
ceptualized.

3. Review of relevant literature

A good translation is a highly complex activity that involves many diverse ar-
eas of knowledge and skill. Therefore, defining translation competence is not an
easy task. It is a “dynamic process and it is a human and social behavior” (Cao
1996: 231) that results from experience, training and the feedback effects of cli-
ent-translator or translator-reader interaction. (Neubert & Shreve 1992: 10 in Cao
1996: 231). Currently, there is no one definition of translation competence and its
components that is universally accepted within the academic field of translation
studies (Arango-Keith & Koby 2003). In fact, there is considerable debate about
how to define translation competence and exactly how its constituent elements
are to be conceptualized, broken down and interconnected. Despite this disagree-
ment, the academic discussion about translation competence can be an important
aid in helping to define the constructs of what makes a competent and profession-
ally qualified translator.

As Kiraly points out “An empirical description of translation processes im-
plies the possibility of describing what a professional translator has to know and
has to do (even if much of what he or she does is subconscious) to produce a
high-quality translation” (1995:13). To begin, Wolfram Wilss (1982 in Kiraly
1995) initially described translation competence as consisting of three primary
components which include (a) source language receptive competence coupled
with (b) target language reproductive competence operating within (c) a super-
competence which reflects the ability to transfer the message from one language
to another. This description of translation competence emphasizes that it is not
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merely enough to transfer a message from one language to another, but rather that
there is a need to be strategic about it (Valdés and Angelelli 2003). Presas (2000)
helps us further define the idea of Wilss’ super-competence by defining what it
is that makes translation competence different from bilingual competence. She
emphasizes that a competent translator uses specialized linguistic and cultural
knowledge to control interference in both the reception of information from the
source text and the production of the target text. According to Presas, the compe-
tent translator does this in part through making a transfer at the level of meaning
rather than at the level of words and phrases between two connected but separate
code systems, i.e. languages. However, in order to validly and reliably test these
specialized skills and knowledge it is necessary to define them further.

Many contemporary definitions of translation competence view translation
as a specialized sort of communication. They define the translator as an individual
who is interpreting a text that was written to perform a function in the source
language and culture while delivering it into a new form in order to perform a
function in the target language and culture (Kiraly 1995; Cao 1996; Neubert 2000;
Beeby 2000; Orozco 2000; Adab 2000; Colina 2003). This type of functional ap-
proach to translation views translation competence as a specialized type of com-
municative competence. This concept of a communicative competence comes
from the field of Second Language Acquisition (SLA).

Although the fields of SLA and Translation Studies, despite focusing on simi-
lar phenomena, have not historically engaged in the sharing of knowledge and
theories, greater cross-fertilization between the two has occurred in recent years.
The beginnings of this can be seen in more recent works on teaching and testing
for translation and interpreting (Angelelli 2000, 2003, 2004b and 2007a and b;
Schaffner and Adab 2000; Colina 2002, 2003 and 2008).

SLA theory also interacts with testing theories, especially in reference to test-
ing language abilities and analytical skills (Bachman 1990; Bachman & Palmer
1996; Cohen 1994; Fulcher 2000; Johnson 2001). Therefore, it is important to
have an understanding of these theories in communicative competence in order
to frame a construct of communicative translation competence that allows us to
create a theoretically sound assessment.

Among the most commonly used models of communicative competence in
the fields of SLA and language assessment is that proposed by Bachman (1990).
His model of communicative competence is divided into organizational compe-
tence, which involves the more mechanical aspects of communication and how
they are organized; and pragmatic competence, which deals with how language
is used in specific situations. Bachman further subdivides organizational com-
petence into grammatical and textual competences. Grammatical competence is
composed of the individual’s knowledge of the forms and structures of a language.
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Textual or discourse competence refers to the way in which sentences and larger
chunks of language are woven together to create a coherent and cohesive message.
Pragmatic competence is further divided into illocutionary and sociolinguistic
competences. Illocutionary, or strategic competence consists of the individual’s
knowledge of the ways in which language is used to accomplish functions and
create impressions and relationships. Sociolinguistic competence is an individu-
al’s knowledge of ways of speaking and interacting through language, e.g. polite-
ness, taboos, etc. (Bachman 1990). These different competences are used in any
given act of communication. An act of translation, by virtue of being an instance
of language use, is a form of communication. Therefore, these communicative
competences cannot be disregarded in the construct of translation competence.

For the current discussion on the construct of translation competence, a
logical starting point on communicative translational competence is to consider
the definitions proposed by Cao (1996), Colina (2003), and PACTE (in Orozco
2000). In Cao’s model of translation proficiency, there is a translational language
competence (defined similarly to Bachman’s language competence), in addition
to translational knowledge structures, such as world and specialized knowledge.
There also exists a translational strategic competence which is connected to both
of the other two, as well as the situational context. Thus, the core of translation
competence lies in matching language competence and knowledge structures to
the current communicative context (i.e. the translation task). This is achieved
through the application of competence in translational strategies in order to ex-
ecute a communicative translation task. This model helps us to see that transla-
tion lies not only in the ability to effectively convey a message between languages
but also the ability to do so in a particular context. A translation needs to be both
a good rendering of the source text and the proper rendering to meet the needs
of the receiver. Being able to produce the right translation in the right context is
therefore seen as a part of translation competence.

Colina (2003) defines communicative translational competence as consisting
not only of communicative competence in both languages, but also including an
element of interlingual and intercultural communicative competence. Colina em-
phasizes that translation is a communicative interaction in as much as the translator
is responsible for the interpretation of source text (ST) meaning and its negotiation
and expression in accordance with task specifications, translational conventions,
and target language conventions. Thus, the model of translation competence in
her work considers the ways in which the context of a translation also operates on
the other competences in communicative translation competence. The model that
Colina chooses to reflect these views is one put forth by Cao (1996).

Just as Colina’s (2003) model adds the element of context to our understand-
ing of translation competence, the PACTE model as outlined in Orozco (2000)
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adds the element of methods of achieving communicative translation goals. The
PACTE model presents two major competences: transfer competence and strate-
gic competence. Transfer competence is defined as the “the ability to complete the
transfer process from the ST to the target text (TT), taking into account the trans-
lation’s function and the characteristics of the receptor” (Orozco 2000: 199). This
competence is further broken down into comprehension competence, the ability
to de-verbalize the message and control interference, re-expression competence,
and competence in choosing the most adequate method. Transfer competence is
seen as being informed by four other competences: communicative competence
in two languages, extra-linguistic competence (i.e. world and specialist knowl-
edge), psycho-physiological competence (i.e. using various cognitive, psychomo-
tor and attitudinal resources), and instrumental-professional competence (i.e. the
ability to use the tools and apply the norms of the profession). The final element in
this model is strategic competence in which all these processes are used in finding
and solving problems in the translation process (Orozco 2000).

The standout feature of Orozco’s model is the emphasis placed on tools and
processes for problem-solving. Competent translators need to be able to find and
correct problems in their own translations and processes. It is also important
that they are familiar with the tools and standards of their trade. The strategic use
of software, on-line residing tools, and more traditional items like dictionaries,
are an important part of any translator’s work. Even more importantly, knowl-
edge of common practices and standards of professional conduct are also vital
to competent translation. These are the tools that translators use to overcome
translation problems and, therefore, form a vital part of the competence of a
professional translator.

In addition to the contributions of the models of communicative competence
and translational language competence, we need to look at the mode in which
language is used. There are different modes through which the overall language
competence in each language is engaged in the communicative act of translating.
The American Council of Teachers of Foreign Languages through the National
Standards in Foreign Language Education Project (2006) has defined three pri-
mary modes of language use according to the level of contact and interaction
between the participants in the act of communication: the interactional mode, the
interpretive mode, and the presentational mode. The interactive mode involves
situations in which all participants can participate as both the presenter and the
audience in conversations. The interpretive mode refers to situations in which the
language user is primarily receiving information and the original presenter/writer
is not available to clarify questions, similar to what occurs while reading or listen-
ing to text in a target language. The presentational mode involves situations in
which the language user is primarily presenting information (either orally or in
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writing) with limited possibilities to interact directly with the eventual recipient
of the message such as writing a document or presenting to a large audience. Of
these modes, the interpretative mode (specifically reading) plays a greater role in
relation to the translator’s access to source text, while the presentational mode
(specifically writing for a large readership) plays a greater role in the translator’s
production of the target text.

Despite the difference in modes, many of the underlying sub-competences
are similar. A candidate seeking translation certification must have control and
awareness of the various aspects of the source language in order to competently
interpret the meaning of the source text. This means viewing the text through
the cultural lenses with which it was produced. This also includes: (1) the gram-
matical aspects of a language which encompass the ways in which words and
word parts are combined to form meaning; (2) the textual aspects of the language
which include the conventions for how the information in a text is linked togeth-
er, structured, and presented; and (3) the pragmatic aspects which include the
culturally specific limitations on what is said, how it is said, and how these create
feelings and establish relationships with the readership and the subject matter.
Without an understanding and awareness of the subtleties represented in these
different aspects of language, a candidate is not able to fully comprehend either
the source text or how these elements will affect the translation task. Similarly,
a candidate must have control and awareness over the grammatical, textual and
pragmatic aspects of the target language in order to competently produce a target
text. These are complex skills and abilities.

In light of the current literature on what constitutes translator competence
and communicative translation competence, we turn our attention to the con-
struct as it is defined by available documents from professional organizations
granting certification. This definition of the current construct is drawn from both
the overt explanations of what is being tested and the implicit priorities set forth
in such documents as grading protocols when available.

In a set of ATA documents written to inform the general public about the
nature of translation, we can see how the professional organization conceptual-
izes translation. The ATA through its publication “Translation: Getting It Right,”
emphasizes the aspect of a translator’s strategic (Orozco 2000) and intercultural
communication (Colina 2003) competence by mentioning how translators can
bridge cultures by encouraging consumers to tell the translator what the transla-

2. At the time of writing this chapter, the author consulted the websites of various professional
associations administering translation tests, such as ATA, NAATI, NAJIT. Information on the
conceptualization of the test construct was only available at ATA website.
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tion is for. This shows an emphasis on the pragmatic and functional competences
that professional translators possess.

However, the article mentioned earlier by van Vraken, Diel-Dominique and
Hanlen about the ATA certification exam does not discuss the purpose of the
translation as it mentions the three elements that the exam measures. Those are:
(1) comprehension of the source-language text, (2) translation techniques and (3)
writing in the target language. The article defines criterion for comprehension of
the source text as “translated text reflects a sound understanding of the material
presented.” The criterion for translation techniques is defined as “conveys the full
meaning of the original. Common translation pitfalls are avoided when dictionar-
ies are used effectively. Sentences are recast appropriately for target language style
and flow” Finally, evaluation of writing in the target language is based on the crite-
rion of coherence and appropriate punctuation, spelling, syntax, usage and style.

The current three part construct used by the ATA seems to primarily em-
phasize the reading comprehension, translation ability (not operationalized) and
the micro-linguistic elements of translation competence present in writing (e.g.
lexicon, grammar and punctuation rather than discourse, cohesion, etc.). The first
element of this construct, the comprehension of the source text, combines aspects
of both the organizational and pragmatic competences as defined by Bachman
(1990). In order to comprehend a source text, a translator must be able to both
make sense of the letters, words, phrases, sentences and text as a whole and un-
derstand that text in terms of what it means in the original culture. Therefore, in
order to make this concept more reliably measurable, we need to break it down
further. The second element of translation “technique” fits in with Cao’s (1996)
translation knowledge structures and Orozco’s (2000) transfer competence. This
is another example in which, in order for the sub-components of translation
“technique” to be more reliably measured, we need to break them down and out-
line them as specific behaviors and observable aspects of a translated text. The
final aspect of this construct, writing in the target language, is focused primarily
on the micro-elements of the competence when translating, such as grammar,
lexicon and punctuation.

The construct as defined by professional associations (NAJIT, ATA) seems
somewhat more limited than the communicative constructs that have been estab-
lished in the fields of language testing, SLA, and translation studies that take into
account more macro elements of cross-linguistic communication such as pur-
pose of the translation, readership, cohesion, register, etc. The language element
is quite prominent in the professional organizations’ construct and communica-
tive translation competence is not fully represented. The elements being tested
under professional organizations definition are primarily those belonging to the
sub-components of grammatical competence (language mechanics) and textual
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competence (cohesiveness and style) of Bachman’s (1990) model. The pragmatic
competence defined by Bachman (1990) is only partially represented in the com-
prehension and rendering of the passage. Candidates are only judged on their
understanding of the “full meaning and purpose” (not defined), of the source text
and their ability to convey that meaning (again, not defined) in the target text. It
is also problematic that comprehension in one language is being tested through
production in another language. One could argue that the two could be unrelated.
(A better test of comprehension might be to have the candidate summarize the
text in the source language, or complete a reading comprehension exercise.) Also,
it appears that there is no testing as to whether the candidate can perform the
communicative functions necessary to produce a text that is appropriate to the
target language readership. This raises the question: is the focused emphasis on
grammatical competence appropriate?

Additionally, many current tests (e.g. ATA, NAATI) which certify translators
ask for the delivery of a “neutral” translation that mirrors the source text and does
not take a particular audience into account. Many times candidates are discouraged
from making changes in the style, register and the use of regionalisms although
these may be communicatively required in certain translation situations. Brief test
instructions (e.g. this text is going to be published in Readers’ Digest) designed to
save space or time may result in a test-taker having no clear target readership or
purpose, which in turn does not allow a candidate to show the best sample of his/
her ability and does not allow the grader to make a judgment about the candidate’s
control of register or regionalisms. Similarly, the lack of a specified audience and
function for the translation does not allow for the measurement of illocutionary
competence (the ability to achieve functions with language, e.g. apologize, chal-
lenge, etc.) and sociolinguistic competence (culture specific references and what is
allowed or disallowed in a given context in a given culture). The inclusion of these
elements in other materials (e.g. translation brochures such as ATA Translation:
Getting it Right) about good-quality translation suggests that they are essential and
should be included in the construct of assessment for certification.

4.  An expanded framework for an expanded construct

Given what research in the areas of communicative competence, sociolinguistics,
translation studies, second language acquisition and testing have shown in addi-
tion to what the professional associations granting certification state, how should
the construct of communicative translational competence be defined for the spe-
cific purpose of a certification examination? What sub-components of this con-
struct are being measured by tests currently used? What sub-components should
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be part of a certifying exam? What sub-components can be tested separately?
What separate tests, if any, could be used as predictors of success in certification
exams? It seems that, partially, associations refer to an operational construct of
translation competence that is already functionalist and communicative in nature
(e.g. translation brochure ATA Translation: Getting it Right). However, when it
comes to defining it (Van Vraken, Diel-Dominique & Hanlen 2008) , the tendency
is to focus more on the grammatical and textual competences. Is this a problem?
If so, we need to ask ourselves why. While comparing professional associations’
ideologies on translation competence to what research in translation studies state,
we see a gap. When operationalizing the construct, professional associations tend
to have a narrower definition of translation competence, and many times prag-
matic and other elements are not included in the construct to be measured.

The operational construct needs to be articulated along similar lines to those
used in translation studies in order to capture translation in its entirety and thus
properly measure it (Bachman 1990). To this end, I will propose a working defini-
tion of the construct of communicative translation competence that includes the
communicative elements of Hymes (1974) in addition to Bachman’s (1990) frame-
works of communication and communicative competence, and the contributions
of Cao (1996), Colina (2003) and some of the instrumental elements reflected in
the PACTE definition of translation competence. This new measurable construct
includes the following sub-components: (1) linguistic competence, (2) textual
competence, (3) pragmatic competence, and (4) strategic competence. I do not
presume to present this construct as a definite operationalization of translation
abilities. This construct is presented as a guide, as a lead to chart directions for
research and development in translation assessment, specifically as it pertains to
professional associations granting certifications. As research develops, and as we
subject this framework to empirical tests, it is likely that it will undergo changes
to reflect our collective growing knowledge in the area. Let us look at the subcom-
ponents of the construct.

1. Linguistic-level competence. The first sub-component of our construct is the
linguistic component defined here in its narrowest sense. Translation is, in many
ways, the communicative act of transferring a message between two languages.
This activity requires a certain degree of communicative competence in two lan-
guages. In all of the models from Translation Studies previously reviewed (Cao
1996; Colina 2003 and Orozco 2000), competence in two languages is an undis-
puted aspect of translation competence (the same holds true for interpreting -
see Angelelli 2003 and 2007b). In language assessment, the dominant models
for language competence are the ones set forth by Bachman (1990) and Johnson
(2001). Bachman’s (1990) model forms the basis for Cao’s (1996), Colina’s (2003)
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Translational Language Competence and Angelelli’s model of Language Compe-
tence for Interpreting (2003) which is also combined with Johnson’s (2001). Cao’s
notion of organizational competence (1996) includes grammatical competence
and textual competence.

Clear grammatical competence plays a vital role in the act of translation. Cao
defines this sub component as control of vocabulary (the words of a language),
morphology (the way that smaller parts combine to form words), syntax (the way
that words combine to form phrases and sentences), and graphemic (writing sys-
tem) knowledge.

Each of these aspects contribute both to the interpretation of the source text
and the production of the target text. A breakdown in any one of these areas can
affect the act of translation. Insufficient knowledge of vocabulary can lead to mis-
comprehension of the source text or failure to successfully communicate meaning
in the target text. This competence can be aided through proper and skillful use of
dictionaries and other professional resources, but only to a degree. A translator’s
knowledge of morphology and syntax helps both interpretation and production
in the act of translation. A failure to understand the effects that syntax and mor-
phology have on meaning can also lead to incomplete or mistaken understanding
of the source text and the production of a difficult or misleading rendition in the
target text. Graphemic knowledge, likewise, plays a part in both the interpretation
and production aspects of translation. Failure to understand differences in mean-
ing carried by punctuation and diacritical marking can lead to misapprehension
of the source text. Lack of knowledge of writing mechanics or misapplication of
graphemic knowledge can lead to interference with communication of meaning
and difficulty in the comprehension of a target text. Therefore, each of the aspects
of grammatical competences is vital to the act of translation and is being assessed
either directly or indirectly in any authentic translation task.

To be measured, this linguistic sub-component of translation competence
needs to be clearly stated. To assess it during certification exams, for example, one
can start by considering a continuum of more to less successful translations and
describing what they would look like, how those would reflect more or less mas-
tery of this subcomponent. Table 1 illustrates statements in a possible 5-point-
scale to assess the linguistic sub-component of translation competence.

2. Textual competence. Textual competence, or the ability to string ideas together
as a text, is also a vital part of any act of translation. Within the purview of tex-
tual competence, Cao includes cohesive competence, the ability to use linguistic
devices to connect sentences, ideas, rhetorical organization competence, and the
ability to organize a text in the most appropriate way to achieve its aims in a given
community. In fact, Colina (2003) points out that the literature suggests that one
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Table 1. Linguistic sub-component (T = translation; TL = target language)

5 T shows a masterful control of TL grammar, spelling, and punctuation. Very few or no
errors.

4 T shows a proficient control of TL grammar, spelling, and punctuation. Occasional minor
errors.

3 T shows a weak control of TL grammar, spelling, and punctuation. T has frequent minor
errors.

2 T shows some lack of control of TL grammar, spelling and punctuation.
T is compromised by numerous errors.

1 T exhibits lack of control of TL grammar, spelling and punctuation. Serious and frequent
errors exist.

of the skills that separates the professional and the novice translator is the atten-
tion to textual clues. A successful translator must understand how a source text is
structured internally and the effects that such an organization has on the meaning
that the author is creating and communicating. Likewise, the successful transla-
tor activates his/her knowledge of similar available devices in the target language
to render a similar message and meanings in the target text. This includes such
aspects as the creation (by the source text author or the translator) of tenor and
tone. This competence involves understanding the rules and conventions of rheto-
ric and cohesion in both codes well enough to know what meanings are conveyed;
through either following or breaking said conventions in the source language, in
addition to being able to render similar meaning in the target language, depend-
ing on the translation task. In fact, this competence is vital to successful transla-
tion both in the interpretative and the presentational modes of using language
for communicative purposes (National Standards in Foreign Language Education
Project (2006). That is to say, translators will make use of this mode to both read
and interpret the source text as well as to produce the target text. Therefore, any
authentic translation task will to some extent assess textual competence along
with grammatical competence.

Similar to the linguistic sub-component, the textual sub-component of trans-
lation competence needs to be clearly stated. Table 2 illustrates a continuum of
more to less successful translations by describing how those would reflect more
or less mastery of this subcomponent.

3. Pragmatic competence. In Bachman’s model of communicative competence
(1990) adopted by Cao to discuss translation competence (1996) pragmatic com-
petence is subdivided into illocutionary competence and sociolinguistic com-
petence. Even if we could argue that sociolinguistic competence and pragmatic
competence are separate, that Cao could have treated them separately, or could
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Table 2. Textual sub-component (T = translation; TL = target language)

5 T is very well organized into sections and/or paragraphs in a manner consistent with
similar TL texts. The T has a masterful style. It flows together flawlessly and forms a natu-
ral whole.

4 T is well organized into sections and/or paragraphs in a manner consistent with similar
TL texts. The T has style. It flows together well and forms a coherent whole.

3 T is organized into sections and/or paragraphs in a manner generally consistent with
similar TL texts. The T style may be inconsistent. There are occasional awkward or oddly
placed elements.

2 Tis somewhat awkwardly organized in terms of sections and/or paragraphs or organized
in a manner inconsistent with similar TL texts. The T style is clumsy. It does not flow
together and has frequent awkward or oddly placed elements.

1 Tis disorganized and lacks divisions into coherent sections and/or paragraphs in a man-
ner consistent with similar TL texts. T lacks style. T does not flow together. It is awkward.
Sentences and ideas seem unrelated.

have used sociolinguistic competence as an umbrella term, I will follow her clas-
sification for the sake of simplicity. Illocutionary competence is the knowledge of
how language is used to perform functions (e.g. apologizing, complaining). This
competence plays an important role in the act of translation both when the trans-
lator approaches the source text as well as when he/she produces the target one.
When a translator is approaching and analyzing a source text, this competence al-
lows to discern whether the text is a polemic, a primarily objective report of data,
a proposal for action, etc. Likewise, in the production of the target text, the trans-
lator makes use of this competence to reproduce those functions in the transla-
tion. Under the label of sociolinguistic competence, Bachman includes knowl-
edge of linguistic variations (i.e. dialects, regionalism, and national varieties) and
knowledge of cultural reference and figures of speech. Knowledge of variation is
important in being able to interpret a source text in a dialect other than the stan-
dard. It also may be important in helping the translator understand the particular
cultural assumptions that may underlie a source text. These features may also be
communicated through cultural references and the use of figures of speech. Cul-
ture reference and figures of speech can be an obstacle to successful translation.
A successful translator is aware of these elements and is able to resist the tempta-
tion to translate them directly and/or find a successful way of communicating
their meaning in the target text. In addition to these two aspects of socio-cultural
knowledge, it is important to add register (Angelelli 2006, 2004). The degree to
which a text creates a social relationship between the author and his reader must
be understood and properly rendered in many translation tasks. To provide an ex-
treme example, it would be improper to translate a formal invitation extended to a
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foreign dignitary to attend a closing conference ceremony that needs to be RSVP
into a colloquial and informal text that informs the reader about a gathering and
does not convey the sense of formality and respect intended in the original. Such
failure to recognize and communicate the use of register may lead to the intended
readership’s misunderstanding of the true communicative intent of a document.

Additionally, individuals who take part in a communicative event (and trans-
lation is one of them), to use Hymes’ terms (1974) need to have knowledge about
ways of “doing” and ways of “communicating”. Hymes” work on discourse com-
munities and communication, specifically applied to speaking (see Hymes tax-
onomy 1974) can also be applied to writing, written communication and there-
fore written translation. To belong to a community of discourse (for example
American engineers writing for a German journal on engineering) means that
the translator needs to be a competent writer in engineering by using special-
ized vocabulary and exhibiting mastery of underlying structures and assumptions
that are relevant to that specific field of activity. In other words, when translators
engage in technical translation for engineers, they need to be able to write as if
they belonged to the discourse community of engineers. Even when they do not
belong to that discourse community, they have to be perceived by the reader as
if they were a part of it or as a “temporary guests” able to navigate it successfully
(cf. Angelelli 2000 and the notion of interpreters as temporary guests in discourse
communities). In the case of scientific and technical translation, translators need
to know the content area of the field. They also need to know the typical rendi-
tions of technical terms and ways of discussing different topics in a given field in
each of the languages involved. Failure to properly apply such knowledge may
lead to an unsuccessful translation that is neither comprehensible nor useful to
the target readership.

Translators working in specialized fields must also have enough field knowl-
edge to be able to successfully render terminology and/or concepts that may be
new to the field in either language. Similarly, business and legal translation depend
on knowledge of governments, legal systems, business organizations and other
aspects of these fields that underlie the texts in both cultures. They must be able
to communicate these differences while making the target text comprehensible to
the recipient. These tasks require a working knowledge of the degrees to which
the texts and cultures being mediated converge and diverge. It also requires the
ability to make the technical document in one language available to the layperson
in another language when necessary. This is all modified by the translator’s knowl-
edge about the recipients’ knowledge of the various fields involved and cultural
differences that exist. Therefore, we need to assess the knowledge of discourse and
register as well as the knowledge of the socio-cultural aspects of the language.
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Table 3. Pragmatic sub-component (T = translation; TL = target language)

5 T shows a masterful ability to address the intended TL audience and achieve the transla-
tions intended purpose in the TL. Word choice is skillful and apt. Cultural references,
discourse, and register are completely appropriate for the TL domain, text-type, and
readership.

4 T shows a proficient ability in addressing the intended TL audience and achieving the
translations intended purpose in the TL. Word choice is consistently good. Cultural
references, discourse, and register are consistently appropriate for the TL domain, text-
type, and readership.

3 T shows a good ability to address the intended TL audience and achieve the translations
intended purpose in the TL. Cultural references, discourse, and register are mostly
appropriate for the TL domain but some phrasing or word choices are either too formal
or too colloquial for the TL domain, text-type, and readership.

2 T shows a weak ability to address the intended TL audience and/or achieve the transla-
tions intended purpose in the TL. Cultural references, discourse, and register are at
times inappropriate for the TL domain. Numerous phrasing and/or word choices are
either too formal or too colloquial for the TL domain, text-type, and readership.

1 T shows an inability to appropriately address the intended TL audience and/or achieve
the translations intended purpose in the TL. Cultural references, discourse, and register
are consistently inappropriate for the TL domain. Most phrasing and/or word choices
are either too formal or too colloquial for the TL domain, text-type, and readership.

Table 3 illustrates statements of a continuum of more to less successful transla-
tions by describing how those would reflect more or less mastery of this subcom-
ponent.

4. Strategic competence. The final major aspect of translation competence that
is included in this proposed construct is translation strategic competence. This
competence has to do with the way in which a translator approaches a translation
task and the methods he/she uses to pinpoint and overcome problems within the
performance of the translation assignment. According to Orozco (2000), strate-
gies include distinguishing between primary and secondary ideas, establishing
conceptual relationships, searching for information, task planning and many oth-
ers. This competence is where the conscious skill of the translator enters into the
translation task. Here is where interference is controlled, where culture is con-
sciously mediated, and where the decision is made to consult resources and de-
termine how they can be properly applied.

Within a translator’s strategic competence lies what PACTE (in Orozco 2000)
calls instrumental-professional competence. Use of professional tools and stan-
dards of behavior is an important part of a translator’s ability to be strategic. A
translator’s knowledge competence can be augmented but not substituted by the
use of reference materials and consultation with professionals in the given field.
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Proper knowledge of how to use and access these tools, therefore, is also a part of
translator strategic competence. Colina (2003) points out that the proper use of
translation tools is a factor that differentiates the novice translator from her/his
professional counterpart. Inexperienced translators tend to make unskillful use of
these tools since they do not possess the benefit of experience to tell them what
to accept and what to reject. For the contemporary translator nowadays, these
instrumental-professional competences go far beyond the use of dictionaries. The
internet, electronic reference materials, CAT tools (computer applications to aid
in the process of translation, memory applications, machine-assisted-translation
software, as well as word processing programs) are all vital part of the toolkit for
today’s translator. One must not only know how but when to use each. Competent
professional translators must be able to perform a successful web search and be
able to identify which sources to accept and reject. They must be able to maintain
and properly apply computer-aided translation tools such as translation memory
and databases. These skills also include having a sufficient knowledge of the lan-
guage to be able to successfully accept and reject a word processor’s spelling and
grammar corrections.

Similarly, the ability to manage human resources is an important part of a
translator’s strategic competence. A working translator in today’s market must
know how to obtain necessary information from a manager or client (Fraser 2000).
Increasingly, a professional translator must also know how to work in a team
(Arango-Keeth & Koby 2003). Due to testing formats and technology limitations,
it may not be possible to assess these competences in every assessment task. How-
ever, it is important to see them as part of the construct of translation competence
and acknowledge whether or not a certification test chooses or does not chose to
assess them. Tests may or may not target all of the subcomponents of translation
competence. As long as test developers clearly define what their test intends to
measure, and justify the reasons for doing so, candidates know in advance what
sub-components are included in a test and what sub-components are not.

To some extent, the strategic translation competence is the translator’s ability
to exercise conscious control over their linguistic, cultural, field, and instrumental
knowledge. This competence is involved in choosing which features of the target
text to put in the foreground and which to put in the background. It involves
choosing between making something explicit (e.g. explaining a point that may be
unfamiliar to the target audience) and using other devices to make a point implicit.
This competence may also be reflected in the use of self-editing and drafting pro-
cesses. It is included both explicitly and implicitly in any translation assessment
even when the grader only sees the final product that the examinee submits. The
application of strategy is only evident in its effect: strategic competence is truly
demonstrated in the absence of problematic translations in the final product.
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Table 4. Strategic sub-component (T = translation; TL = target language)

5 T demonstrates astute and creative solutions to translation problems. Skillful use of
resource materials is evident.

4 T demonstrates consistent ability in identifying and overcoming translation problems.
No major errors and very few minor errors are evident. No obvious errors in the use of
resource materials are evident.

3 T demonstrates a general ability to identify and overcome translation problems. How-
ever, a major translation error and/or an accumulation of minor errors are evident and
compromise the overall quality of the translation. Improper or flawed use of reference
materials may be reflected in the TT.

2 T demonstrates some trouble in identifying and/or overcoming translation problems.
Several major translation errors and/or a large number of minor errors are evident and
compromise the overall quality of the translation. Improper or flawed use of reference
materials is reflected in the TT.

1 T reflects an inability to identify and overcome common translation problems. Numer-
ous major and minor translation errors lead to a seriously flawed translation. Reference
materias and resources are consistently used improperly.

Table 4 illustrates statements of a continuum of more to less successful transla-
tions by describing how those would reflect more or less mastery of this subcom-
ponent.

Now that we have operationalized these sub-components of translation abil-
ity, we can turn to discussing ways to assess them. Because they are definable, they
are also gradable. In the field of testing, it is not uncommon to see subcomponents
of a construct scored with a scoring rubric. Many professional associations grant-
ing certification do not use rubrics. In the next section I explore the use of a rubric
for certifying translators.

5.  Usinga rubric

Rubrics are commonly used in testing. They allow for a more systematic and ho-
listic grading. A rubric generally contains all sub-components that constitute the
construct. It provides descriptive statements of behaviors that candidates may ex-
hibit in a particular sub-component.

Since a scoring rubric can be used to holistically score virtually any product
or performance (Moss and Holden 1988; Walvood and Anderson 1998; Wiggins
1998), it makes sense to discuss its feasibility for scoring translation. A rubric
is developed by identifying what is being assessed (i.e. translation competence).
It implies identifying the characteristics of translation competence, the primary
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traits of the product or performance, (i.e. micro-linguistic competence, textual
competence, pragmatic competence, strategic competence, etc.) and then delin-
eating criteria used to discriminate various levels of performance, as was done ear-
lier with each of these sub-components. For example, in order to be considered a
competent professional translator, an individual must demonstrate sufficient con-
trol and understanding of the linguistic features of the source language to success-
fully comprehend the meaning of a source text appropriate to the translation task.
In addition, sufficient control and understanding of the linguistic features and
writing conventions in the target language is necessary to successfully produce a
target text appropriate to the translation task. This includes: grammatical and me-
chanical control, control of cohesive and textual devices, control of functional and
socio-cultural aspects of the languages, and sufficient relevant world and techni-
cal knowledge to successfully complete the translation task. This includes both
knowledge of cultural differences in world views and ways of doing things as well
as area specific knowledge of institutions, ways of working, professional conven-
tions, concepts and terminology. In addition, a competent professional translator
exhibits an ability to identify and overcome problem areas in the performance of
a translation task. This includes: application of strategies, use of professional tools
and resources, and the ability to work in teams and work with manager and/or cli-
ents. Additionally, each of the sub-components carries a certain weight (decided
by the association based on their needs and stated on test specifications).

By constructing a scoring rubric, graders can holistically score all the ele-
ments that were considered relevant to be included in a test. This assures that in
the test, the construct that was intended to be measured is not only measured by
the test (as a result of careful development) but it is also scored by graders. This
is an important contrast to the point-adding or point-deducting system which
is many times used in schools and professional associations. A description of
the best work that meets these criteria and the best performance that can be
expected will describe the top score. The worst work that can be expected us-
ing the same criteria constitutes the lowest acceptable score. Intermediate level
work is assigned intermediary scores, and the number of intermediary levels
determines the number of levels of a scale. For example, a rubric can have a scale
that runs from one to six (e.g. unacceptable translation, inadequate translation,
barely adequate translation, competent translation, very competent translation,
and outstanding translation), or from one to three (unacceptable, barely accept-
able, clearly acceptable) or any other set that is meaningful for the organization
that is developing the test.

Table 5 is an example of a five-point-scale rubric that could be used to as-
sess translation ability by professional associations. It was drafted for the Ameri-
can Translators Association as a result of a self-study on their certification exam.
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Table 5. Working draft for rubric to assess translation (Angelelli 2006)
T = translation; TL = target language; ST = source text

Source Text Meaning

5 T contains elements that reflect a detailed and nuanced understanding of the major and
minor themes of the ST and the manner in which they are presented in the ST. The
meaning of the ST is masterfully communicated in the T.

4 T contains elements that reflect a complete understanding of the major and minor
themes of the ST and the manner in which they are presented in the ST. The meaning of
the ST is proficiently communicated in the T.

3 T contains elements that reflect a general understanding of the major and most minor
themes of the ST and the manner in which they are presented in the ST. There may be
evidence of occasional errors in interpretation but the overall meaning of the ST appro-
priately communicated in the T.

2 T contains elements that reflect a flawed understanding of major and/or several minor
themes of the ST and/or the manner in which they are presented in the ST. There is
evidence of errors in interpretation that lead to the meaning of the ST not being fully
communicated in the T.

1 T shows consistent and major misunderstandings of the ST meaning.

Style and Cohesion (addresses textual sub-component)

5  Tisvery well organized into sections and/or paragraphs in a manner consistent with
similar TL texts. The T has a masterful style. It flows together flawlessly and forms a
natural whole.

4 T is well organized into sections and/or paragraphs in a manner consistent with similar
TL texts. The T has style. It flows together well and forms a coherent whole.

3 Tis organized into sections and/or paragraphs in a manner generally consistent with
similar TL texts. The T style may be inconsistent. There are occasional awkward or
oddly placed elements.

2 T is somewhat awkwardly organized in terms of sections and/or paragraphs or organ-
ized in a manner inconsistent with similar TL texts. The T style is clumsy. It does not
flow together and has frequent awkward or oddly placed elements.

1 Tis disorganized and lacks divisions into coherent sections and/or paragraphs in a
manner consistent with similar TL texts. T lacks style. T does not flow together. It is
awkward. Sentences and ideas seem unrelated.

Situational Appropriateness (addresses pragmatic sub-component)

5 T shows a masterful ability to address the intended TL audience and achieve the transla-
tions intended purpose in the TL. Word choice is skillful and apt. Cultural references,
discourse, and register are completely appropriate for the TL domain, text-type, and
readership.

4 T shows a proficient ability in addressing the intended TL audience and achieving the
translations intended purpose in the TL. Word choice is consistently good. Cultural
references, discourse, and register are consistently appropriate for the TL domain, text-
type, and readership.
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Table 5. (continued)

3

T shows a good ability to address the intended TL audience and achieve the translations
intended purpose in the TL. Cultural references, discourse, and register are mostly ap-
propriate for the TL domain but some phrasing or word choices are either too formal or
too colloquial for the TL domain, text-type, and readership.

T shows a weak ability to address the intended TL audience and/or achieve the transla-
tions intended purpose in the TL. Cultural references, discourse, and register are at
times inappropriate for the TL domain. Numerous phrasing and/or word choices are
either too formal or too colloquial for the TL domain, text-type, and readership.

T shows an inability to appropriately address the intended TL audience and/or achieve
the translations intended purpose in the TL. Cultural references, discourse, and register
are consistently inappropriate for the TL domain. Most phrasing and/or word choices
are either too formal or too colloquial for the TL domain, text-type, and readership.

Grammar and Mechanics (addresses micro-linguistic sub-component)
T shows a masterful control of TL grammar, spelling, and punctuation. Very few or no
errors.
T shows a proficient control of TL grammar, spelling, and punctuation. Occasional
minor errors.
T shows a weak control of TL grammar, spelling, and punctuation. T has frequent
minor errors.
T shows some lack of control of TL grammar, spelling and punctuation. T is compro-
mised by numerous errors.
T shows lack of control of TL grammar, spelling and punctuation. Serious and frequent
€errors exist.

Translation Skill (addresses strategic sub-component)

T demonstrates able and creative solutions to translation problems. Skillful use of
resource materials is evident.

T demonstrates consistent ability in identifying and overcoming translation problems.
No major errors and very few minor errors are evident. No obvious errors in the use of
resource materials are evident.

T demonstrates a general ability to identify and overcome translation problems. How-
ever, a major translation error and/or an accumulation of minor errors are evident and
compromise the overall quality of the translation. Improper or flawed use of reference
materials may be reflected in the TT.

T demonstrates some trouble in identifying and/or overcoming translation problems.
Several major translation errors and/or a large number of minor errors are evident and
compromise the overall quality of the translation. Improper or flawed use of reference
materials is reflected in the TT.

T reflects an inability to identify and overcome common translation problems. Numer-
ous major and minor translation errors lead to a seriously flawed translation. Reference
materials and resources are consistently used improperly.
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In order to obtain feedback it was presented to ATA graders during the 48th ATA
Annual Conference in November 2007. At the time of writing this article, the
ATA certification committee had not made a decision to expand or change the
sub-components of translation competence listed in their website, nor had they
decided on the consideration of this rubric, either partially or in its entirety.

The operational categories selected in the creation of this rubric may not at
first glance appear to be equal to the sub-components of the construct defined
above. They are however inter-related. Some sub-categories have been collapsed
and unified into a single category in order to minimize the number of catego-
ries that graders must rate and to facilitate the definition of performance levels
(Bachman & Palmer 1996; Cohen 1994). Additionally the terms used in the ru-
bric are more aligned with terminology generally used by graders. The definition
of the rubric categories and their justifications are as follows:

Source text meaning is a measure of the extent to which the candidate’s re-
sponse (the target text) reflects or fails to reflect an adequate understanding of
the themes and rhetoric of the source text. Appropriate conveyance of meaning
is always present in the discourse of professional organizations when they de-
fine what the exams are targeting. This is different from language production,
although many times the borders between the two areas get blurred. However,
meaning is a very indirect measure of the grammatical competence of the candi-
date in the source language. It is difficult to call this a reliable measure of source
language grammatical competence since the difficulty with target language pro-
duction may also hinder successful communication of major and subtle meanings
encoded in the language of the source text. If an organization wanted to measure
language comprehension, which may impact the rendering of meaning, a more
direct measure of source language comprehension that is not dependent on target
language production would be preferable. Nevertheless, a successful communica-
tion of the meanings found in the source text may correlate highly with source
text comprehension, although this would need to be demonstrated through em-
pirical research. Obvious misinterpretations of the source text as evidenced in the
target text may also be seen as possible indicators of problems with source text
comprehension.

Target text style and cohesion is seen as being reflective of the candidate’s
knowledge of the ways in which texts are linked and organized into documents in
the given target language genre, or document type within a given communicative
setting. Knowledge of genre is seen as an ability to segment the document appro-
priately into sections and/or paragraphs, such as an introduction, statement of the
problem, presentation of findings, discussion, proposals, etc. depending on the
purpose and type of document being translated. Knowledge of cohesive devices
and the rules for creating a coherent text is reflected in the flow of the document,
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the degree to which it seems to form a single unit and how it addresses textual
competence.

Situational appropriateness is a measure of the candidate’s ability to employ
the functional and socio-cultural aspects of the target language in their transla-
tion. The functional aspects of language are judged by the degree to which the
target text is successful at achieving its intended target language use. The socio-
cultural aspects of language are judged in the target text’s use of appropriate mark-
ers of register, i.e. degree of formality in phrasing and word choice. It addresses
pragmatic competence.

Grammar and mechanics is the category which includes spelling, diacritical
marks, agreement, punctuation, and other conventions of the writing and gram-
mar of the target language. It addresses linguistic competence in the target lan-
guage. Together with meaning it is the category most frequently used by profes-
sional associations and schools while scoring a translation test.

Translation skill is meant to include the application of strategies to transla-
tion problems and the use of resource materials. This category is measured by
how well the target text reflects the identification of translation problems and
successful solutions to them. It also includes the degree of success or failure in the
appropriate use of references in overcoming gaps in language or topic knowledge.
(This may appear more clearly in the misapplication of resources.) It addresses
strategic competence.

6.  Levels of performance of a rubric

The rubric presented above in Section 5 was designed with a high professional
standard for certification as its set point. The scale goes from 1 to 5. Number 1 is
seen as a true lack of ability. It is imagined that very few candidates will score “1”
at this level, given that they should have self-selected out of the examination. A
score of “5” is seen as being indicative of particularly outstanding performance.
The desired level of performance for certification is seen as being represented
by “4” on this scale. Number 3 is seen as the point at which the candidate shows
evidence of skill but falls slightly short of the proficiency level desired for cer-
tification. A number “2” on the scale represents a deficient performance that is
clearly below the level required to perform as a certified professional translator.
It is important to point out that organizations which currently grant certification
(e.g. ATA, NAATI) focus on certifying candidates in terms of language pairs and
directionality. That information is provided by stating “certified in Spanish into
English,” for example. Other than that, certification does not give any specific
information about what types of texts a candidate can translate and/or in which
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contexts. Even when some organizations may discriminate between certifying
at a professional or paraprofessional level (e.g. NAATI), certification is generic.
Therefore, the levels of the rubric simply point to distinct levels of performance
that programs may need to show so that test results can be referenced to certifica-
tion criteria in the event of an examination challenge. It is also believed that the
use of this number of performance levels will be easily managed by graders. There
is the possibility that more levels would be confusing for candidates and graders
while the use of fewer levels would not allow for a clear delineation of compe-
tences upon which decisions about certification are made.

Conclusion

This paper explored what translation ability is, and how it may be measured in a
meaningful way for the purpose of certifying translators. Certification examina-
tions assess an individual’s ability to function as a professional translator. This abil-
ity (test construct) can be defined as consisting of the following sub-components:
linguistic competence, textual competence, pragmatic competence, and strategic
competence. Because important questions are asked before conceptualizing a test,
test designers are able to define the test construct based on specifications of profes-
sional organizations. As test designers engage in test development and consider
what associations deem as important elements to be present in those tests, they
also consider how to score them. One possible way to holistically score a test is
by using a scoring rubric. Test designers develop rubrics based on the test con-
struct sub-components. Once translation skills have been defined, it is agreed that
knowledge of these skills and the ability to successfully apply them form the core
of translation ability (test construct). A translation test, however, may not measure
them all. It is therefore important to define a priori which parts (sub-components)
of the construct are examined by the organization test, and then check for validity
during and after the development of the test. All tests have consequences. In the
case of certification tests or any other high stake test, the consequences for test tak-
ers are even more important. This is why extreme care should be taken to develop
tests that measure what they are set out to measure (i.e. the construct, in this case
translation competence) and that those tests measure translation competence in a
valid and reliable way. Clear definitions of constructs as well as validity and reli-
ability considerations constitute the basis from which we need to develop current
and future translation assessment examinations.
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Limitations and implications

The research presented here should be considered as work in progress. It is an
attempt to put forward a way of measuring translation competence in a more
systematic way. Until this rubric is put to the test and applied to exams of various
language combinations, we cannot begin to discuss its value (or lack thereof) for
professional organizations granting certification. In order to do so, we need to see
more collaboration between professional organizations and researchers. As has
been stated above, the little discussion on translation assessment has been done
in the field of translation (and interpreting) and it is still obscured by the tension
between theory and practice. Practitioners believe that expertise in testing is ob-
tained by practical experience. Since they may not be aware of the consequences
of not developing a test based on testing principles, or of not examining a test
for its validity, reliability, authenticity or practicality, they continue testing candi-
dates according to a status quo. In so doing, they are measuring other candidates’
performances to the best of their abilities. This, however, may not be enough of a
justification.

In sum, as this paper demonstrates, the literature on translation competence
and measurement of translation suggests the current need of exploration by main-
stream researchers of testing and assessment (i.e. researchers who have expertise
in testing, even if they do not work in the field of Translation Studies), as they
address the many complex issues surrounding the measurement of translation
competence in various language pairs. For applied linguists working with testing
and bilingualism, and for translation scholars working on testing, the literature on
translation competence and translation measurement offers important insights
about the linguistic, psycholinguistic and sociolinguistic characteristics of indi-
vidual bilingualism, as well as about the testing practices used in the profession.
This article concludes with a call for collaboration between practitioners and pro-
fessional organizations, as well as researchers in translation and researchers in
testing. This work has implications for translation teaching and testing, for trans-
lation teacher education and translation practice.
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mediated interaction

Measuring interactional competence
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This chapter focuses on assessment of community interpreter performance in
U.S. healthcare settings where nearly 50 million U.S. residents speak a language
different from their primary healthcare provider. It briefly discusses the way as-
sessment of mediated interaction in patient-healthcare professional interaction
falls short in its exclusive emphasis on words and phrases and “verbatim” rendi-
tions, at the exclusion of other linguistic and interactional features. Grounded
in concepts derived from interactional sociolinguistics and conversation analy-
sis, it points to the need to develop a more comprehensive approach to assessing
interpreter performance, emphasizing discourse management and the use and
transfer of contextualization cues. A step-by-step approach for developing an
analytic scoring rubric for assessing interactional competence is presented.

Introduction

The assessment of interpreting performance is an area of research that is still in
its infancy. It is an essential area of study for a number of reasons: understand-
ing how “quality” is determined in interpreting can provide the linguist with rich
information about language structure, language processes, and, most relevant to
this chapter, language use. Delving into the testing and assessment of an indi-
vidual’s capacity to perform in interpreting is therefore a worthwhile endeavor
for generating scientific knowledge for the sake of knowledge itself. In addition,
interpreter performance assessment has obvious practical applications, as can be
seen in the chapters of this particular volume; it is of great significance to ap-
plied linguists who specialize in interpreting pedagogy and credentialing pro-
fessional interpreters. Globalization has led to the growth of language-minority
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populations in countries throughout the world during the past several decades,
and to an ever-increasing need to respond to ethical obligations related to equal
access to medical, educational, and other social services for language-minority
populations. From this, concerted efforts have emerged to establish best practices
in the education, preparation, and assessment of interpreter professionals.

Throughout the world, the use of community interpreters has grown expo-
nentially in response to increases in immigrant populations (Wadensjo 1998).
Community interpreting includes the mediation of face-to-face interaction in
such settings as forensic interviews, immigration interviews, business meetings,
attorney-client consultations, and medical interviews, and generally involves a
bi-directional, consecutive mode of interpreting. Wadensj&’s (1998) model of in-
terpreting is grounded in the dialogic theory of Bakhtin, and she uses the term
“dialogue interpreting” to refer to community interpreting as a means of stressing
“the defining primacy of the setting” (1998:50). Another common term found
in the literature is “liaison interpreting” (Pochhacker 2004). For the purposes of
this chapter, “community interpreting” is used as a means of emphasizing the dis-
course communities represented by the interlocutors present in mediated interac-
tion, given that discourse is at the center of the discussion presented here.

This chapter focuses on assessment of community interpreter performance
in U.S. healthcare settings (although the discussion is relevant to other settings,
as well), where nearly 50 million U.S. residents speak a language different from
that of their primary healthcare provider (Moreno, Otero-Sabogal & Newman
2007). It briefly discusses how assessment of interpreting in patient-healthcare
provider interaction falls short in its exclusive emphasis on words and phrases
and “verbatim” renditions, at the exclusion of other linguistic and interactional
features, such as turn taking signals and other paralinguistic features of language.
Grounded in concepts derived from interactional sociolinguistics and conversa-
tion analysis, it points to the need to develop a more comprehensive approach to
assessing interpreter performance, emphasizing discourse management and the
use and transfer of contextualization cues. While there are many other features
beyond those discussed here that call for additional research, the specific goal
of this chapter is to demonstrate the importance of moving beyond the lexico-
semantic level in interpreter performance and to propose the use of assessment
tools that include interactional features.

Interpreter performance-based assessment in healthcare

The influx of language-minority patients into the U.S. health system has led to
a flurry of interest in the healthcare interpreter by medical researchers, with a
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number of studies in recent years being published in medical and health journals
to compare the performance of ad hoc interpreters to “professional” interpret-
ers (cf. Garcia et al. 2004; Moreno, Otero-Sabogal & Newman 2007; Flores et al.
2003; Taveras & Flores 2004); to analyze misunderstanding and breakdown in
communication caused by interpreters (cf. Berstein et al. 2002; Fagan et al. 2003;
Elderkin-Thompson, Lee et al. 2002; Silver & Waitzkin 2001; Hampers & McNulty
2002; Jacobs et al. 2001; Woloshin et al. 1995; Woloshin, Schwartz, Katz & Welch
1997); and to develop approaches to testing the language proficiency and inter-
preting skills of healthcare interpreters (cf. Moreno, Otero-Sabogal & Newman
2007). A great majority of the research in interpreting that has been published
in medical and health journals has been done in isolation in the sense that it has
benefited little from cross-pollination between disciplines. For example, many of
the theories and models of human interaction developed within sociology and
linguistics could provide the basis for a better understanding of interpreted inter-
action in healthcare settings, and inform how interpreter performance is assessed.
This will be discussed in more detail in the next section.

A look at a few of the articles conducted by medical and health professionals
mentioned above shows that the focus of analysis is lexico-semantics, or “accura-
cy” in interpreting; that is, the unit of analysis is the word or phrase, and whether
or not the interpreter produced a “verbatim” rendition. Consider, for example, the
work of Flores et al. (2003:7), who conducted an error analysis of patient-physi-
cian encounters that took place in a pediatric clinic. The researchers audio taped
the visits, and identified “frequency and categories of interpreter errors.” Five cat-
egories of errors were established, including (1) omission of a word or phrase; (2)
addition of a word or phrase; (3) substitution of a word or phrase; (4) elaborating
one’s own personal views instead of interpreting a word or phrase; and (5) use of
an incorrect word or phase (one that does not exist in the target language). Devia-
tions from word-for-word renderings were only acceptable in the case of “medical
jargon, idiomatic expressions, and contextual clarifications,” and when the inter-
preter was expected to “act as a cultural broker or advocate”

Another recent study realized by Moreno, Otero-Sabogal and Newman
(2007:331-332) involved the development of a test for interpreters in a health-
care system in northern California to “assess dual-role staff interpreter linguistic
competence... to determine skill qualification to work as medical interpreters.” In
addition to equating language competence to interpreting competence, the unit of
analysis was, as in the study by Flores et al., the word or phrase. A written transla-
tion portion of the test was designed to assess “completeness” and medical termi-
nology. This portion of the exam was graded for accuracy, which was defined as
using the correct terminology, regardless of grammar, spelling, and punctuation.
Although the researchers claim that the oral portion of the test was developed to
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assess “‘comprehension and effective communication,” it was administered over
the phone, rather than face-to-face, and included 14 questions that were designed
to elicit “verbatim interpretation.” Full credit was given for a word or phrase that
was interpreted “verbatim.” Only partial credit was given for a rendering that was
provided as an “explanation” rather than verbatim.

The research approaches implemented in these studies appear to derive from
a view of interpreting which Clifford (2001:366) contends is typical of the general
population; that is, interpreting is assumed to be a straightforward exercise of
substituting one lexical item for another. Although there is sufficient evidence to
demonstrate that interpreting is much more complex, as will be discussed in the
following section, the one-dimensional, word-level approaches to assessing inter-
preter performance in healthcare settings represented in the two studies appear to
constitute the norm in the medical literature (see references provided above). A
systematic review of the literature is needed to determine whether this is so.

The recent attention paid to interpreted interaction in healthcare is laudable,
and demonstrates initial steps towards a commitment to better understanding
the dynamics of patient-provider communication, and to improving healthcare
access. However, lexico-semantic analyses, which are conducted at the expense of
all other aspects of language, and in the complete absence of variables at the inter-
actional level, leave one to doubt whether the research has demonstrated anything
of substance regarding mediated interaction. These shortcomings in assessing
healthcare interpreting must be addressed, and point to the need for future re-
search that is informed by other areas of investigation, including interactional so-
ciolinguistics and conversation analysis. In other words, cross-pollination among
disciplines is essential if equal healthcare access for language-minority popula-
tions is to be achieved. Effectively defining and assessing quality performance
in interpreting will not be possible if medical and health researchers continue to
work in isolation.

The following section considers why the simplified, word-for-word view of
interpreting appears to persist in the medical and health research, and provides an
alternative view of interpreting, as supported by the empirical research of scholars
in linguistics, sociology, and interpreting studies.

The subsequent section then focuses on some of the interactional elements of
interpreting performance that have previously been neglected, and demonstrates
how discourse theory can contribute to a more comprehensive performance-
based assessment through the development and implementation of a rubric. It
is important to note that healthcare interpreters do indeed need to develop their
knowledge and terminology in the many areas of healthcare in which they work.
A comprehensive assessment instrument for measuring the construct of inter-
preter competence must clearly include “accuracy” as one of the multiple traits
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to be evaluated, considering such sub-competencies as inclusion of significant
content; correct use of medical and other terminology; language accommodation
(including accommodation to language variety and register); unambiguous use of
terminology; avoiding the use of false cognates; avoiding literal renderings result-
ing in gibberish; among others (Jacobson 2007). Another competency that might
be considered essential to an instrument designed for the formative or summative
evaluation of interpreters and student-interpreters is “professionalism”: this could
include the sub-competencies of accountability, appropriate dress, appropriate
demeanor, demonstration of diligence in developing interpreting skills, among
many others (Jacobson 2007). Professionalism is also often defined as adhering
to a particular code of ethics (cf. American Institutes for Research 2005; Roat,
Gheisar, Putsch & SenGupta 1999). Such competencies as accuracy and profes-
sionalism, among many others not mentioned in this chapter, are certainly inte-
gral to interpreter performance assessment. However, they are beyond the scope
of this chapter, which focuses strictly on some of the many features of interaction-
al competence in interpreting. The exclusion of other areas of interpreting, such
as lexico-semantic or professional variables, provided here simply as examples, is
not intended to signify that they lack importance.

Interpreting as discourse
The conduit model

The work of Clifford provides an example of interpreting research informed by the
theoretical frameworks of other fields. He has conducted research in interpret-
ing (including healthcare interpreting, Clifford 2007b), applying frameworks of
testing and assessment (Clifford 2001, 2005a, 2005b, 2007b), pragmatics (2001),
and discourse theory (2001, 2005a). Clifford’s (2004:92) discussion of the con-
duit model provides insight into the persistence of the word-for-word model of
interpreting in the medical and health literature. He points out that, “The conduit
portrays interpreting as an exercise carried out on linguistic forms, one in which
even the smallest changes in perspective...are not permitted.” In his exploration
of the origins of the model, he suggests that it is based more on perceived morality
or ethics (e.g. the need to be faithful to the original rendition) than on empirical
evidence of what constitutes effective communication. Clifford argues that the
conduit model evolved from traditions in conference interpreting, in which the
interpreter has little face-to-face interaction. He also discusses the contribution
that sign language interpreting has made to the persistence of the model. Ac-
cording to Clifford, given that the model attributes machine-like characteristics to
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the interpreter, who is considered to be impartial, invisible, and simply a channel
through which messages are conveyed, it has served to provide Deaf individuals
with a greater sense of equality with interpreters, leading to a greater sense of
autonomy.

In addition, the model may continue to persist as the dominant one in com-
munity interpreting in healthcare settings given its simplicity. This contention is
based on the author’s experience in working in healthcare contexts as researcher
and consultant, and in developing curricula for healthcare interpreters (Jacobson
2007). More complex models of language and interpreting may be met with re-
sistance in the healthcare arena due to the potential changes in infrastructure
such models could entail. However, anecdotal evidence is clearly not enough, and
empirical research is needed to determine why the conduit model persists in the
medical and health research and in interpreter education programs despite em-
pirical evidence demonstrating its weaknesses. Whatever the case, the conduit
model provides a reductionist model of language and interpreting, which seems
to facilitate the development of training curricula (cf. Roat et al. 1999) and testing
and assessment approaches (cf. medical and health literature cited above) that can
be implemented with ease, and with limited expertise in language and communi-
cation. The medical and health literature ignores norms of interaction (see next
section) which preclude the possibility of using simple frequency counts of words
and phrases to determine the impact of an interpreter’s performance on interac-
tional goals and health outcomes. Language proficiency and interpreter compe-
tence cannot be measured only at the level of lexicon. More complex models of
mediated interaction are called for, even if they meet with resistance caused by the
need to revamp current approaches to education and assessment, which in turn
could be viewed as costly and time-consuming. The conduit model is particularly
problematic in contexts such as healthcare, where language has been identified by
immigrants as the number one barrier to healthcare access in the United States,
above other barriers, such as poverty and lack of insurance (The Access Proj-
ect 2002; Flores, Abreu, Olivar & Kastner 1998). Equal access to healthcare for
language-minority populations cannot be obtained without the development of
effective interpreter assessment approaches and tools informed by what is known
about human interaction. An alternative model of interpreting has been called
for in the literature by researchers such as Angelelli (2001, 2003), Clifford (2001,
2004, 2005a, 2007b), Davidson (1998, 2000), Metzger (1999), Roy (2000), and
Wadens;jo (1998). The research of these scholars indicates that the traditional con-
duit model is deficient in that it focuses on lexicon, which is only one of the many
complex features of language in face-to-face interaction. It is essential that medi-
ated interaction be analyzed as discourse.
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Interactional sociolinguistics

Interactional sociolinguistics (IS) is one of the many areas of research in discourse
analysis that is useful for demonstrating the complexity of interpreted interac-
tion. Interactional sociolinguistics (IS) is an approach to the study of discourse
that has evolved from the work of Goffman (1981) and Gumperz (1977, 1982,
1984), and further developed by Tannen (1984, 1989). The theory and methodol-
ogy of IS are based in linguistics, sociology, and culture (Schiftrin 1996), and are
concerned with the processes of everyday, face-to-face interaction. IS attempts
to answer questions related to the devices used to signal communicative intent,
and the strategies used in conversational management (Gumperz 1984). Within
the framework of IS, communicative competence goes beyond knowledge of vo-
cabulary and grammar to include interactional competence, which is defined by
Gumperz (1982:209) as “the knowledge of linguistic and related communicative
conventions that speakers must have to create and sustain conversational cooper-
ation, and thus involves both grammar and contextualization” Meaning is situat-
ed, and hearers infer speakers’ meaning based on their knowledge of the context,
contextualization cues (which exhibit cross-linguistic variation, and include pro-
sodic and paralinguistic features, such as gestures, facial expressions, and pauses),
expectations about the thematic progression of the interaction, and by drawing
on cultural presuppositions (Schiffrin 1996). If successful communication is to
take place, interlocutors must share the same interpretive frame (definition of the
situation), repertoire of contextualization cues, and sociocultural knowledge and
expectations. These constitute variables that drive the norms of interaction, or
rules of speaking, and they vary across languages.

IS contributes to the understanding of intercultural communication in par-
ticular from the standpoint of miscommunication; it focuses on unsuccessful
face-to-face encounters to determine where a breakdown in communication has
occurred. Research in IS has demonstrated that miscommunication can occur
when the rules of speaking of one language are transferred to another language
(Saville-Troike 1989); that is, miscommunication can be triggered when sociocul-
tural knowledge and language-bound discourse strategies and signaling devices
are used to ill effect in another language.

To illustrate the importance of IS to mediated interaction, consider the use of
contextualization cues. As mentioned above, contextualization cues include cer-
tain prosodic and paralinguistic features that emphasize or add particular shades
of meaning to what people say. They are powerful language tools, and can even
be used to signal attitude, stance, and power relationships, among other mean-
ings. Examples of such cues include intonation (e.g. pitch, rhythm, and intonation
contour, etc., cf. Gumperz 1982); body positioning (e.g. standing close or far away
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from a speaker; leaning forward or against an inanimate object, etc., cf. Schegloff
1998); head and eye movements (nodding, eye gaze, etc., cf. Heath 1992); silence
(pauses, pause length, etc., cf. Tannen & Saville-Troike 1985); to mention only
a few. Such features signal different meanings in different languages. They are
acquired through prolonged contact with the language. Serious miscommunica-
tions can develop in contexts where such cues are either not accessible or not
understood. As Schiffrin (1994:101) points out: “...such misunderstandings can
have devastating social consequences for members of minority groups who are
denied access to valued resources, based partially (but not totally) on the inability
of those in control of crucial gate keeping transactions to accurately use others’
contextualization cues as a basis from which to infer their intended meanings”
Davidson (1998, 2000) presents data collected in the context of a U.S. health-
care system suggesting that interpreters play the role of powerful gatekeepers in
healthcare settings, often effectively blocking access to healthcare information to
language-minority patients. This is not always done intentionally, and can occur
due to a lack of interactional competence in the interpreter’s second language
(L2), including the use and transfer of contextualization cues. Miscommunication
due to lack of L2 competence in prosodic features, including intonation contour,
may lead to monotonous renderings, for example, which could, in some languag-
es, signal boredom, lack of interest in one’s job, and a lack of respect for the inter-
locutors. The inadvertent signaling of a “negative attitude” could be distracting to
healthcare professionals and patients alike, regardless of use of “correct terminol-
ogy.” It may produce emotional reactions in the patient, who may feel slighted or
even oppressed, or in the healthcare professional, who may feel her advice is not
being relayed with the necessary urgency (Jacobson 2007). Lack of eye contact
and inappropriate gestures are examples of other paralinguistic features that can
skew meaning and intention, and ultimately impact the interactional goals of a
particular communicative event, such as a medical interview.

Cross-linguistic competence in the use and transfer of contextualization cues
cannot be ignored in interpreter performance assessment, nor can the impact of
miscommunications resulting from lack of competence in this area be neglected
in empirical research on health outcomes. However, the ability of the interpreter
to manage the flow of discourse is also essential to effective mediation and posi-
tive health outcomes.

Conversation analysis

Conversation analysis (CA) represents an area of discourse analysis that sheds
light on discourse management in mediated interaction. CA is derived from a
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research approach referred to as ethnomethodology, which is concerned with
how conversation or discourse is organized (Schiffrin 1994). It considers the way
conversations are structured by delving specifically into turn taking, in particu-
lar, how turns are used to indicate what came before and what will come next in
a conversation (Roy 2000; Schiftrin 1994). Researchers have demonstrated that
turn taking is governed by specific norms (Schiffrin 1994; Clifford 2005), and that
these norms vary cross-linguistically (Tannen 1984; Valli & Lucas 1992).

Community interpreters are faced with the daunting task of managing the
flow of conversation: it is from this perspective of mediated interaction that the
precept mandating that interpreters be “invisible” can clearly be viewed as unten-
able. Interpreting, far from occurring in a neutral, noninvolved manner, requires
an active, direct interlocutor who is constantly shifting roles, aligning herself with
primary interlocutors, and managing the flow of conversation. The interpreter
creates and takes turns, manages overlap, and initiates talk (Metzger 1999; Roy
2000). As the only interlocutor who is assumed to have a command over both
languages, the interpreter is expected to take on the primary responsibilities of
discourse management. Competence in the turn taking norms of both languages
is essential to this role. Turn taking competence involves knowing, in both lan-
guages, whether or not interlocutors are allowed to overlap in talk; the appropri-
ate length of time for a turn (appropriate amount of talk); the significance of a
pause (for example, whether a pause indicates a relinquishing of the floor to the
other interlocutor, or simply a break before continuing with the same turn); and
being able to extract the appropriate meaning from other paralinguistic features,
or surface signals, used to manage turn taking (e.g. eye gaze, gestures, and body
positioning). In addition, interpreters must be skilled in managing their own
turns: it is often necessary to avoid being cut off; to back track in order to interpret
a turn that was previously misunderstood or cut off; or to take an additional turn
to make or request a clarification.

To illustrate the importance of discourse management in interpreted interac-
tion, consider the possible impact of violating turn taking rules or norms. There
are at least three conditions that can lead to the mismanagement of discourse by
the interpreter, and thus to miscommunication. These conditions were derived
from data collected by Jacobson (2007), who conducted qualitative research with
student interpreters in medical clinics in a large metropolitan area in the U.S. One
condition is related to memory problems, or the inability to retain longer chunks
of information at a time in memory, rather than short words and phrases. The
second condition pertains to lack of familiarity with lexicon and content (thus
supporting the much acclaimed need for sufficient study in terminology and top-
ics related to healthcare). The third condition is related to lack of turn-taking
competence in the interpreter’s L2. When any or all of these conditions exist, the
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interpreter is likely to short-circuit interlocutors’ turns, such as during the ques-
tion-answer sequence in a medical interview. This might happen when the inter-
preter lets out a gasp, or produces a sharp intake of breath (due to panic or ten-
sion) when falling behind in an interpreted rendering, or when struggling with
unfamiliar content. Another common pitfall might be the overuse of the upheld
open hand, facing palm out toward the interlocutor, to cut off the discourse (com-
monly used in both signed and spoken language interpreting). Jacobson (2007)
observed that frequent interruptions of this type by student interpreters in the
normal turn-taking sequence is extremely problematic in a healthcare context, for
example, when a physician is attempting to process information provided by the
patient to arrive at a diagnosis, or when a patient is receiving treatment instruc-
tions. It is posited here that the overuse of surface signals to cut off turns allows
the interpreter to dominate the discourse, and short circuits cognitive processing
of interlocutors, to the detriment of interactional goals.

Further research is called for to better understand the role of the interpreter
as discourse manager. In addition, from this discussion emerges the difficulty in
teasing apart competencies, such as medical knowledge, memory skills, note-
taking strategies, and L2 turn-taking competence. This needs to be investigated
empirically. The way that mediated discourse is managed directly impacts inter-
actional goals, and, in turn, health outcomes, and therefore constitutes an integral
part of interpreter performance assessment.

Interpreting studies

The idea that interactional competence is essential to interpreter performance,
and therefore to assessment, is not new. In recent decades, a number of linguistics
scholars have focused on the interactive nature of interpreting through empirical
studies designed to analyze how it is that interpreters actually conduct themselves
in community settings. Wadensjo (1998) was one of the first researchers to de-
scribe the community interpreter as an interlocutor who actively contributes to
the dialogue and takes responsibility for the progression of talk. Her data, col-
lected in a number of different community settings, including healthcare, show
that the interpreter’s role cannot be expected to be that of a “non-person” who is
invisible and uninvolved. Wadensjo’s work is grounded in the dialogic theoreti-
cal framework of Bakhtin. Similarly, Metzger (1999) shows in her research how
interpreters manage discourse, minimizing and augmenting their participation
to manage information flow. Her work is grounded, in part, in the theoretical
frameworks of conversation analysis described in the previous section. Angelelli
(2001, 2003) has also conducted research on the visibility of the interpreter in in-
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terpreted interaction in healthcare settings in particular. Her data, also grounded
in discourse theory, suggest that interpreters are active participants who are in-
volved in the co-construction of meaning in mediated interaction. Scholars such
as Clifford (2001, 2005a), Davidson (1998, 2000), Napier (2006) and Roy (2000)
have also delved into sociolinguistic aspects of interpreting, demonstrating that
interpreters do much more than translate words, and must make complex deci-
sions linked to situational variables. Their research portrays the interactive nature
of spoken-language and signed-language interpreting through empirical research.
And yet their findings and implications have largely been ignored in testing and
assessment of interpreter performance within the medical and health literature.

Testing and assessment of interactional competence of interpreters

More research on testing and assessment in interpreter performance is beginning
to emerge (this volume provides an example of some of the scholars working in
the area). But little has been done that is relevant to the assessment of interpreter
performance at the level of discourse, moving beyond lexico-semantic concerns.
That is, although scholars have conducted empirical research that points to the
discursive complexity of interpreting, this has not yet borne a significant impact
on the way interpreters are assessed. Clifford (2001, 2005a) is one of the few schol-
ars who has proposed grounding interpreter assessment in discourse theory. In his
2001 article, he provides three examples of discursive competencies to be consid-
ered in interpreter assessment, including deixis (which is particularly relevant to
role shifting in sign language interpreting); modality (with a focus on intonation
contour); and speech acts (their appropriate rendering in the target language).
He proposes the use of rubrics to assess discursive competencies. Likewise, for
his dissertation research, Clifford (2005a) developed a certification test that was
based on a discursive model of interpreting. He conducted analyses to determine
the psychometric properties of test items, and to determine the validity and reli-
ability of the test. His work effectively demonstrates the need for the development
of assessment instruments grounded in discourse theory.

The following section presents the development of an analytic rubric to as-
sess discursive competencies of interpreters in healthcare. This rubric is grounded
in the theoretical frameworks of IS and CA reviewed previously. Rubrics can be
used to provide formative feedback to interpreters and student interpreters, and
in summative evaluations, such as end-of-course exams, and in professional certi-
fication. In addition, they can be used for conducting quality assessment research
in healthcare settings to identify potential areas for improvement in interpreter
performance, and to better understand sources of miscommunication.
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Measuring interactional competence in healthcare interpreters
Developing the instrument

The use of rubrics

Rubrics are used in language testing and assessment to measure primary and
multiple traits, or competencies, in language production (Cohen 1994). The term
trait refers to a particular ability or competency that is being measured. This type
of instrument provides for an analytic or holistic approach to assessment that is
commonly used to measure communicative competence in writing, but that can
be applied to the measurement of spoken communicative competence, as well.
Rubrics are particularly useful because they can be implemented in both forma-
tive and summative assessment, and the scales (numerical, levels of achievement,
etc.) can be adapted according to the purpose of the rubric. It is possible to devel-
op analytic rubrics, in which traits or sub-traits are scored separately, or holistic
rubrics, in which traits or sub-traits are scored together (Mertler 2001; Arter &
McTighe 2001, as cited in Clifford 2007a).

In developing an analytic rubric for performance-based interpreter assess-
ment, competencies inherent to effective interpreter performance are identified
and defined, or operationalized (Bachman & Palmer 1996), and a rating scale
is used to score each of them separately (Mertler 2001). These scales often indi-
cate different levels of achievement obtained in performance of a particular trait
(Clifford 2001; Arter &McTighe 2001 as cited in Clifford 2007), such as Superior,
Advanced, Fair, and Poor, although other types of scales can be implemented, de-
pending on the objectives of the assessment. Assessments using rubrics are desir-
able because they provide detailed feedback on the particular abilities of the inter-
preter, and help to pinpoint where miscommunications may be taking place. They
can therefore be implemented in a variety of settings: for formative assessment
in interpreter education; for diagnostic purposes (such as quality assurance); for
high-stakes situations, such as professional certification; and for research pur-
poses in healthcare settings.

It is essential, as pointed out by both Clifford (2001) and Cohen (1994), that
performance-based measurements be based on performances that are typical.
That is, performances should be elicited in situations that closely resemble what
interpreters actually face on a day-to-day basis. Validity of rubrics can be best es-
tablished when “the test is based on expectations in a particular setting” (Cohen
1994:322).
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Operationalizing traits in interpreter performance

In the development of an analytic rubric, it is essential that the competencies
to be measured be clearly defined, and grounded in theory. The test developer
identifies each competency according to established theoretical frameworks, and
then breaks them down into sub-traits, or sub-competencies. In her chapter in
this volume, Angelelli discusses a similar approach in developing her five-point-
scale rubric for the American Translators Association certification exam. The
sub-components she identified for determining translation quality are based on
frameworks of communication and communicative competence. Clifford (2001)
suggests a similar approach to assessment of interpreting competence, basing the
particular traits to be measured on theoretical discursive frameworks relating to
deixis, modality, and speech acts.

To summarize, three important factors must be considered for the develop-
ment of an assessment rubric: (1) selection of competencies to be measured must
be grounded in theory; (2) traits and their sub-components must be operational-
ized; and (3) assessment must be of authentic performances or as close to authen-
tic as possible. The following two sub-sections delve into the development of a
rubric for assessing interactional features in interpreting performance. The com-
petencies to be measured are grounded in the theoretical frameworks of IS and
CA, their sub-competencies are defined and described, and sample rubrics are
designed to be used in authentic contexts. As emphasized earlier, these competen-
cies and their sub-components are not to be considered exhaustive. A great deal
of research is still needed to better understand interaction in mediated discourse
and to describe traits and sub-competencies for assessment.

Contextualization cues

The previous discussion on IS pointed to the need to assess competence in the
appropriate transfer of contextualization cues, or paralinguistic features that sig-
nal meaning. Examples included intonation contour, eye gaze, body position, and
other paralinguistic features. Inappropriate use or transfer of contextualization
cues can lead to miscommunication, as in the example provided of monotonous
renderings (which lack appropriate prosodic features). It follows, then, that con-
textualization cues should be included as one of the multiple traits in a scoring
rubric. Note that the competency referred to as “contextualization cues” was iden-
tified based on the theoretical framework of IS, as selection of competencies to be
measured must be grounded in theory. The next step is to identify the sub-compe-
tencies that are constitutive of this competency. Based on the IS framework, and
on Jacobson’s (2007) data on student interpreters, interpreters should be expected
to: (1) demonstrate the ability to understand the meaning, in both languages, of
such cues as voice volume, intonation, prosody, and other paralinguistic features
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accompanying the utterances of primary interlocutors; (2) produce effective and
natural renditions of such cues in the target language; (3) demonstrate a balanced
focus on both accuracy of information and interactional features; and (4) produce
consistently dynamic (not monotonous) renderings with appropriate intonation
contour in the target language. These four sub-competencies can be collapsed to-
gether for a more holistic scoring of each trait, or can be scored separately to pro-
vide for a more analytic assessment that teases apart the ability of the interpreter
in relation to each of the sub-competencies. In Table 1, the four sub-competencies
are grouped together.

The next step, after describing what the interpreter should be able to do (at
the highest level), is to describe what would be expected to be the lowest level of
performance with respect to the competency. For example, at the lowest level, an
interpreter would (1) be unable to understand, in one or both languages, such
cues as voice volume, intonation, prosody, and other paralinguistic features ac-
companying the utterances of primary interlocutors; (2) be unable to produce
effective and natural renditions of such cues in the target language; (3) be un-
able to focus on both accuracy of information and interactional features at the
same time; and (4) produce renderings with inappropriate intonation contour in
the target language, or that are consistently monotone, characterized by excessive
backtracking and stuttering.

The next step in rubric development is to define the continuum or scale to
be used. In this case (see Table 1) four levels of achievement are used, to include
Superior (highest level of performance), Advanced, Fair, and Poor (lowest level
of performance). Such a continuum would be appropriate in an assessment being
used in a professional setting, to indicate the level of interpreting being provided
by on-site staff, for example, or if the rubric is going to be used to score an IEP exit
exam. (However, it is should be noted that the validity and reliability of any test-
ing instrument must be established before recommending its widespread use in a
healthcare setting. This will be discussed further in the conclusion). Other types
of scales can be used, as well. For example, for pre-testing candidates applying
to an IEP, a scale ranging from Beginner to Advanced (e.g. Beginner-Advanced
Beginner-Intermediate-Advanced) might be used.

Table 1 provides a rubric which shows how interactive competence in the use
and transfer of contextualization cues could be assessed. Note that the number of
levels may differ, depending on the degree of detail and feedback required. Each
level must be distinguishable from the next, as demonstrated in the narrative de-
scriptions provided for each level. Also, the sub-competencies of Contextualiza-
tion Cues identified in the narrative descriptions can be broken down and scored
separately, especially for providing formative feedback.
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Table 1. Sample analytic rubric for competence in use and transfer
of contextualization cues

Contextualization Cues

Superior ~ Demonstrates superior ability in understanding meaning of contextualization
cues (voice volume; intonation; prosody; and paralinguistic features) accom-
panying the utterances of primary interlocutors; produces effective and natural
renditions of such cues in the target language; demonstrates balanced focus on
both accuracy of information and interactional features; produces consistently
dynamic renditions with appropriate intonation contour in the target language

Advanced Demonstrates advanced ability in understanding meaning of contextualization
cues (voice volume; intonation; prosody; and paralinguistic features) accom-
panying the utterances of primary interlocutors; is usually able to interpret
such cues into target language, with some difficulty at times due to inability to
consistently focus on both accuracy of information and interactional features;
renditions are usually dynamic and appropriate, with occasional lapses into
monotone renditions

Fair Consistently demonstrates difficulty in understanding meaning of contextu-
alization cues (voice volume; intonation; prosody; and paralinguistic features)
accompanying the utterances of primary interlocutors; is often unable to inter-
pret such cues into target language due to inability to focus on both accuracy
of information and interactional features; renditions tend to be monotone and
dull, characterized by frequent backtracking

Poor Demonstrates clear inability to understand meaning of contextualization cues
(voice volume; intonation; prosody; and paralinguistic features) in the utteranc-
es of primary interlocutors; is unable to interpret such cues into target language
due to inability to focus on both accuracy of information and interactional
features; renditions are consistently monotone, characterized by excessive back-
tracking and stuttering

Discourse management

Effective management of discourse, as demonstrated in the previous discussion
on CA and turn taking, is another area of interactional competence that should be
included in an analytic rubric for assessing interpreters’ interactive competence.
Jacobson (2007) posits that discourse management requires managing overlap
and interruptions; understanding paralinguistic features that signal information
related to turn taking; knowing when to take turns, and the signals to use to in-
dicate the interpreter is taking a turn. It also involves getting the mediated inter-
action back on track if it derails. In her observations of student interpreters, she
also noted that improved rapport (based on discourse flow and data obtained
through interviews with providers) is established when healthcare provider and
patient have eye contact and direct statements to each other, and that the inter-
preter is poised to play an integral role in facilitating direct interaction between
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the primary interlocutors using effective paralinguistic cues, such as head nods,
eye gaze, and slight movements of the hand (this is a topic for future research).

Traditionally, a competent discourse manager is also required to provide a
clear and concise introductory session (when possible) to clarify to the interlocu-
tors how discourse management will be accomplished. To provide an example,
in the Bridging the Gap training modules developed by Roat et al. (1999:56) for
interpreting in healthcare (mentioned previously as an example of training that is
based on the conduit model), exercises are provided for carrying out an effective
pre-session as part of “managing the flow” of an interpreted session. Assuming
that such a session should always be required is recognized as problematic, how-
ever. Organizations such as the California Healthcare Interpreters Association
(2002:34) and the International Medical Interpreters Association (1998) have es-
tablished guidelines stating that standardized interpreting protocols, such as pre-
sessions, depend on time limitations, context, and urgency. It is therefore impor-
tant to specify in the wording of a rubric that appropriate introductory sessions
are conducted when possible. Competent management may also be linked to the
appropriate use of the first and third person, although Bot (2005) suggests that
changes in perspective in person may not bear as greatly on the interactional ex-
change as traditionally thought. The CHIA guidelines (2002: 38) also state that in-
terpreters may use the third person for “languages based on relational inferences”
In the rubric presented in this chapter, consistent use of first and third person is
included, although further research is needed to better understand the impact of
the first versus the third person on the effective flow of communication.

Discourse Management is the trait or competency that is represented in the
rubric in Table 2. The sub-competencies are derived from the theoretical under-
pinnings of CA linked to turn taking. However, as noted above, other variables,
such as a lack of memory skills and unfamiliarity with medical terminology, can
also negatively impact discourse management. The question then arises as to
whether memory, note taking, and terminology should be included as sub-com-
petencies of discourse management. More research is needed in this area to de-
termine how to isolate turn taking and other interactional strategies per se from
other types of competencies, such as effective note-taking strategies and memory.
Here, memory and note-taking skills are grouped with other competencies linked
to discourse management.

In the rubric presented in Table 2, at the highest level, and as based on the CA
framework and Jacobson’s (2007) research, interpreters should be expected to: (1)
provide a clear, concise pre-session to primary interlocutors on the interpreter’s
role in discourse management when possible (e.g. when an emergency or other
uncontrollable factor would not prevent it); (2) consistently use the first person
while interpreting, switching to third person for clarifications [but see Bot (2005)];
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Table 2. Sample analytic rubric for competence in discourse management

Superior

Advanced

Fair

Poor

Discourse Management

Provides a clear, concise pre-session to primary interlocutors on interpreter’s role
when possible; consistently uses the first person while interpreting, switching

to third person for clarifications; encourages interaction, including eye contact,
between interlocutors, both verbally and through other paralinguistic cues;
allows interlocutors to complete turns due to strong memory and note taking
skills; demonstrates effective strategies for dealing with overlap

Provides a clear, concise pre-session to primary interlocutors on interpreter’s

role when possible; consistently uses the first person while interpreting,
switching to third person for clarifications; usually encourages interaction
between interlocutors, both verbally and through other paralinguistic cues;
usually demonstrates skill in allowing interlocutors to complete turns without
interrupting for clarifications, with some difficulty due to need to further develop
memory and note taking skills and build vocabulary; generally deals calmly and
effectively with overlaps, with demonstrated need for further practice

In most cases, provides a clear, concise pre-session to primary interlocutors on
interpreter’s role, although at least one or two of the principal points are usually
left out; is inconsistent in using the first person while interpreting, and exhibits
excessive use of the third person, leading to awkward renditions; does not often
encourage interaction between interlocutors, either verbally or through other
paralinguistic cues; often interrupts interlocutors mid-turn for clarifications
due to need to develop memory and note taking skills, and to build vocabulary;
becomes nervous when challenged by overlaps, demonstrating clear need for
further practice

Does not always provide a clear, concise pre-session to primary interlocutors

on interpreter’s role, leaving out principal points; is inconsistent in using the
first person while interpreting, and almost always uses the third person, leading
to awkward renditions; does not encourage interaction between interlocutors,
either verbally or through other paralinguistic cues; does not allow interlocutors
to complete turns, and interrupts frequently to request clarifications, resulting
in choppy discourse; note taking and memory skills are poor; does not deal
effectively with overlaps, leading to interruptions in the dialogue and excessive
omissions

(3) encourage interaction, including eye contact, between primary interlocutors
(such as healthcare professional and patients), both verbally and through the use
of other paralinguistic cues; (4) allow interlocutors to complete turns without in-
terrupting for clarifications (5) demonstrate obvious strong memory and note
taking skills; (6) demonstrate effective strategies for dealing with overlaps.

At the lowest level, the interpreter (1) does not provide a pre-session to pri-
mary interlocutors on the interpreter’s role in discourse management (when it
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is possible to do so); (2) is inconsistent in the use of first and third person while
interpreting, leading to confusion among interlocutors; (3) does not encourage
interaction between primary interlocutors; (4) does not allow interlocutors to
complete turns, and interrupts frequently to request clarifications; (5) exhibits
poor note taking and memory skills; (6) does not effectively deal with overlaps,
leading to interruptions in the dialogue and excessive omissions.

The scale used for the competency of Discourse Management is the same as
for Contextualization Cues, ranging from Advanced to Poor. As in the case of
Contextualization Cues, the identified sub-competencies of discourse manage-
ment can be broken down and scored separately.

A comprehensive rubric for assessing interpreter performance might include
both Tables 1 and 2, to allow for assessment of interactional competence in us-
ing and transferring contextualization cues and managing discourse. Again, there
are other areas of interaction to be considered in assessment, and this section
has simply provided some basic guidelines for approaching these variables. A
more comprehensive rubric would assess other areas of competence, such as the
area traditionally referred to as “accuracy” (lexico-semantics) among many oth-
ers. What is most essential to consider is that interpreter performance assessment
must be grounded in theory and empirical research, and that the discursive ele-
ments of mediated interaction cannot be neglected.

Conclusion

This chapter has focused on assessing interpreter performance, with a focus on
interactional competence in healthcare interpreting. Its purpose has been to look
beyond words in assessment, and to explore discursive competence from within
the frameworks of interactional sociolinguistics and conversation analysis. Ex-
amples were provided of ways in which miscommunication can occur due not to
problems of accuracy or fidelity, but to a lack of competence in the use and trans-
fer of paralinguistic features, and to the inability to effectively manage discourse.

The use of analytic rubrics was proposed for assessing interactional compe-
tence. Rubrics are developed for performance-based assessment through a step-
by-step process that includes: (1) identifying the multiple competencies to be as-
sessed, based on theoretical frameworks; (2) identifying the sub-traits of each
competency and clearly defining them; (3) developing a scale or continuum that
fits the purpose of the assessment (formative, summative, etc.). In addition, it has
been noted that rubrics should be used to score performances that are elicited in
situations as similar as possible to real-life interaction.
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A number of limitations should be mentioned. First of all, the competen-
cies and their sub-components described above and used in the sample rubrics
are based on findings from research conducted by Jacobson (2007) with student
interpreters in healthcare settings. This research was exploratory in nature, and a
great deal more needs to be done to determine how effective communication can
be facilitated by interpreters. In turn, it is impossible to know how effective me-
diated interaction can take place unless the interactional goals of any particular
communicative event are fully understood and stipulated. A great deal remains to
be done before the role of the healthcare interpreter, and corresponding compe-
tencies, can be established. In addition, it is important to keep in mind that testing
instruments, such as rubrics, are living and dynamic, and subject to revision as
findings from empirical research come to light.

Secondly, the reliability and validity of assessment instruments must be es-
tablished before implementation on a wide scale, such as in quality assessment in
a hospital setting, or for credentialing. This relates back to the need to define and
establish the interpreter’s role and relevant competencies for particular contexts.
If a scoring rubric does not truly reflect the construct being measured (interpreter
competence) any inferences or decisions made on the basis of the tests will be
faulty (McNamara 1996). In addition, instruments must be validated a posteriori
via data obtained through assessment of authentic performances (empirical and
statistical validation) (Bachman & Palmer 1996). Reliability factors must also be
considered to determine whether a rubric is consistent in its results. It is clear
that scoring rubrics that will be used as diagnostic tools, or in other summative
evaluations, cannot be developed in a haphazard manner, but must be grounded
in theory, as discussed above.

This chapter has focused on the relevance of discourse theory to interpreter
performance, with an emphasis on contextualization cues and turn taking. There
are many other interactional features to consider in interpreting, and a great deal
of research is still needed not only to define them, but to better understand how
they impact mediated discourse. Such research will prove to be essential to both
interpreter education and performance-based testing and assessment.
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The development of assessment instruments

Empirical approaches






The perks of norm-referenced
translation evaluation

June Eyckmans, Philippe Anckaert and Winibert Segers

In this chapter we propose a method for translation assessment that implies a
rupture with traditional methods where the evaluator judges translation quality
according to a series of pre-established criteria. The Calibration of Dichotomous
Items (CDI) is a method for evaluating translation competence that essentially
transfers the well-known “item”-concept from language testing theory and
practice to translation assessment. We will present the results of a controlled
empirical design in which three evaluation methods will be compared with each
other: a holistic (intuitive-impressionistic) method, an analytical method that
makes use of assessment grids, and the calibration of CDI-method. The central
research question focuses on the reliability of these methods with reference to
each other.

1. Introduction

In recent years the field of translation studies has professed the need for more em-
pirical evidence for the quality of translation tests (Waddington 2004; Anckaert
& Eyckmans 2006; Anckaert et al. 2008). Although educational as well as profes-
sional organizations have implemented certification of translation skills on the
basis of test administration, the reliability and validity of those tests remain un-
derexplored. It seems that translation assessment around the world is more de-
pendent on codes of practice than on empirical research.

Translation tests have a long history of serving as an indicator of language
proficiency in schools, universities, and colleges around the world, although
some language testers have raised serious objections to this practice (e.g. Klein-
Braley 1987). With the current revival of the contrastive approach in Second
Language Acquisition (Kuiken 2001; Laufer 2005) one might even say that trans-
lation is back in vogue as a measure of foreign language abilities. Ironically, it
was remarked by Robert Lado in the sixties that “translation tests that are so
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common in testing language proficiency skills are not available as tests of the
ability to translate” (Lado 1961:261). To our knowledge, no method has been
developed or disseminated to relate performance indicators to the underlying
translation competence in a psychometrically controlled way (Anckaert et al.
2008). At least two explanations might account for this lack of psychometrically
sound test development when assessing translation ability. First of all, the lack
of validity of the translation test as a measure of language proficiency caused
a certain loss of popularity of the format during the years of the Communica-
tive Approach to language teaching (Widdowson 1978). As translation tests were
not considered to be valid test formats for measuring language proficiency, they
were not subjected to the same psychometric scrutiny as other language testing
formats (such as the cloze or c-test). A second explanation concerns the epis-
temological gap that is experienced between protagonists of hard sciences (i.e.
biology, chemistry, etc.) versus the humanities (literature, linguistics, translation
and interpreting studies, etc.). The preconception that it is impossible to objecti-
fy language knowledge or translation quality without surrendering its essence is
very tenacious among translator trainers and language teachers whose corporate
culture exhibits a marked reticence towards the use of statistics (Anckaert et al.
2008). The fact that the teaching and testing of both translation and interpreting
skills has generally been more in the hands of practitioners than of researchers
has not helped in this regard either. Thanks to the introduction of psychomet-
rics, numerous studies on the reliability and validity of language tests have been
carried out in the domain of language assessment, but the domain of translation
and interpreting studies has lagged behind in this respect. Today’s practice of
assessing translations is still largely characterized by a criterion-referenced ap-
proach. Both in the educational and the professional world, assessment grids are
used in an attempt to make the evaluation more consistent and reliable (Wad-
dington 2001; House 1981; Horton 1998; Al-Qinai 2000; Schmitt 2005). These
grids reflect the criteria the evaluator (or the organization) sees as essential for
determining the quality of the translation. They traditionally consist of a near-
exhaustive taxonomy of different kinds of mistakes and/or bonuses (i.e. gram-
maticality, text cohesion, word choice, etc.) combined with a relative weight that
is attributed to these categories (major or minor mistake). Although the use of
assessment grids is motivated by the evaluator’s wish to take the different dimen-
sions of translation competence into account, one could argue that they fall short
in adequately reducing the subjectivity of the evaluation, since the identification
of dimensions of translation competence in itself is pre-eminently subjective
(Anckaert et al. 2008). Aside from the inherent subjective nature of establishing
sub-competences of translation ability, there are other factors that threaten the
reliability of the test. Let’s start with the evaluator’s challenge of being consistent
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in her/his assessment when confronted with the task of scoring several tens of
translations within a certain time span. Not only will the scoring be susceptible
to order effects (contrast effects as well as halo effects, i.e. unintentional or un-
conscious preconceptions versus students with a weak/strong reputation), it is
also difficult to maintain a sound testing practice in which one does not only dis-
tinguish the really good from the really bad translations, but where one can also
discriminate within the large group of ‘average quality’ translations. Moreover,
all scores have to be justifiable, and nowadays students exercise their rights (as
they should) on equitable assessment of their performances.

Fortunately, researchers from the fields of translation studies (Pacte 2000;
Waddington 2001; Conde Ruano 2005) as well as applied linguistics (Anckaert
et al. 2008) are now taking up issues such as inter- and intra-rater reliability of
translation assessment, and the construct validity of translation tests (see also the
symposium “Testing in a multilingual context: The shift to empirically-driven in-
terpreter and translator testing” organized by Helen Slatyer, Claudia Angelelli,
Catherine Elder and Marian Hargreaves at the 2008 AILA World Congress of Ap-
plied Linguistics in Essen). Gradually the methodology of educational measure-
ment together with the insights of language testing theory are being transferred
to the field of translation and interpreting studies in order to arrive at valid and
reliable ways to measure translation competence.

It is within this context that we will put forward a norm-referenced meth-
od for assessing translations, which we have developed with the aim of free-
ing translation assessment from construct-irrelevant variables that arise in
both analytic (i.e. evaluating by means of pre-conceived criteria) and holistic
(i.e. evaluating the performance as a whole in a so-called “impressionistic” or
“global intuitive” way) scoring. The approach largely consists of transferring the
well-known “item”-concept of traditional language testing theory and practice
to the domain of translation studies and translation assessment. This implies a
rupture with traditional methods of translation assessment, where the evalua-
tor judges translation quality according to a series of pre-established criteria.
A norm-referenced method is independent of subjective a priori judgments
about the source text and the translation challenges it may encompass. Instead,
the performance of a representative sample of the student population is used
in order to identify those text segments that have discriminating power. Every
element of the text that contributes to the measurement of differences in trans-
lation ability acquires the “item”-status. These items are selected in a pre-test
procedure. Afterwards these items function as the sole instances on which to
evaluate the translation performance in the actual summative/diagnostic test.
As in language testing, the norm-referenced method presupposes a dichoto-
mous approach of the text segments: a translated segment is either acceptable
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or not (i.e. correct or not). There is no weighing of mistakes and/or bonuses
against other alternatives. This does not imply that there is only one appropriate
translation for the text segment in question; it merely means that for each trans-
lated segment it is agreed between graders which alternatives are acceptable
and which are not. Since the method is based on the practice of calibrating seg-
ments of a translation, we call it the Calibration of Dichotomous Items-method
(CDI-method). The different steps that lead to the calibration of items and tests
(pre-testing, establishing discrimination power and estimating the test reliabil-
ity, which will be discussed in Section 4) allow the construction of standardized
tests of translation (across languages). It is clear that this does not constitute a
time-saving procedure; therefore the method is only to be promoted for use in
summative contexts (high stake situations where decisions have to be made).
This norm-referenced approach holds the promise that it is a stable and evalu-
ator-independent measurement that bridges the gap between language testing
theory and the specific epistemological characteristics of translation studies. It
is exactly this promise that we will put to the test in the empirical study that we
will report in this chapter. Three approaches to translation evaluation will be
compared on their psychometric qualities in a controlled empirical design: the
holistic method, the analytic method (both criterion-referenced approaches),
and the CDI-method (norm-referenced approach).

In this article we will gather data within an educational context. However, the
resulting knowledge and insights concerning the assessment of the construct of
translation competence can also be applied in professional contexts.

2. Research hypothesis

The central research question of the study focuses on the reliability of the three
different methods with reference to each other. Reliability coefficients express
the extent to which a test or a method renders consistent (and therefore reli-
able) results. In the case of translation assessment, one could argue that a scor-
ing method is reliable when a translation product or performance is assessed
similarly by different assessors who use the same method. Put in laymen’s terms,
a reliable method or test means that a student or translator can be confident
that his or her translation performance will obtain a similar score whether it is
assessed through one method or the other, or whether it is corrected by one as-
sessor or another.

When a test consists of separate items (as in a Multiple Choice Language
Test or in a Cloze Test), the traditional way of estimating its reliability is
through the calculation of Cronbach’s Alpha. The reliability of the translation
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scores obtained through the CDI-method can therefore be calculated directly
by means of the Cronbach’s Alpha reliability index (Bachman 2004). When
there are no discernable items in the test — as is the case with the holistic
and analytic method - the reliability is estimated indirectly by means of a
correlation coefficient. This correlation coefficient expresses the extent to which
the scores of different graders coincide with each other. More particularly, the
correlation coefficient calculates the overlap between the graders’ rank orders of
the translators’ performances. The reliability of the holistic and analytic method
will be estimated indirectly by means of Spearman rank correlation coefficients
(Bachman 1990; Bachman & Palmer 1996) of the different assessors’ scores.
This is called the inter-rater reliability.

The research question is split up into different research hypotheses, which
read as follows:

1. The inter-rater reliability between the graders will be the weakest in the case
of the holistic evaluation method.

2. 'The inter-rater reliability between the graders who used the analytic method
will be in between that of the holistic method and that of the CDI-method
(which will be maximal, given the fact that the test scores are based on a cali-
brated selection of items).

3. Because of a possible lack of reliability of both the holistic and the analytic
methods, they will not be able to discriminate the students’ performances
sufficiently. In the case of the CDI-method, the discriminating power is maxi-
mized because the “items” (translation segments) are selected according to
their r,-value (the amount in which the item contributes to the test’s global
reliability).

3. Method
3.1  Participants

A total of 113 students participated in this study. They were enrolled in the first
(n = 22), second (n = 39) or third year (n = 38) bachelor-level Dutch-French
translation courses, or the Dutch-French master (n = 14) translation course
from the four francophone Translation Colleges in Belgium (University College
Brussels, University College Francisco Ferrer, University College Leonardo da
Vinci and University Mons-Hainaut) (for details on the number of participants
per college: see Table 1). In targeting all four Translation Colleges and gather-
ing translation performances from bachelor as well as master students, we have
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Table 1. Number of participants per grade and per college

BA,1st BA,2nd BA,3rd Master Total

University College Brussels 7 13 21 8 49
University College Francisco Ferrer 4 1 2 1 8
University College Leonardo da Vinci 0 13 15 5 33
University Mons-Hainaut 11 12 0 0 23
Total 22 39 38 14 113

Notes: Due to practical constraints during the data collection (illness or absence of students), some of the
cells contain few or no participants

reached the entire population of Dutch-French translation students in Belgium.
Their ages range from 18 to 25. The translation assignment was carried out in
class during college hours under supervision of one of the researchers and their
translation trainer.

3.2 Materials and procedure

The translator students of the four different translation colleges were asked to
translate a relatively short text (346 words) from Dutch (language B) into French
(language A) (see Appendix 1). The text in question deals with the advertising
world and can be characterized as a non-specialized text written in standard jour-
nalistic style. It does not contain terminological challenges, the linguistic com-
plexity is average and the content matter is easily accessible (not requiring prior
knowledge about advertising or marketing). As such, the length, type and diffi-
culty of the text can be considered indicative of the materials used in the students’
translation courses. The choice for this text in terms of register and subject was
motivated by the fact that the assignment should not be too difficult for the BA1
students, yet challenging enough to discriminate between the performances of
the master-level students.

The translations were handed to two graders who were asked to correct them
using a holistic approach (see Appendix 2), and two graders who were asked to
correct them along the lines of a clearly specified analytic method (see Appen-
dix 3). Care was taken not to train the graders with reference to this experiment
since they were specifically selected on the basis of their longstanding experience
in translation assessment and/or concordance expertise. The research team mean-
while graded the translation performances according to the norm-referenced
CDI-method. First, they identified all eligible text segments (in other words, all
translation mistakes) that could serve as items of a calibrated translation test. The
identification of eligible text segments worked as follows: two members of the
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research team (both bilinguals Dutch/French and experienced translator train-
ers) separately went through all student translations and registered all translated
segments that could possibly be construed as mistakes (be it misinterpretations,
grammatical errors, unsuited lexical choices, omissions, additions, spelling er-
rors, literal translations, doubtful register use, lack of idiomaticity or stylistic mis-
takes). In a second phase, they compared the results of their prospective grading
work with the goal of arriving at one long list of translation errors. Establishing
this list is a cumulative process: all text segments that have been identified as a
mistake by one of the graders are taken into account and added to the list. The
result is a list that contains the total number of translation errors that have been
made by the 113 students when performing this particular translation. In a sec-
ond phase the discriminating power of (r,-values) all these translation errors is
calculated in order to determine the set of calibrated items (in other words: to
distinguish items with good discriminating power from items with weak or nega-
tive discriminating power), and the internal consistency of the test is calculated
by means of Cronbach’s Alpha.

The students were given 90 minutes to perform the translation. The transla-
tion was carried out with pencil and paper. The students were also allowed to
access their computers in order to use whatever electronic or other reference
they saw fit because we wanted to make sure that heuristic competence was in-
cluded in the translation performance, since we consider it an integral part of all
translation work.

The students were not allowed to confer with each other during the assign-
ment. They were given instructions in their mother tongue (French) (see Appen-
dix 1), and the data gathering was supervised by their regular translation trainer
and one of the authors.

3.3 Data processing

The graders had been informed about the quasi-experimental design before they
agreed to participate. They received a reasonable payment for the amount of time
it took them to score all the translations. We approached several graders and
we selected them according to their profile. We also granted them the liberty of
choosing the correction method they preferred to work with (either the holistic
method or the analytic method). This resulted in a selection of four graders for the
experiment. Two of them are experienced translation trainers (one male and one
female) with more than 20 years of experience in assessing students’ translation
performances within a university college context. Two other graders (one male
and one female) were selected because of their longstanding experience in the
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Concordance Service of the Belgian Council of State. The Concordance Service
is the highest authority in the verification of the equivalence of legal and official
source documents and their translations. Translators who work in this service are
called revisers. The graders’ age ranged between 44 and 63.

We made the deliberate choice not to train the graders (for information on the
advantages and disadvantages of rater training see Weir 1994 and 2005). Instead all
four graders were selected because of their longstanding experience in translation
quality assessment. We made sure that they could follow the assessment approach
to which they have been accustomed throughout their professional careers. The
profiles of the graders who participated in the experiment are as follows:

Grader 1 (henceforth “Train-An” for Trainer-Analytic) is a translator trainer
who has been using an analytic method throughout his career. His scoring sheet
was examined and approved by Grader 3, who was also going to mark the stu-
dents’ translations by means of an analytic method.

Grader 2 (henceforth “Train-Ho” for Trainer-Holistic) is a translator trainer
who has always used a holistic method when assessing students” performances.
She is convinced of the merits of her approach.

Grader 3 (henceforth “Re-An” for Reviser-Analytic) is a professional reviser
who favors working with an analytic assessment sheet. He approved the assess-
ment sheet of grader 1.

Grader 4 (henceforth “Re-Ho” for Reviser-Holistic) is a professional reviser
who approaches translation assessment holistically and who has agreed to con-
tinue doing so in this study.

4.  Results and discussion

During the process of test calibration, two members of the research team worked
in close collaboration in order to identify all translation errors in the transla-
tions (n = 113). Both members have more than 15 years of experience in scoring
translations in an educational as well as a professional context. Whenever these
graders were in disagreement about whether or not a particular translation ‘item’
was to be accepted or not, the item was included. This means that differences in
the graders’ appreciation of translation alternatives were never discarded. Instead,
possible variance of what could be called graders’ subjectivity was embraced and
included for further analysis. Every instance of translation performance can be
considered as an item (lexical choice, grammatical mistakes, spelling, punctua-
tion, register, style, etc). Their work resulted in a list of 170 items. A matrix was
developed in which all these items were listed and every student received a 0 or 1
score on the basis of his or her performance on the item in question. On the basis
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of this matrix, it was possible to apply some basic psychometrics from classical
language testing theory.

For all 170 items, the corrected item-total correlations were calculated in or-
der to distinguish good discriminating translation items from other ones. The
corrected item-total correlation (henceforth called r,-value) calculates the corre-
lation between the item and the rest of the scale, without that item considered as
part of the scale. If the correlation is low, it means the item is not really measuring
what the rest of the test is trying to measure. With r, -values higher than .3 consid-
ered a threshold value for good discriminating items (Ebel 1979), 77 translation
items were withheld as items to be included in a calibrated translation test (see
Appendix 4). When we calculated the test reliability on the basis of these items
only, we arrived at a Cronbach’s Alpha of .958. This is a very high reliability coef-
ficient, as was expected given the fact that the items had been selected according
to their discriminating power.

Let us now look at how the graders did in terms of reliability when they
proceeded holistically or analytically in the marking process. Table 2 shows the
Spearman rank correlation coefficients between the four graders. The correlation
coefficients range between .635 and .780. With reference to our first research hy-
pothesis, we can confirm that the graders of the holistic method obtain a lower
agreement on the rank orders of the participants than the graders of the analytic
method (r = .669 versus r = .740). This seems to indicate that the use of an analytic
assessment grid results in a higher inter-rater reliability than holistic marking.
However, the Spearman rank correlation coefficient of .740 is still far from the
reliability estimate that was obtained with the CDI-method (Cronbach’s Alpha:
.958). This confirms the second research hypothesis of this study: the inter-rater
reliability obtained between the graders who used the analytic method is in be-
tween the inter-rater reliability of the graders who used the holistic method and
the reliability obtained with the CDI-method.

Table 2. Spearman rank correlation coefficients between graders (N = 113)

Train-An Train-Ho Re-An Re-Ho
Train-An .735%% 740** 720%%
Train-Ho .780** .669**
Re-An .635%*

Re-Ho

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
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It should also be remarked that although the Spearman rank correlation coef-
ficients are shown to be statistically significant, they do not reflect a satisfying
inter-rater reliability within this particular assessment context. Even the high-
est correlation coefficient between the graders (r = .780) explains merely 61%
(r* = 60.84) of the variance between both graders. The predictive value of one
grader’s scores for the outcome of another grader’s scores is, in other words, lim-
ited. This means that the rank orders of the scores that the graders attributed to
the same translation performances vary substantially. The different scores that
have been attributed to the same translation performances by the four graders
are illustrative of this. The translation of participant 44, for example, receives a
zero from Trainer Analytic, four out of twenty from Trainer Holistic, three out of
twenty from Reviser Analytic, but no less that fourteen out of twenty from Reviser
Holistic. The translation of participant 94 receives much higher but equally dis-
perse marks from the respective graders (9.5/20, 18/20, 11.5/20, 15/20). It is clear
that, notwithstanding the conscientious grading process of both the translation
trainers and the revisers, the inter-rater reliability between the graders of both
the holistic and the analytic evaluation method is unconvincing. We can only
conclude that if we were to transfer these data to a realistic setting — a translation
exam within an educational context or the selection of translators within a profes-
sional context — the participants’ chances of succeeding at the test would be highly
dependent on the grader in question.

When we look at the descriptive statistics of the scores that have been at-
tributed by the four graders, we notice (see Table 3) small differences in the
obtained means, with the exception of the translation trainer who used the ana-
lytic method (mean of 2.58 out of twenty versus 9.77, 8.34 and 9.62). Further
analysis of these data reveals that the trainer in question attributed many zero
scores to the students’ translation performances: the mode and median for this
teacher are zero. Also, the range of scores that he has attributed is lower than
that of the others, possibly indicating the smaller discriminating power of the
scores this grader attributed. Although it is apparent that this grader’s marking
behavior is much stricter than that of the other graders, this did not signifi-
cantly influence the inter-rater reliability (see Table 2). There is, however, a clear
bottom effect at the low end of the scale and consequently no opportunity to
discriminate between the many translation performances that obtained a zero
according to this grader’s use of the assessment grid. It should be noted that
the reviser-grader who scored analytically used the same assessment grid and
marked the same translation performances, yet distributed much higher marks
than his colleague.
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics of the graders’ scores (N = 113)

Train-An Train-Ho Re-An Re-Ho
Mean 2.58 9.77 8.34 9.62
Median .00 11.00 8.00 10.00
Mode .00 12.00 .00 10.00
Standard deviation 3.82 4.92 4.99 4.57
Range 13.00 18.00 17.00 16.00
Minimum .00 .00 .00 2.00
Maximum 13.00 18.00 17.00 18.00

The third research hypothesis of this study concerned the discriminating power
of the assessment methods. We hypothesized that a possible lack of reliability of
both the holistic and the analytic approach might reveal a flawed discrimination
between the participants’ performances, in contrast with the CDI-method that is
designed to maximize the discriminating power through the selection of “items”
according to their r, -value (the amount in which the item contributes to the test’s
global reliability). In order to investigate this question, scores obtained with the
CDI-method were calculated and compared with the scores that resulted from
the analytic and holistic method. In order to determine a score on the basis of the
calibrated items, the classical procedure for calculating test scores on the basis of
raw scores was used: (((raw score — mean)/SD)*desired SD) + desired mean). In
other words: a participant’s test score equals his or her raw score (on a total of 77
calibrated items) minus the mean (59.38 in this case), divided by the standard de-
viation (SD 14.95). The resulting number is then multiplied by a chosen standard
deviation, and to this a chosen mean different from zero is added (in our case:
14.63) in order to maximize the range of scores. This classical procedure was fol-
lowed in order to obtain scores that would be comparable to the scores awarded
by the graders of the analytic and holistic method (who were asked to grade along
the traditional 0 to 20 scale).

To check whether the use of the different methods resulted in scores that dis-
criminate sufficiently between the participants, the different educational levels
were taken into account (BA1, BA2, BA3 and Master level). Table 4 and Figure 1
show the score distribution for the three methods.
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Table 4. Score distribution for the three methods per level

Analytic method (mean)  Holistic method (mean)  CDI (mean)
BA1 (n=22) 2.40 6.80 11.67
BA2 (n = 39) 5.19 9.55 14.92
BA3 (n = 38) 6.20 10.20 15.23
MA (n = 14) 9.02 12.93 16.88

18,00

16,00

14,00

12,00

10,00

0,00
BA1 BA2 BA3 MAL

—4— Analytisch
—#®—Holistisch
CDI

Figure 1. Graphic representation of the score distribution for the three methods.
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Figure 2. Distributions of scores awarded by the translation trainer who graded

according to the analytic method
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Figure 4. Distributions of scores awarded by the translation trainer who graded
according to the holistic method
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Figure 5. Distributions of scores awarded by the reviser who graded according
to the holistic method

Although there are relatively large differences in the obtained means, the score
distribution looks quite similar for the three methods. This seems to indicate that
all three methods perform well in distinguishing weak students from intermedi-
ate students and advanced students. However, it has to be pointed out that these
means represent global effects for groups and are the result of scores that have
been attributed by two graders. This conceals the large differences in individual
grader variation that we have pointed out earlier in this results section. When we
look at the individual score distributions of the different graders (Figures 2 to 5),
the differences in score allocation depending on the grader and the particular
method that was applied are apparent.

Figures 2 to 5 illustrate how the means in Table 4 conceal the marked dif-
ferences in the ways the different graders discriminate between student perfor-
mances, even when they are applying the same correction method.
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5.  Conclusion: Implications and limitations of the study
5.1 Implications

On the basis of the results obtained with 113 participants, we have to conclude that
the holistic and analytic methods that were used by the graders in this study fall
short in terms of test reliability and discriminating power. The analytic method
seems to lead to a higher level of inter-subjective agreement between graders than
the holistic method, but it still contains too much variability when the individual
score distribution is looked at in detail. Both methods undoubtedly have their
merits in formative classroom evaluation of translation performances, but they
are difficult to apply consistently because of the doubtful stability of criteria that
are used to evaluate. However, holistic as well as analytic assessment approaches
are still regularly used in summative assessment (translation exams within an ed-
ucational context, certification of translation skills in a professional context, etc.)
and caution is warranted. Since these methods are essentially based on subjective
approaches towards translation assessment, their reliability is questionable, and
the justification of scores can turn out to be very problematic (lack of justification
of scores might even lead to litigation, as has been the case a couple of times in
Belgium already).

The CDI-method relates the performance indicators to the underlying transla-
tion competence in a more reliable and consistent way, since it is based on the selec-
tion of discriminating items or translation segments. However, it is important to
note that the representative nature of the sample is of overriding importance when
it comes to identifying the discriminating items in a translation test. This means
that the implementation of the method requires constant monitoring. Therefore
the method is only to be promoted for use in summative contexts (high stake situ-
ations where decisions have to be made). An important advantage of the method is
that it ties in nicely with the European call for test standardization in the sense that
it can contribute to the reliable and valid certification of translation competence
in a European context. It allows an exploration of test robustness so that tests can
be validated for different language combinations and language-specific domains.
However, the construction of a reliable battery of translation tests will be a time-
consuming process — as it has been in the domain of language testing — and suf-
ficiently large populations will be needed in order to safeguard item stability.
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5.2 Limitations

Among the limitations of this study are the relatively small number of partici-
pants at the BA1 and Master level, and the fact that the translations were carried
out with paper and pencil. In a replication of the study on a larger scale, care will
be taken to create an environment that mimics a real professional translation as-
signment by letting the participants perform the translation on computer.

Although the CDI-method is not difficult to apply, it does require a thorough
analysis of all possible translation errors and a minimal understanding of the ba-
sics of psychometrics. If the assessment of translations is to become more scien-
tific, an introduction to the fundamental principles of language testing is war-
ranted for translation trainers. With this chapter, we hope to have contributed
to what we would like to call translation assessment literacy by bridging the gap
between language testing theory and the specific epistemological characteristics
of translation studies.

Further research on the already assembled data will be directed at an in-depth
investigation of the professional profiles of the graders with regard to the score
distributions. The data assembled in this study also seem to coincide with the
theoretical assumption that the CDI-method is inclusive of every possible dimen-
sion of translation ability in so far as the interaction of a particular text with a par-
ticular population gives rise to the different dimensions of translation ability. This
will be taken up in a forthcoming article. Finally, a future research project will rise
to the methodological challenge of achieving equivalent standards for translation
competence across languages and applying the CDI-method with more distant
language pairs.
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Appendix 1. Translation assignment and instructions

Consignes

Un éditeur frangais vous a pressenti pour assurer la traduction d’'un ouvrage de vulgarisation,
paru il y a peu en néerlandais, sur linefficacité de la publicité commerciale. Afin de décro-
cher ce contrat de traduction, vous devez lui soumettre, en guise déchantillon, la traduction
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francaise du texte ci-dessous. Vous ne devez vous soucier daucun aspect lié a la mise en page,
mais vous apporterez un soin particulier a tous les aspects linguistiques (correction grammati-
cale, précision lexicale, ponctuation, ton, etc.).

Vous pouvez recourir a tous les outils d’aide a la traduction que vous jugerez nécessaires
(ouvrages de référence, ressources en ligne) et disposez de 90 minutes pour vous acquitter de
cette tiche. Bon travail!

Instructions

A French editor is considering you for the job of translating a non-specialist work on the inef-
fectuality of commercial advertising which recently appeared in Dutch. In order to secure this
contract, you need to present him with the French translation of the text below as a sample. You
do not need to concern yourself with any aspect related to the formatting of the text, but you do
need to pay close attention to all linguistic aspects (grammatical correctness, lexical precision,
punctuation, tone, etc.).

You are free to utilize any translation tool deemed necessary (reference works, on-line re-
sources). You have 90 minutes at your disposal to bring this assignment to a successful completion.

Good luck !

Texte / Text

Media en amusement trekken alle aandacht naar zich toe

Een van de grootste misvattingen die ik bij de meeste mensen heb vastgesteld over reclame,
is dat zij ervan uitgaan dat al het geinvesteerde reclamegeld van bedrijven terechtkomt in de
‘reclamewereld, waarmee zij de wereld van reclamebureaus en reclamemakers bedoelen. Dat
is niet zo. Het overgrote deel van de reclame-investeringen van het bedrijfsleven gaat naar de
aankoop van ruimte in de media, en komt dus terecht op de bankrekeningen van de mediagroe-
pen met hun tijdschriften, kranten, radiozenders, tv-stations, bioscopen, billboards... Bedrij-
ven zijn immers op zoek naar een publiek om hun producten bekend en geliefd te maken, in
de hoop dat publiek ervan te kunnen overtuigen hun producten ten minste eens te proberen.
Dat publiek wordt geleverd door de media. De bedrijven kopen dus pagina’s of zendtijd, en
kunnen zo in contact treden met het publiek van die media. Op die manier ontstaat er een
miljardenstroom van reclamegeld (in Belgié meer dan 1,75 miljard euro per jaar), die van de
bedrijven naar de media stroomt.

De reclamebureaus staan slechts aan de oevers daarvan. Zij zijn de kleine vissers, henge-
lend naar een opdracht van de bedrijven die er vooral in bestaat de aangekochte ruimte te vul-
len met inhoud. De reclamebureaus zorgen dus voor de ontwikkeling van de boodschap van
het merk en voor de verpakking van die boodschap. In ruil daarvoor krijgen ze een percentage
van de reclame-investeringen: vroeger ging dat om 15%, nu is het meestal minder dan 10%.
Steeds meer worden deze percentages afgeschaft en vindt de betaling plaats via een maandelijks
honorarium, dat door de bedrijven zwaar onder druk wordt gezet. Zij moeten immers steeds
meer betalen voor hun mediaruimte en willen die meerkosten zo veel mogelijk terugverdienen,
onder meer via de reclamebureaus. Deze worden verplicht steeds sneller te werken voor steeds
minder geld. Dat wil niet zeggen dat de reclamebureaus armoedezaaiers zijn. Veel reclame-
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makers verdienen goed. Door mee te surfen op de golven van de reclame-investeringen zijn er
multinationale en beursgenoteerde reclamenetwerken ontstaan. Maar de échte reclamewereld,
waarin het grote reclamegeld omgaat, is eigenlijk de mediawereld.

Appendix 2. Instructions for the holistic graders

Avant de corriger, veuillez prendre connaissance des consignes qui ont été fournies aux étudi-
ants et qui sont reprises au-dessus du texte a traduire.

Lors de la correction des traductions selon la méthode holistique, vous soulignerez dans la
traduction tout ce qui ne va pas, mais sans préciser la nature de la faute ou appliquer un quel-
conque baréme, et vous attribuerez une note entre 0 et 20 correspondant & votre impression
globale en tant que correcteur.

Before marking the translations, please make sure you have carefully read the instructions given to
the students, to be found above the text to be translated.

As you grade, you will underline anything in the translation that does ‘not sound right’, in line
with the holistic method, without giving specific information about the nature of the error or
applying any kind of scoring parameter. At the end, you will supply a grade between 0-20 which
you feel corresponds to the impression you obtained from the translation as a whole.

Appendix 3. Instructions for the analytic correctors

Avant de corriger, veuillez prendre connaissance des consignes qui ont été fournies aux étudi-
ants et qui sont reprises au-dessus du texte a traduire.

La méthode analytique consiste a corriger selon la grille dévaluation reprise ci-dessous. Cette
maniere de procéder implique que le correcteur souligne chaque faute (de langue ou/et de tra-
duction) et indique dans la marge la nature de la faute sous forme d’abréviation (p.ex. ‘CS’ pour
contresens, ‘GR’ pour grammaire, etc.). Ensuite, il retranche du total de 20 un nombre de points
par faute (ex. -2 pour un CS, -0,5 pour une faute GR, etc.).

Before grading the translation, please make sure you have carefully read the instructions given to
the students, to be found above the text to be translated.

The analytical method entails that the translations be marked according to the evaluation grid
provided below. This method implies that the corrector underlines every error (both regarding the
language and/or the translation) and provides information in the margin as to the nature of the
error (e.g. ‘CT" for content errors or misinterpretations; ‘GR’ for grammatical errors, etc.). Finally,
a number of points will be deducted from a total of 20 points for each error found (e.g. -2 per CT
mistake ; -0.5 per GR mistake, etc.).
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SENS
(meaning or sense)

CONTRESENS
(misinterpretation)

VOCABULAIRE
(vocabulary)

CALQUE
(calque)

REGISTRE
(register)

STYLE

(style)
GRAMMAIRE
(grammar)

OUBLIS
(omissions)

AJOUTS
(additions)

Toute altération du sens dénotatif : informations erronées, non-
sens... J'inclus dans cette rubrique les oublis importants, cest-
a-dire faisant I'impasse sur une information dordre sémantique.
Any deterioration of the denotative sense: erroneous information,
nonsense, important omissions ...

Létudiant affirme le contraire de ce que dit le texte : information
présentée de maniére positive alors quelle est négative dans le
texte, confusion entre 'auteur d’'une action et celui qui la subit ...
The student misinterprets what the source text says: information is
presented in a positive light whereas it is negative in the source text,
confusion between the person who acts and the one who undergoes
the action...

Choix lexical inadapté, collocation inusitée...
Unsuited lexical choice, use of non-idiomatic collocations

Utilisation d’'une structure littéralement copiée et inusitée en
francais.

Cases of literal translation of structures, rendering the text
un-French

Selon la nature du texte ou la nature d’un extrait (par exemple,
un dialogue) : traduction trop (in)formelle, trop recherchée, trop
simpliste...

Translation that is too (in)formal or simplistic and not correspond-
ing to the nature of the text or extract

Lourdeurs, répétitions maladroites, assonances malheureuses...
Awkward tone, repetitions, unsuited assonances

Erreurs grammaticales en frangais (par exemple, mauvais accord

du participe passé, confusion masculin/féminin, accords fautifs...)
+ mauvaise compréhension de la grammaire du texte original (par
exemple, un passé rendu par un présent...) et pour autant que ces

erreurs ne modifient pas en profondeur le sens.

Grammatical errors in French (for example, wrong agreement of the
past participle, gender confusion, wrong agreement of adjective and

noun, ...) + faulty comprehension of the grammar of the original
text (for example, a past event rendered by a present tense...),
provided that these errors do not modify the in-depth meaning of
the text.

Voir SENS.
See Sense/meaning

Ajout d’informations non contenues dans le texte (sont exclus de
ce point les étoffements stylistiques).

Addition of information that is absent from the source text
(stylistic additions are excluded from this category).

-0,5

-0,5

-0,5

-1

-1
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ORTHOGRAPHE  Erreurs orthographiques, pour autant quelles ne modifient pasle -0,5
(spelling) sens.
Spelling errors, provided they do not modify the meaning of the text

PONCTUATION  Oubli ou utilisation fautive de la ponctuation. Attention : loubli, -0,5
(punctuation) par exemple, d’une virgule induisant une compréhension diftér-

ente du texte, est considéré comme une erreur de sens.

Omission or faulty use of punctuation. Caution: the omission of a

comma leading to an interpretation that is different from the source

text, is regarded as an error of meaning or sense.

Appendix 4: Translation assignment with calibrated items
marked in bold.

Media en amusement trekken alle aandacht naar zich toe

Een van de grootste misvattingen die ik bij de meeste mensen heb vastgesteld over reclame, is
dat zij ervan uitgaan dat al het geinvesteerde reclamegeld van bedrijven terechtkomt in de
‘reclamewereld, waarmee zij de wereld van reclamebureaus en reclamemakers bedoelen. Dat
is niet zo. Het overgrote deel van de reclame-investeringen van het bedrijfsleven gaat naar de
aankoop van ruimte in de media, en komt dus terecht op de bankrekeningen van de media-
groepen met hun tijdschriften, kranten, radiozenders, tv-stations, bioscopen, billboards... Be-
drijven zijn immers op zoek naar een publiek om hun producten bekend en geliefd te maken,
in de hoop dat publiek ervan te kunnen overtuigen hun producten ten minste eens te probe-
ren. Dat publiek wordt geleverd door de media. De bedrijven kopen dus pagina’s of zendtijd,
en kunnen zo in contact treden met het publiek van die media. Op die manier ontstaat er een
miljardenstroom van reclamegeld (in Belgié meer dan 1,75 miljard euro per jaar), die van de
bedrijven naar de media stroomt.

De reclamebureaus staan slechts aan de oevers daarvan. Zij zijn de kleine vissers, henge-
lend naar een opdracht van de bedrijven die er vooral in bestaat de aangekochte ruimte te
vullen met inhoud. De reclamebureaus zorgen dus voor de ontwikkeling van de boodschap
van het merk en voor de verpakking van die boodschap. In ruil daarvoor krijgen ze een per-
centage van de reclame-investeringen: vroeger ging dat om 15%, nu is het meestal minder dan
10%. Steeds meer worden deze percentages afgeschaft en vindt de betaling plaats via een
maandelijks honorarium, dat door de bedrijven zwaar onder druk wordt gezet. Zij moeten
immers steeds meer betalen voor hun mediaruimte en willen die meerkosten zo veel mogelijk
terugverdienen, onder meer via de reclamebureaus. Deze worden verplicht steeds sneller te
werken voor steeds minder geld. Dat wil niet zeggen dat de reclamebureaus armoedezaaiers
zijn. Veel reclamemakers verdienen goed. Door mee te surfen op de golven van de reclame-in-
vesteringen zijn er multinationale en beursgenoteerde reclamenetwerken ontstaan. Maar de
échte reclamewereld, waarin het grote reclamegeld omgaat, is eigenlijk de mediawereld.






Revisiting Carroll’s scales

Elisabet Tiselius
Stockholm University

This pilot study describes the assessment of interpreting through the application
of scales originally devised by Carroll (1966) for machine translation. Study
participants (interpreters, n = 6; non-interpreters, n = 6) used Carroll’s scales

to grade interpreted renditions (n = 9) in simultaneous mode by conference
interpreters with three different levels of experience. Grading was conducted
using transcripts of the interpreted renditions. Although the numbers of
graders and graded renditions were small, the data indicates that interpreters
and laypeople agree on the grading of intelligibility and informativeness in
interpreted renditions.

1. Introduction

Tiselius (2008) conducted a longitudinal study of expertise in simultaneous inter-
preting from English into Swedish considering both product and process. As the
assessment of interpreter performance, or the “end product” of interpreting, was
one of the principal areas of focus of the longitudinal study, a literature review
was conducted to identify available valid and reliable assessment instruments (cf.
Angelelli 2004, 2007; Moser 1995; Gile 2003). The aim was to identify an instru-
ment that would allow for grading of interpreter performance by non-experts in
interpreting, given that interpreters are often assessed by non-experts in the field
(Angelelli 2007).

Carroll’s scales (1966) were selected for their ease of implementation, and be-
cause they could be adapted in a context where lay people, or people who were not
professional interpreters, acted as graders. However, further exploration was nec-
essary to determine their appropriateness for grading interpreter performance,
and using non-professionals as graders. The scales were developed to measure
quality in machine translation. They measure the intelligibility and informative-
ness of the target text in relation to the source text. They have never been tested
on a large scale for interpreting. Despite this, they were used by two interpreting
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researchers (Gerver 1971 and Anderson 1979) and they served as a basis for de-
veloping a certification test for court interpreters in the U.S. (FCICE)! (a certifica-
tion test that has been challenged, cf. Clifford 2005). Rating scales constitute one
of many instruments used to assess interpreting both in research and in schools
(cf. Lee 2008), and Carroll’s scales were the first instrument of this type to be used
in interpreting research.

An advantage of applying Carroll’s scales to interpreting performance is their
non-componential potential. Most tools implemented as user-expectation sur-
veys in simultaneous interpreting are structured as Gile proposed in 1983 (also
mentioned in Gile 2003): that is, asking separate questions on different compo-
nents, such as fluency, adequacy, and so forth. This has the obvious advantage
of ease of use to measure the weight of different components in an overall as-
sessment. In the context of the 2008 longitudinal study, however, where non-
interpreters were to act as graders, it was deemed more appropriate to use a tool
that measured performance from a holistic perspective. A study was therefore
conducted to explore the applicability of Carroll’s scales for holistic grading of
interpreter performance, which this chapter describes. The study of the appli-
cability of Carroll’s scales for grading interpreter performance described below
dealt strictly with simultaneous conference interpreting, and with the language
combination English (C) into Swedish (A).?

1.1 Purpose and research questions

The purpose of this study was to investigate whether Carroll’s scales are appropri-
ate for assessing simultaneous conference interpreting performance at a holistic
level, and whether they represent a potential, easy-to-use tool by non-profession-
als. The term “non-interpreter” in this context refers to laymen to interpreting
who are otherwise educated individuals, i.e. individuals with a university degree
or university students or individuals with an equivalent level of instruction. The
study investigates the ratings of two groups of non-experts: a group of experi-
enced interpreters and a group of laymen to interpreting.

There were two sub-sets of research questions that contributed to the overall
purpose of the study:

1. http://www.ncsconline.org/D_Research/Consort-interp/fcice_exam/index.htm

2. C-language - the AIIC (International Association of Conference Interpreters) language
classification of a language of which one has full understanding, Generally interpreters are not
expected to interpret into a C language. A-language — mother tongue level according to the
AIIC language classification. http://www.aiic.net/ViewPage.cfm?page_id=199#langclassif
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(1) Does the application of the scales to interpreter performance produce valid
results?

The first question concerned the validity of the scales for the assessment of in-
terpreting: The scales were conceived for grading machine-translated texts. The
field of interpreting research and the field of testing research have evolved since
the scales were developed. Furthermore, the scales have been challenged by An-
derson (1976), and Clifford (2005). Therefore, although the scales appeared to be
potentially useful in an interpreting context, it was essential to determine whether
an application of the scales would be appropriate for assessing the quality of in-
terpreting. The first part of this study set out to determine whether an adapted
version of the scales would be valid for measuring intelligibility and informative-
ness in interpreting. In this part of the study it was assumed that the renditions
by very experienced interpreters who had acquired a high level of professional
credentials, such as accreditation from European Institutions or membership in
AIIC (the International Association for Conference Interpreters) would be grad-
ed higher than renditions by novice interpreters. If this proved to be the case then
the scales would at least be considered to have face validity.

(2) Can the scales be used by non-experts to assess interpreting?

The second question concerned who should do the grading: Professional inter-
preters usually have some experience in assessing interpreting, and therefore can
be assumed to be able to perform this task. Are non-interpreters also able to as-
sess interpreting if they are given the same task, including the same training and
education (outside of interpreter education)? Most people who use the services
of interpreters are laypeople, and the assessment of the end-user would be ex-
pected to be relevant. Laypeople are regularly asked for their opinion of interpret-
ing quality (e.g. Moser 1995 or SCIC customer survey 2008), but the way they
grade and assess interpreting has not been studied. The aim of the second part of
this study was to determine whether there were differences in grading between
trained professional interpreters and laypeople using the scales.

2.  Background
2.1 Carroll’s scales

John B. Carroll was an American psychologist who developed language aptitude
tests. Carroll conducted seminal research on developing useful assessment tools
for language testing (Stansfield & Reed 2003). Machine translation was another of
his research areas, and in 1966, he developed two scales for evaluating machine-
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translated texts (Carroll 1966). In his work, Carroll challenged the Discrete Point
Theory in language testing (Stansfield & Reed 2003). The discrete point approach
is an analytical approach to language testing, in which each test question is meant
to measure one distinct content point. Carroll was in favor of using an integra-
tive testing design, in which each question requires the test-taker to use more
than one skill or piece of knowledge at a time, which he claimed may result in a
more natural representation of the test-taker’s knowledge of the language. This
preference for an integrative testing design can also be seen in his argumentation
of how to design a method for testing machine-translated text.

Although Carroll assumed that, “the evaluation of the adequacy of a transla-
tion must rest ultimately upon subjective judgments, that is, judgments resulting
from human cognitions and intuitions” (1966: 55), he believed that if sufficient
care was taken, it would be possible to obtain “acceptable levels of reliability and
validity that yield satisfactory properties of the scale or scales on which measure-
ments are reported” (Ibid.). One of the ways to achieve this was to “[provide] a
collection of translation units that would be sufficiently heterogeneous in quality
to minimize the degree to which the judgments on the evaluative scales would be
affected by varying subjective standards” (Ibid.). Carroll drew up several more
requirements to obtain an evaluation, and these led him to design his scales. The
original scales are reproduced here under Section 3.1 (1966:55-56). He estab-
lished the need for two scales (based on two constructs: intelligibility and informa-
tiveness), as he claimed that a translation could be perfectly intelligible but lack
fidelity to the original, while another text could be completely unintelligible and
yet be completely faithful to the original. Neither of the two alternatives is, ac-
cording to Carroll, considered a good translation (1966:57).

When designing the scales, Carroll picked random sentences from one ma-
chine translation and one human translation, from Russian into English. He then
sorted them into nine different groups for intelligibility and nine different groups
for informativeness, depending on how intelligible or informative they were, com-
pared to the original. He then elaborated definitions for nine different grades for
each scale: these definitions are included in Tables 1 and 2, under heading 3.1.
Then, using the scales, 18 students of English with high scores on the SAT (a
standardized test for college admission in the United States) and 18 professional
translators from Russian to English graded the translated sentences, as compared
with the originals.

The scales have holistic qualities, since they were designed to grade output
from a perspective of general understanding. The rendition is graded holistically
and focus is placed on understanding the rendition, as well as on obtaining all of
the information from the original.
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2.2 Applying grading scales to interpreting

As mentioned above, Anderson (1979) and Gerver (1971) used Carroll’s scales to
assess interpreting. Both Anderson and Gerver had two graders grade interpret-
ers renditions using transcripts. Anderson used full transcripts (i.e. with “false
starts, hesitations, repetitions and gropings [sic] [for words] left in,” 1979:27),
while Gerver used transcripts without these details. Gerver did not provide
any critical analysis of the application of the scales, but Anderson raised certain
doubts about them. She did not obtain any significant treatment effects in her first
two experiments, which made her question whether the scales were fine-tuned
enough for measuring the output of interpreting. However, neither Anderson nor
Gerver made any specific adaptations of the scales to interpreting, nor did they
use them in a larger study.

Lee (2008) also conducted a study on grading scales (not Carrolls, but her
own) for assessing interpreting, in which she draws the conclusion that they had
good inter-rater reliability and that graders found them easy to use, but that further
research was needed before any conclusions could be drawn from the results of her
study. Lee used three analytical grading scales that she designed, and concluded
that, “since interpreting performance assessment does not allow time for thorough
analysis, graders have to judge performance quality based on the immediate inter-
preting of selected criteria. For these practical reasons, grading scales appear to be
an appealing method for interpreting performance assessment” (2008:170).

As stated before, Carroll’s scales were developed for written translation. Ad-
mittedly, it may seem awkward to use an instrument developed for assessing writ-
ten translation to assess interpreting. In order to apply them to interpreting the
difference between interpreting and translation has to be clarified. Pochhacker
defined interpreting as “a form of translation in which a first and final rendition
in another language is produced on the basis of a one-time presentation of an
utterance in a source language” (2004: 11, bold in the original). Without going
into any detailed definition of translation [for such a definition see for instance
Toury (1980), Gutt (1991) or Pym (2004)], it can be pointed out that the key dif-
ferences between translation and interpreting were in fact highlighted by Poch-
hacker, above. The first rendition of a translation is, in most cases, not the final
one. The translator may have several opportunities to revise the target text. The
translator has, in most cases, access to an original text which can be consulted
continuously. These differences have to be taken into account when applying the
scales to interpreting.

In order to determine whether Carroll’s constructs of intelligibility and infor-
mativeness are applicable to interpreting constructs, they were compared to two
of the constructs mentioned by Shlesinger (1997). Carroll’s term intelligibility
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is similar to Shlesinger’s term intratextual (i.e. a product in its own right, that
can be examined on its own), and Carroll's term informativeness corresponds
to Shlesinger’s intertextual (i.e. a comparison of the source text and the target
text, where the examination is based on similarities and differences) (Shlesinger
1997:128). These terms were chosen in this context since they focus more
on interpreting product-as-text and not as activity. Shlesinger also took the
communicative act of interpreting into account when suggesting the third term
instrumentally which is based on the usefulness and comprehensibility of the
target text, thereby encompassing some of the communicative aspects of inter-
preting. The two constructs compared here do not take all components of the
interpreted communicative event into account (cf. Wadensjo 1999 and Angelelli
2004). For the present study, given the interest in identifying an effective, holistic
approach to grading transcribed versions of simultaneous interpreting perfor-
mance, it was not judged to be of crucial importance.

A possible problem when using the scales to evaluate interpreting, especially
if graders do not evaluate a whole text but only smaller units, is that there is a risk
of graders’ attention being diverted from the fact that they are grading a commu-
nicative event. In addition to this, Carroll’s scales do not deal with the speaker’s
possible responsibility for achieving communication with the addressee via the
interpreter. A successfully interpreted event is not solely the responsibility of the
interpreter, as Vuorikoski pointed out (2002). In the present study, it was assumed
that Carroll’s statement above (that a translation could be perfectly intelligible but
lack fidelity to the original, while another text could be completely unintelligible
and yet be completely faithful to the original and that neither of the two alterna-
tives is generally considered a good translation) is valid for interpreting, as well. It
should be pointed out that meaning in oral discourse is subject to co-construction
(see for instance Wadensjo 2000), but because of the design of this study it was not
addressed here. This is a weakness of the scales.

In addition, in a study of the validity of the FCICE test, Clifford (2005) found
that the two constructs of intelligibility and informativeness correlated to such a
high degree that there was reason to suspect that they were not separate con-
structs (2005:122). Clifford did not expect this, and he concluded that “we may
wish to revisit the theory and question its assumptions, but for the moment at
least, the test does not do what it has set out to do” (ibid). For the purposes of this
study it should be pointed out that the FCICE scales are not similar to Carroll’s
original scales. Furthermore, they are not applied in the same way as in Clifford’s
test. Therefore, it will continue be assumed for the purposes of this study that the
two constructs are different. However, the correlation of the two scales will neces-
sarily need to be investigated in the future.
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In conclusion, when applied to simultaneous conference interpreting, Car-
roll’s scales can be assumed to account for central aspects of the interpreted event
but not for its entirety as a communicative event. Despite this and other objec-
tions raised in this section, the scales still seemed to serve the purpose of being an
easily accessible, easy-to-use tool that can be implemented by laypeople in order
to assess a transcribed version of a simultaneous interpreting performance. For
these reasons, it was decided to investigate the applicability of the scales. The fol-
lowing section describes the study and how the scales were applied.

3. Data and method

In the present study nine interpreters with three different levels of experience (no
experience, short experience and long experience) produced nine 10-minute ren-
ditions. Carroll’s scales were adapted to interpreting. The nine renditions (eliciting
material) were turned into transcripts, divided into smaller units, mixed randomly
and graded following Carroll’s scales by two groups of trained graders (interpreters
and non-interpreters, n=12). The results from the different groups of graders were
compared to each other.

3.1 Adaptation of the scales

As already mentioned, Carroll’s scales do not take features of spoken language
into account. To remedy this, the scales were adapted to interpreting (i.e. to spo-
ken language). Adaptation is used as the overall term of the process of changing
the scales. The adaptation consisted of: (1) deleting scale steps and references to
written text and translation; (2) adding references to spoken language and inter-
preting; (3) changing some formulations (see Tables 1 and 2).

First, references to spoken language (Swedish, in this case) and interpreting
were added to the definitions, such as “like ordinary spoken Swedish.” It was also
considered whether terms such as fluent, coherent, and clear needed to be added
to the scales, but it was decided that “ordinary spoken Swedish” would encompass
fluency, coherence, and clarity. Therefore, no additional components were added.

Furthermore, as Cohen et al. (1996:224) mentioned, in grading scales there
may be several dimensions underlying the grading being made, meaning in this
case that intelligibility can have the underlying dimensions of fluency, clarity, ad-
equacy and so forth. If scales are multidimensional, more than one dimension
is likely to influence the grader’s response. Secondly, the number of grades was
reduced to six, since a pilot study indicated that six grades were easier to handle
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Table 1. Scale of intelligibility, adapted version and original (Carroll 1966: 58)

Original scale of intelligibility

Scale of intelligibility (as adapted
in the present study)

9. Perfectly clear and intelligible. Reads like ordi-
nary text; has no stylistic infelicities.

8. Perfectly or almost clear and intelligible, but
contains minor grammatical or stylistic infelici-
ties, and/or midly unusual word usage that could,
nevertheless, be easily “corrected”

7. Generally clear and intelligible, but style and
word choice and/or syntactical arrangement are
somewhat poorer than in category 8.

6. The general idea is almost immediately intelligi-
ble, but full comprehension is distinctly interfered
with by poor style, poor word choice, alternative
expressions, untranslated words, and incorrect
grammatical arrangements. Postediting could
leave this in nearly acceptable form.

5. The general idea is intelligible only after con-
siderable study, but after this study one is fairly
confident that he understands. Poor word choice,
grotesque syntactic arrangement, untranslated
words, and similar phenomena are present, but
constitute mainly “noise” through which the main
idea is still perceptible.

4. Masquerades as an intelligible sentence, but
actually it is more unintelligible than intelligible.
Nevertheless, the idea can still be vaguely appre-

6. The rendition is perfectly clear and intel-
ligible. Like ordinary spoken Swedish with few
if any stylistic infelicities.

5. Generally clear and intelligible but with
minor grammatical or stylistic peculiarities or
unusual word choices, nothing that hampers
the understanding.

4. The general idea is intelligible, but full
comprehension is interfered with by poor word
choice, poor style, unusual words and incorrect
grammar. The Addressee will have to make an
effort to understand the utterance.

3. Masquerades as an intelligible utterance, but
is actually more unintelligible than intelligible.
Nevertheless, the idea can still be comprehend-

hended. Word choice, syntactic arrangement, and/ ed. Word choices, syntactic arrangements, and

or alternative expressions are generally bizarre,
and there may be critical words untranslated.

3. Generally unintelligible; it tends to read like
nonsense but, with a considerable amount of
reflection and study, one can at least hypothesize
the idea intended by the sentence.

2. Almost hopelessly unintelligible even after re-
flection and study. Nevertheless, it does not seem
completely nonsensical.

1. Hopelessly unintelligible. It appears that no
amount of study and reflection would reveal the
thought of the sentence.

expressions are generally unusual and words
crucial to understanding have been left out.

2. Almost completely unintelligible. Although
it does not seem completely nonsensical and
the Addressee may, with great effort, discern
some meaning.

1. Totally unintelligible and completely without
meaning.




Revisiting Carroll’s scales

103

Table 2. Scale of informativeness, adapted version and original (Carroll 1966: 58)

Original scale of informativeness

Scale of informativeness (as adapted
in the present study)

9. Extremely informative. Makes “all the differ-
ence in the world” in comprehending the meaning
intended. (A rating of 9 should always be assigned
when the original completely changes or reverses
the meaning conveyed by the translation.)

8. Very informative. Contributes a great deal to the
clarification of the meaning intended. By correcting
sentence structure, words, and phrases, it makes a
great change in the reader’s impression of the mean-
ing intended, although not so much as to change or
reverse the meaning completely.

7. (Between 6 and 8.)

6. Clearly informative. Adds considerable informa-
tion about the sentence structure and individual
words, putting the reader “on the right track” as to
the meaning intended.

5. (Between 4 and 6.)

4. In contrast to 3, adds a certain amount of infor-
mation about the sentence structure and syntactical
relationships; it may also correct minor misappre-
hensions about the general meaning of the sentence
or the meaning of individual words.

3. By correcting one or two possibly critical mean-
ings, chiefly on the word level, it gives a slightly
different “twist” to the meaning conveyed by the
translation. It adds no new information about sen-
tence structure, however.

2. No really new meaning is added by the original,
either at the word level or the grammatical level,
but the reader is somewhat more confident that he
apprehends the meaning intended.

1. Not informative at all; no new meaning is added,
nor is the reader’s confidence in his understanding
increased or enhanced.

0. The original contains, if anything, less informa-
tion than the translation. The translator has added
certain meanings, apparently to make the passage
more understandable.

6. Reading the original changes the whole
understood meaning. (6 should be given
when reading the original completely changes
the meaning that the rendition gave).

5. Reading the original clarifies the under-
stood meaning. The original’s differences in
syntax, words and phrases alter the listener’s
impression of the meaning to some extent.

4. Reading the original gives some additional
information about syntax and words. It can
also clarify minor misunderstandings in the
rendition.

3. By correcting one or two meanings, mainly
on word level, the reading of the original
gives only a minor difference in meaning
compared to the rendition.

2. No new meaning is added through reading
the original, neither at the word level nor at
the grammatical level, but the Addressee is
somewhat more confident that s/he really
comprehends the meaning intended.

1. No new meaning is added by the original,
nor is the Addressee’s understanding of the
rendition increased.

0. The original contains less information than
the rendition.
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Table 3. Scale of intelligibility on grading sheet

1. Totally 2. Generally  3.Seems 4. Generalidea 5. Generally 6. Completely
unintelligible unintelligible intelligible intelligible intelligible  intelligible

Table 4. Scale of informativeness on grading sheet

0. Original 1. Without 2.Nonew 3.Minor 4. Gives 5. Original 6. Only new

contains less any new information, changes somenew  explains  information.
information information. strenthens in meaning. information. and

than the intended improves.

rendition. meaning.

than nine, in a fairly quick grading of spoken language. This will, of course, limit
the variability. However, for attitude verbal grading scales or verbal description
scales (i.e. scales measuring a person’s experience of something (in this case an
interpreted rendition) by attributing to them a verbal description (here, for in-
stance, “totally intelligible” or “totally unintelligible”), each grade has to have a
meaningful description which becomes difficult above six or seven scale steps. It
is also preferable that the scales do not have a middle value (Gunnarson 2002).

However, having adapted the scales as described above, it was estimated that
they had a high componential element in them, and each step covered not only
implicitly but also explicitly several aspects of interpreting performance, such as
adequacy at syntax level or word level. Therefore, the graders were provided with
shorter verbal descriptive scales, as in Tables 3 and 4, on each sheet of grading
paper. The adapted scales in Tables 1 and 2 were used as background information
when training the graders (see below), but the actual grading was performed with
verbal descriptive scales, as in Tables 3 and 4.

It should also be stressed that the scale of intelligibility has six as the best score
and one as the lowest, whereas the opposite is true for the scale of informativeness.
For the scale of informativeness, one denotes the highest correspondence with the
original and is thereby the highest score, while six denotes low correspondence
with the original and is thereby the lowest score. Appendix 1 provides a Swedish
version of the scales as presented to graders.

3.2 Eliciting material

3.2.1 The speech

The material used to elicit the samples for grading was based on a source text from
the European Parliament. It was a ten-minute speech given in English at the Eu-
ropean Parliament by Commissioner Byrne (Byrne 2002). The criteria for choice
of speech were authenticity, general topic with little specialized terminology, and
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length. The speech was re-recorded with a different speaker, to reduce difficul-
ties due to speed or accent. The speed in the original speech was an average of
141 words per minute (wpm), compared to 119 wpm in the re-recorded speech.
Speeches in the European Parliament are published in a verbatim report imme-
diately after the session. They are also recorded and can be obtained from the
audio-visual services at the European Parliament. Official translations of the ver-
batim report are published at a later stage by the European Parliament on their
website.?

3.2.2 The interpreters

Nine interpreters with three different levels of experience rendered the speech
from English into Swedish. The interpreters were recruited at Stockholm Uni-
versity and at the European Parliament. The three different levels of experience
were:

i. No experience; language students familiar with the principles of simultane-
ous interpreting but without any professional experience of interpreting.

ii. Short experience; interpreters with formal interpreter training at university
level, but with only short professional experience (<2 years).

iii. Long experience; interpreters with formal interpreter training at university
level, and long professional experience (more than 20 years).

Table 5 shows the age and experience of the interpreters. All of the trained inter-
preters had Swedish as their mother tongue. The trained interpreters had English
as a C-language (the AIIC definition of a language of which one has full under-
standing, but into which does not generally interpret),* and the untrained inter-
preters studied English at the university level.

Table 5. Age and experience of the interpreters

Age span Years at university Interpreting school  Years of

experience
Group (i) n=3 20-30 4 No 0
No experience
Group (ii) n=3 30-40 4 Yes <2
Short experience
Group (iii) n=3 50-60 4 Yes >25

Long experience

3. http://www.europarl.europa.eu/activities/plenary/cre.do?tlanguage=SV#

4. http://www.aiic.net/ViewPage.cfm?page_id=199#langclassif
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3.2.3 Preparing the transcripts

Each of the nine ten-minute renditions was first carefully transcribed using the
Childes software in .ca format (MacWhinney 1991), to mark pauses, pronuncia-
tion, and intonation, and then made into a written text by adding punctuation
according to intonation. This means that, in the transcripts used for grading, all
meta-textual markers of pauses, pronunciation, and intonation were omitted,
leaving only traditional markers such as a full stop or a comma.

The text version of each rendition was then divided into 18 interpreting units.
The division into units was based on the following: The graders in Carroll’s orig-
inal study (1966) worked with sentences, since he argued that the translations
should be divided, “to be measured into small enough parts (translation units) so
that a substantial number of relatively independent judgments could be obtained
on any given translation, and so that the variance of measurement due to this kind
of sampling could be ascertained” (1966:55). In this context, however, it was con-
sidered that although sentences could be identified by following intonation pat-
terns, interpreting is too complex an exercise to be evaluated at the sentence level
(this can of course be argued for translation as well). Units of meaning (Lederer
1978:330) or translation units (Gile 1995:101) have been used to describe the
pieces of utterance with which interpreters work. Gile (1995:102) stated that a
unit can be a single word, or a long sequence. He also emphasized that it is the
interpreter who decides the contents and limits of the unit. The term interpret-
ing unit will be used here, as described by Vik-Tuovinen (2002:22). In decid-
ing what was to be considered an interpreting unit, two criteria were taken into
consideration: intonation and idea. The interpreter’s intonation indicated the end
of a unit, and ideas were kept together, as in this example of an interpreting unit
(English original speech): We have developed and proposed this directive, which we
consider a qualitative step forward in protecting public health. This work has been
done within the legal framework for completion of the internal market. The directive
before you today will represent a significant improvement on our current legislative
position and fill many of the gaps, which have made the current rules ineffective.
Each unit comprised 20 to 45 seconds of listening time. This process yielded a
total of 162 interpreting units to be graded.

Each interpreting unit was then printed on a separate page, with the interpret-
ed rendition at the top and the original at the bottom. The intelligibility scale (as in
Table 3) was at the very top of each page; the informativeness scale (as in Table 4),
at the very bottom. For an example of a grading sheet, see Appendix 2. In order to
have each grader grade units from all nine renditions, the units were coded and
then mixed randomly. Naturally, in all discourse the interpreting of one unit is
dependent on the preceding unit. Yet, since ideas were kept together when divid-
ing the speech into units, each unit was deemed sufficiently self-contained to be
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evaluated independently of the preceding and subsequent units, at least from the
perspective of both intelligibility and informativeness. The units were not sorted
in chronological order. Each interpreting unit was graded by two graders from
the students’ group, and two graders from the interpreters’ group, which was also
consistent with Carroll’s assumption that “for each translation unit, obtain judg-
ments from more than one grader so that the variance of measurement attribut-
able to graders [can] be ascertained (Carroll 1966:56)”. Each set of units to be
graded was made up of 54 units.

The interpreter graders were provided with the original, verbatim speech
at the bottom of the page. The non-interpreter graders were provided with a
Swedish translation of the source speech by the translation service at the Eu-
ropean Parliament. The translation was provided given that non-interpreters
were chosen for having Swedish as mother tongue, and not for their command
of English. It could be argued that this interjects a further complication to the
grading. The original speech is then already processed once, by a translator into
a translation. However, the mere act of translating does not necessarily divert
or change the information and meaning in an utterance per se. Furthermore,
since the focus of this study was to test the grading scales and the graders’ abil-
ity to use them, it was decided to use a translation, thereby avoiding yet another
screening of graders.

The main reason for having the graders work with a transcribed speech was
to prevent graders from recognizing the voices of the interpreters, some of whom
are the graders’ colleagues. The transcribed texts were also deemed as being suf-
ficiently transparent for the purposes of this study.

3.3 The grading procedure

3.3.1 The graders

The graders in the study were native speakers of Swedish, divided into two groups.
The first group consisted of university students (n = 6, 2 male and 4 female), who
were not trained in interpreting and were thus similar to potential addressees/
users of interpreting. They were recruited at Stockholm University. The second
group consisted of simultaneous conference interpreters (n = 6, all women), each
of whom had at least eight years of professional experience, including training
and evaluating interpreters. Therefore, it was possible to assume that they were
professional graders of interpreting. The second group of graders was recruited at
the European Parliament.
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3.3.2 Grader training

At the beginning of the grading session, the graders were trained for their tasks.
For the students (non-interpreter) grader training and grading were carried out
during class hours in their regular class rooms. Two grading sessions were held
with three students at each session. For the interpreters, grader training and grad-
ing were conducted at their workplace, either during lunch break or after work-
ing-hours. Three interpreters participated in one session, and the other three in-
terpreters had individual sessions.

Training consisted of introducing the scales as presented in Tables 2 and 3.
Each scale step was run through and examples were given. After this introduc-
tion, three mock units were graded together with the test leader (the author of
this chapter). At this point, graders had the possibility to ask for clarification of
scale steps or grading. The introduction and training part took approximately ten
minutes.

3.3.3 Grading

Immediately following the grader training session the graders were asked to per-
form their grading task. They graded individually, they were requested not to con-
sult with anybody else while grading. Each grading session took approximately
one hour.

The graders received a set of 54 interpreting units, with each page folded in
such a way that they first read only the unit rendered into Swedish and graded it
for intelligibility. Then the graders unfolded the sheet and compared the rendition
in Swedish with the original English (interpreter graders) or the translation into
Swedish (non-interpreter graders) and graded the rendition for informativeness,
i.e. its correspondence to the original.

3.4 Measuring significant difference and inter-rater reliability

When the grading exercise was done, all the units were returned back to the origi-
nal rendition and two average scores for each rendition were calculated, one score
for the non-interpreter graders and one score for the interpreter graders. The p-
values were calculated and the result was used to determine whether the aver-
age scores showed significant difference or not between the renditions by highly
experienced versus the renditions by less experienced interpreters and the rendi-
tions by interpreters with no experience. Furthermore, p-values were calculated
and used to determine possible significant difference in grading between non-in-
terpreter graders and interpreter graders.
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A small p-value is strong evidence against the null hypothesis, the null hy-
pothesis being in this case no difference between scores obtained by the different
groups of interpreters. A small p-value is then strong evidence for the fact that
the differences observed in grading would be at least reproduced under the same
conditions. The p-values in this study were obtained by using a two-tailed -test
with unequal variance: two-tailed to investigate whether there was a difference
or not, without assessing that difference, and unequal variance because different
groups were measured. The reason for using p-values in the comparison was to
determine whether or not the observed differences in the raw data were statisti-
cally significant. The differences in grading between interpreter graders and non-
interpreter graders were also compared using p-values (obtained with a t-test,
as above), to determine whether there were significant differences between the
groups of graders. A p-value below 0.05 (p < 0.05) indicates significant difference
and a p-value above 0.05 (p > 0.05) indicates no significant difference. Some com-
parisons in the study yielded a p-value lower than 0.01 (p < 0.01), which provided
an even stronger support for the claim of significant difference.

Inter-rater reliability was tested using the Pearson product-moment correla-
tion coeflicient r which measures pair-wise correlation among raters using a scale
that is ordered. Perfect correlation gives a value of -1 or 1 and no correlation a
value of 0.

4.  Results

This section provides an overview of the results of the 12 graders scoring the nine
renditions, using Carroll’s scales to grade the intelligibility of an interpreted rendi-
tion and its informativeness in comparison with the original speech.

4.1 Inter-rater reliability

The inter-rater reliability test gave r 0.6 for interpreter graders grading intelligi-
bility and r 0.65 for interpreter graders grading informativeness. Non-interpreter
graders grading intelligibility gave r 0.3, and non-interpreter graders grading in-
formativeness gave r 0.5.

4.2 Intelligibility

Table 6 gives the p-values for the significance of the scores for intelligibility between
the different renditions: long experience, short experience, and no experience, as
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graded by non-interpreter graders. The average score for each rendition is given
together with the rendition.

Table 7 gives the p-values for the significance of the scores for intelligibility
between the different renditions: long experience, short experience, and no expe-
rience, as graded by interpreter graders. The average score for each rendition is
given together with the rendition.

As expected, graders gave higher scores to renditions by more experienced
interpreters. In the non-interpreter graders” scores the difference is statistically
significant for the grading of the renditions by long-experience interpreters ver-
sus the grading of the renditions by no-experience interpreters. The same is true
for the non-interpreter graders scoring renditions by short-experience interpret-
ers versus those of no-experience interpreters. Non-interpreter graders’ scores
show no significant difference for the renditions by long- and short-experience
interpreters. The interpreter graders’ scores also show significant difference in the
grading of the renditions by the long-experience interpreters versus the renditions
by the non-experienced interpreters. The interpreter graders’ scores also show
significant difference for the renditions of short-experience interpreters versus
the renditions produced by non-experienced interpreters. There is no significant
difference in grading of the renditions by long- and short-experience interpreters
graded by interpreter graders.

Table 6. Significance in gradings of intelligibility by non-interpreters (n = 6)

Renditions Intelligibility

No-experience 3.79 Short-experience 5.25 Long-experience 5.42
No-experience  3.79 - 0.001** 0.001**
Short-experience 5.25 0.001** - 0.1
Long-experience 5.42 0.001** 0.1 -
“*p < 0.01

Table 7. Significance in gradings of intelligibility by interpreters (n = 6)

Renditions Intelligibility

No-experience 3.16 Short-experience 4.88 Long-experience 5.11
No-experience 3.16 - 0.001** 0.001**
Short-experience 4.88 0.001** - 0.1
Long-experience 5.11 0.001** 0.1 -

“p < 0.01
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4.2.1 Intelligibility graded by non-interpreter graders vs. interpreter graders
Table 8 shows the average scores of intelligibility for all nine renditions, as graded
by interpreter graders and non-interpreter graders. It also shows the p-values for
the significance in grading between interpreters and non-interpreters.

The p-values for the significance of the difference in grading by non-inter-
preters and interpreters are given for each experience level. As can be seen in
Table 8, there is a significant difference in grading between non-interpreter grad-
ers and interpreter graders for the renditions produced by long-experience and
no-experience interpreters. The raw data in Table 8 might indicate that interpreter
graders were somewhat more severe in their grading, and this conclusion is sup-
ported by the significance. The difference in the grading of the renditions by the
short-experience interpreters is not significant.

Figure 1 shows that the two groups of graders vary in the same way, although
they differ slightly.

Table 8. Average scores of intelligibility for all nine renditions
graded by non-interpreters (n = 6) and interpreters (n = 6)

Renditions Intelligibility Significance
Non-interpreter graders Interpreter graders
No-experience 3.79 3.16 0.018*
Short-experience 5.25 4.88 0.078
Long-experience 5.42 5.11 0.015*
*p<0.05
6
&5
Z 4
%D 3 || @ Interp. graders
= 2 O Non-interp.
1 I~ graders
0
Long-exp Short-exp No-exp
Renditions

Figure 1. Average scores for intelligibility graded by interpreters (n = 6)
and non-interpreters (n = 6)
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Table 9. Significance for grading of informativeness by non-interpreters (n = 6)

Renditions Informativeness

No-experience 4.42 Short-experience 3.15 Long-experience 2.31

No-experience  4.42 - 0.001** 0.001**
Short-experience 3.15 0.001** - 0.001**
Long-experience 2.31 0.001** 0.001** -

**p < 0.01. Note. The Lower the Score the Better the Performance

Table 10. Significance for grading of informativeness by interpreters (n = 6)

Renditions Informativeness

No-experience 5.13 Short-experience 3.42 Long-experience 2.60

No-experience  5.13 - 0.001** 0.001**
Short-experience 3.42 0.001** - 0.001**
Long-experience 2.60 0.001** 0.001** -

**p < 0.01. Note. The Lower the Score the Better the Performance

4.3 Informativeness

Table 9 shows the p-values for the significance in grading of informativeness be-
tween the different renditions: long experience, short experience, and no experi-
ence, as graded by non-interpreter graders. The average score of informativeness
for each rendition is given in the corresponding heading.

Table 10 shows the p-values for the significance of the grading of the differ-
ent renditions: long experience, short experience, and no experience, as graded
by interpreter graders. The average score of informativeness for each rendition is
given in the corresponding heading.

The graders’ scores, both for non-interpreter graders and interpreter graders,
show a significant difference in the scores attributed to the renditions by long-ex-
perience interpreters vs. short-experience interpreters and to renditions by short-
experience interpreters vs. no-experience interpreters. The raw data, supported
by the significance, once again indicate that years of experience were consistent
with better (lower) scores for informativeness, a sign of a perception of better ren-
dition among these graders.

4.3.1 Informativeness graded by non-interpreter graders vs. interpreter graders
Table 11 shows the scores for informativeness, the rendition’s correspondence to
the original, as graded by interpreters and non-interpreters. The values are average
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Table 11. Significance of grading of informativeness graded
by non-interpreters (n = 6) and interpreters (n = 6)

Renditions Informativeness Significance in gradings
Non-interpreter graders Interpreter graders between non-interpreters
and interpreters

No-experience 4.42 5.13 0.001**
Short-experience 3.15 3.42 0.20
Long-experience 2.31 2.60 0.17

**p < 0.01. Note. The Lower the Score the Higher the Correspondence

6
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Renditions

Figure 2. Average scores for informativeness graded by interpreters (n = 6)
and non-interpreters (n=6)

scores for all nine renditions. It also shows the p-values for the significant differ-
ences in grading between interpreters and non-interpreters.

There is no significant difference in the grading of renditions by short- and
long-experience interpreters. The p-values for both groups are well over 0.05.
Data again support the observations stated above, i.e. that non-interpreter grad-
ers may be more generous than interpreter graders. There is a significant differ-
ence between the two groups in the grading of renditions by the no-experience
interpreters, again supporting the assumption that non-interpreter graders were
more generous in their grading.

Figure 2 shows how the two groups of graders share the same tendencies.
Although not in total agreement, they vary in the same way.

4.4 Spontaneous comments from graders

After each grading session, some of the graders were interviewed (informally) on
their impressions of the grading. In general, graders found the scales easy to use
and had no problem grading. Some graders (3) expressed a certain “grading-fa-
tigue” towards the end of the grading.
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5. Discussion

The study presented in this chapter investigated whether Carroll’s scales could
be applied to assess the performance of simultaneous conference interpreters.
Furthermore, it investigated whether it was possible for graders who are not in-
terpreting professionals to use the scales. This section discusses the limitations
to this empirical research, as well as the results. Areas for future research are
suggested.

5.1 Limitations

There are a number of limitations to this study that should be mentioned. First,
the size of this study limits the possibility of drawing conclusions that can be gen-
eralized. This investigation was exploratory in nature, so caution must be taken
in interpreting the results. It is clear that all graders gave higher scores to the
renditions by experienced interpreters (the scores of interpreter graders and non-
interpreter graders corresponded), and that interpreter graders were more severe
in their assessment than non-interpreter graders. However, given that the number
of graders is so low, it is uncertain whether this tendency would hold in a larger
sample, and it is not possible to speculate as to the reason for it.

Secondly, the way the study was conducted takes the whole interpreted com-
municative event out of its context, in the following two ways:

A. Interpreters did not interpret for a live audience and did not have a live speak-
er from which to interpret. This takes the interpreter out of his or her context
and may influence the rendition.

B. The graders were not allowed to listen to one interpreter for the whole speech,
thereby creating an altogether new interpreted communicative event. The
renditions were divided up into units; in addition, the graders graded from
transcripts.

Furthermore, as mentioned above under Section 2.2, not all aspects of the inter-
preted communicative event were taken into account. However, the justification
for this artificial design was that it would allow for a focus on the ability of graders
to grade and on the validity of the grading scales, which was deemed appropriate
for this context.

Thirdly, in order to test the grading scales, an alternative design would have
been to manipulate the renditions on the grading sheets so that the grading sam-
ples contained interpreting units potentially representing all scale steps, and
thereby test whether one specific interpreting unit was graded according to its
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assumed scale steps. Since the study used authentic renditions, the assumption
was that the fact of using interpreters varying from very experienced to complete-
ly inexperienced would produce interpreting units representative of all the scale
steps. In the study it could also be observed that graders made use of all the scale
steps. See also the quotation of Carroll about providing sufficiently heterogeneous
material: “[provide] a collection of translation units that would be sufficiently
heterogeneous in quality to minimize the degree to which the judgments on the
evaluative scales would be affected by varying subjective standards” (1966:55).

5.2 Discussion of the results

Grading with the scales gave unambiguous results regardless of the graders’ expe-
rience. All graders performed in line with the initial assumption that renditions
by very experienced interpreters who had also acquired a high level of profes-
sional competence such as accreditation at the European Institutions or mem-
bership in AIIC would be graded higher than renditions by novice interpreters
or laypeople to interpreting. This result provides some support for the validity
of the grading scales since they were designed with renditions and interpreting
units that were assumed to differ (experienced interpreters score better than in-
experienced interpreters) and the scales reflected that difference. However, the
correspondence of the scores from different groups of graders may also be due to
possible flaws in the scales or the constructs. Thus further studies will have to be
done, for instance, studying the correlations of the constructs, as Clifford (2005)
did in his research. Furthermore, years of experience are not the only factor in
predicting interpreting quality. Both the long- and short-experience renditions
are based on a convenience sample (i.e. not necessarily a sample that is an accu-
rate representation of a larger group or population). Therefore, it is quite possible
that scores could vary within the sample, i.e. that one participant might perform
much better or worse than the others. The results indicate that, in this study, years
of experience are consistent with better scores within all grader groups and in all
grading. To draw any major conclusions on years of experience and the possibil-
ity of predicting higher scores on that basis, a larger sample of renditions would
have to be studied.

The inter-rater reliability is stable for both groups. The correlation is higher
for interpreter graders, which may be due to the fact that they have a similar
background. However, there is a sufficient correlation for non-interpreter graders
when grading informativeness.

While these scales could be valid as an instrument for grading different aspects
of interpreting quality, a larger sample needs to be studied. It is, however, important
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to note that the scales in this study proved easy to use, partly due to the fact that
both training of the graders and sorting of the results are straightforward.

The only type and mode of interpreting tested here was technically aided si-
multaneous conference interpreting. It is possible that these grading scales could
also be applicable to other types of interpreting, including consecutive. However,
the way the scales are used in this study does not allow for a real-life evaluation,
which can, of course, constitute a drawback. Furthermore, this study only used
transcripts as the basis for grading: it would also be interesting to compare the
results of this study to grading made from sound files.

Although drawing conclusions from this limited study is premature, some ten-
tative ideas emerge from the research. An explanation for interpreters being slightly
more severe in their grading may be their education and experience. Even inter-
preters who are not trained, such as teachers or examination jurors, are taught to
evaluate themselves and their colleagues as part of their education. It is naturally a
responsibility of the interpreter to make sure that as much information as possible
is conveyed from the speaker to the addressee. The addressee has little or no possi-
bility to check the informativeness or correspondence between the original and the
rendition. But, when given the possibility, as in these tests, we can conclude that the
same features of the interpreting performance seem to be important to non-inter-
preters and interpreters alike. An interesting twist is that this result contradicts Gile
(1999) who found that interpreters are more lenient in their assessment of fidelity
in interpreting than other graders, especially when grading transcripts.

Since the tendencies are similar between interpreter graders and non-inter-
preter graders, it would be feasible to use non-interpreter graders to grade ren-
ditions, at least in certain contexts. This study suggests that grading interpreter
performance as part of studying their development over time, or the difference
between different groups of interpreters in a research context, can be achieved
with non-interpreter graders.

Finally, the fact that each rendition in the design of the study was divided
into small units and randomly mixed enabled each rendition to be graded by
many different graders in a fairly easy and straightforward manner. Having each
grader grade nine renditions would be much more time-consuming, and defi-
nitely create “grader-fatigue.” If given a whole rendition to grade, there is the risk
of an inexperienced grader being misled by single features in one rendition, e.g.
grading a whole performance highly because towards the end of the performance
it gave a good impression. It would be interesting, in future studies, to compare
the results of grading of a whole speech, using the same tool, to the results here.
Furthermore, the fact that the renditions were divided into smaller units and the
fact that each grader graded units from different renditions also diminished that
risk. Another benefit of this type of non-componential, verbal descriptive scale



Revisiting Carroll’s scales

117

was that graders found the scales, at least in this case, fairly easy to understand.
Graders also found it easy to relate to the task.

5.3 Conclusion

For a project on expertise in interpreting, an instrument was needed for the as-
sessment of interpreter performance where the assessment could be conducted by
non-experts in interpreting. The reason for this was to avoid bias if the researcher
was either to grade the performance of her colleagues herself, or ask other inter-
preter colleagues to perform such a task. Some support is found in the results of
the present study to continue using this instrument.

It is beyond the scope of this study to speculate whether these scales can be
used in other contexts, but the hope is that the study described here will enable
other researchers to replicate this study with a greater number of subjects.
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Appendix 1. Carroll’s scales in Swedish

Skala for forstaelse (Intelligibility)

Skala for informativitet (Informativeness)

6. Tolkningen ar helt tydlig och férstaelig. Som

vanlig talad svenska, inga eller mycket sma stil-

istiska svagheter. The rendition is perfectly clear
and intelligible. Like ordinary spoken Swedish
with few if any stylistic infelicities.

5.1 stort tydlig och forstaelig men med smérre

grammatiska eller stilistiska egenheter eller an-

norlunda ordval, dock ingenting som hindrar
forstaelsen. Generally clear and intelligible but
with minor grammatical or stylistic peculiarities
or unusual word choices, nothing that hampers
the understanding.

4. Huvudtanken &r forstaelig, men den totala
forstaelsen hindras av daligt ordval, stilistiska
svagheter, underliga ord eller uttryck och
grammatiska felaktigheter. Lyssnaren far an-
stranga sig for att forsta meningen. The general
idea is intelligible, but full comprehension is
interfered with by poor word choice, poor style,
unusual words and incorrect grammar. The Ad-

dressee will have to make an effort to understand

the utterance.

3. Verkar vara en forstaelig mening men ér i
sjalva verket mer oférstdelig dn forstaelig. Hu-
vudtanken kan kanske d4nda urskiljas. Ordval,
syntax och uttryck 4r ovanliga och ord som &r
avgorande for forstaelsen kan ha uteldmnats.
Masquerades as an intelligible utterance, but

is actually more unintelligible than intelligible.

Nevertheless, the idea can still be comprehended.

Word choices, syntactic arrangements, and
expressions are generally unusual and words
crucial to understanding have been left out.

6. Att lasa originalet férandrar hela den
avsedda betydelsen. (6 ska ges ndr lasning av
originalet totalt forandrar den forstaelse som
tolkningen gav). Reading the original changes
the whole understood meaning. (6 should be
given when reading the original completely
changes the meaning that the rendition gave).

5. Att ldsa originalet fortydligar den
forstadda meningen. Genom férandringar
i meningsbyggnad, ord och fraser andrar
originalet i viss man lyssnarens intryck.
Reading the original clarifies the understood
meaning. The original’s differences in syntax,
words and phrases alter the listener’s impres-
sion of the meaning to some extent.

4. Att lasa originalet ger ytterligare informa-
tion om meningsbyggnad och ord. Det kan
ocksa fortydliga mindre missférstand i tol-
kningen. Reading the original gives some ad-
ditional information about syntax and words.
It can also clarify minor misunderstandings in
the rendition.

3. Genom att ritta en eller tvd meningar
framfor allt pa ordniva ger lasningen av
originalet en liten skillnad av betydelsen i
tolkningen. By correcting one or two mean-
ings, mainly on word level, the reading of
the original gives only a minor difference in
meaning compared to the rendition.
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2.1 princip helt oforstaeligt. Verkar dock inte
helt osammanhéngande och lyssnaren kan
mojligen urskilja ndgon betydelse med stor
anstrangning. Almost completely unintelligible.
Although it does not seem completely nonsensi-
cal and the Addressee may, with great effort,
discern some meaning.

1. Helt oforstéeligt och helt utan mening.
Totally unintelligible and completely without
meaning.

2. Ingen ny betydelse ldggs till genom att lasa
originalet vaken pé ord niva eller gram-
matiskt, men lyssnaren kidnner sig sikrare
pa att han eller hon verkligen forstatt den
avsedda betydelsen. No new meaning is
added through reading the original, neither

at the word level nor at the grammatical level,
but the Addressee is somewhat more confident
that s/he really comprehends the meaning
intended.

1. Ingen ny betydelse har lagts till och lyss-
narens forstaelse av tolkningen har inte 6kat.
No new meaning is added by the original, nor
is the Addressee’s understanding of the rendi-
tion increased.

0. Originalet innehéller om méjligt mindre
information 4n tolkningen. The original con-
tains less information than the rendition.

Appendix 2. Example of grading sheet

Skala for forstéelse (Intelligibility)

1 2 3 4 5 6

< | | | | >

< T T i i >
Helt I princip Verkar Huvudtanken  Istort Fullt
oforstaeligt oforstaeligt forstaeligt forstaelig forstaeligt  forstaeligt
Totally Generally Seems General idea Generally ~ Completely
unintelligible unintelligible  intelligible intelligible intelligible  intelligible

Vi har tagit fram och féreslagit detta direktiv som vi anser verkligen ar ett kvalitativt steg framét
for att skydda folkhélsan och det hdr arbetet har gjort inom den juridiska ramen for att da far-
digstdlla den inre marknaden och det direktiv som ni har framfor er idag kommer att utgora
en klar forbittring nér det géller lagstiftningen och fylla i manga luckor som har gjort att de

nuvarande reglerna visat sig ineffektiva.

(Gloss rendition: We have developed and proposed this directive, which we consider really is a
qualitative step forward in order to protecting public health and this work was done within the
legal framework to then complete the internal market and the directive that you have before you
today will make a clear improvement when it comes to the legislation and fill many gaps, which
have made that the current rules have proven ineffective.)
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Vi har utvecklat och foreslagit detta direktiv, som vi anser vara ett kvalitativt steg framat for att
skydda folkhilsan. Detta arbete har gjorts inom grénserna for den rittsliga grunden for den
inre marknadens fullbordande. Det direktiv som ni har framfor er i dag kommer att innebéra
en betydande forbattring av var nuvarande lagstiftning och fylla ménga av de luckor som har
gjort de nuvarande bestimmelserna ineffektiva.

(Verbatim original speech: We have developed and proposed this directive, which we consider
a qualitative step forward in protecting public health. This work has been done within the legal
framework for completion of the internal market. The directive before you today will represent a
significant improvement on our current legislative position and fill many of the gaps, which have
made the current rules ineffective.)

Skala for informativitet (Informativeness)

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

< | | | | >

h | | I I ”
originalet ~ Utan Ingen ny Lite Gervissny  Originalet Enbart ny
innehéller nagon ny information forandring  information forklarar information
mindre information stirker avsedd ibetydelsen Gives some  och Only new
information Without any betydelse Minor new forbattrar information.
an new No new changesin  information. Original
tolkningen information. information, meaning. explains
Original strenthens and
contains less the intended improves.
information meaning.

than
rendition.







Meaning-oriented assessment of translations

SFL and its application to formative assessment

Mira Kim

Macquarie University

One of the critical issues in the field of translation assessment is a lack of system-
atic criteria that can be used universally to assess translations. This presents an
enormous challenge to translation teachers, who need to assess students’ transla-
tions and provide constructive, detailed feedback. This chapter discusses how
meaning-oriented translation assessment criteria have been used to address the
challenges in teaching English to Korean translation over several years at Mac-
quarie University. The meaning-oriented criteria have been devised using a text
analysis approach based on systemic functional linguistics (SFL). The pedagogi-
cal effectiveness of such an assessment tool will also be discussed drawing on
both qualitative and quantitative data.

Introduction

The area of translation assessment has been under-researched (Cao 1996:525;
Hatim and Mason 1997:197) and regarded as a problematic area (Bassnett-
McGuire 1991; Malmkjaer 1998; Snell-Hornby 1992) primarily due to “its subjec-
tive nature” (Bowker 2000: 183). As a consequence, there appears to be a lack of
systematic criteria that can be used universally to assess translations (Bassnett-
McGuire 1997; Honig 1998; Sager 1989). This presents an enormous challenge to
translation teachers, who need to assess students’ translations for both formative
and summative purposes, and provide constructive, detailed feedback on their
translations. This chapter discusses how text analysis based on systemic functional
linguistics (SFL) has been used over several years to address the challenge in
teaching and assessing English-Korean translation at Macquarie University.

In earlier research, I explored the possibility of analyzing students’ translation
errors by categorizing them into different modes of meaning using SFL-based
text analysis (Kim 2003, 2007a). The study not only showed that it is feasible to
distribute translation errors into different categories of meaning; it also indicated
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that there are a number of potential pedagogical benefits of using text analysis
as a tool in teaching translation. Since then, I have used text analysis as the main
tool to discuss translation issues in class, give feedback on students’ translations,
and assess translation examinations. This chapter, therefore, can be regarded as a
follow-up report on the use of text analysis as a formative assessment tool and on
its pedagogical efficacy.

Although text analysis has been used in all levels of translation classes from
introductory to advanced, the discussion in this chapter will specifically focus on
how it has been used as a formative tool in assessing the components of a second
semester translation course entitled Translation Practice, through which students
can be accredited as professional translators in Australia. The reason for choos-
ing the course as the focus for the discussion is that the pedagogical efficacy of
using meaning-oriented translation assessment criteria developed on the basis of
using text analysis for a formative assessment tool has become evident through
quantitative data (that is students’ performance in the end-of-year translation
exams) and qualitative data (students’ learning journals). The following section
provides background information on the circumstances in which this research
was conducted. The meaning-oriented assessment criteria are then presented,
following a brief account of underlying theories of the criteria. The pedagogical
efficacy of using the criteria is then discussed on the basis of survey results and
students’ learning journals, where applicable, as well as on the basis of data on
students’ performance in the end-of-semester translation examinations over the
last five years.

Background

Macquarie University offers a suite of graduate programs in Translation and In-
terpreting (T&I). They include what is referred to as “the Postgraduate Diploma”
(1 year full-time) and a Master program in Translation and Interpreting (1.5 year
full-time) programs, which are accredited by the National Authority of Accredi-
tation for Translators and Interpreters (NAATT). NAATI accreditation is the
minimum industry standard required to practice as a translator or interpreter
in Australia.

Students enrolled in the T&I programs at Macquarie University become
NAATI-accredited translators! if they meet certain requirements. One of these
requirements is that students must pass the end-of-semester paper-based

1. They can be also be accredited as interpreters but, as this chapter is concerned with transla-
tion assessment, the discussion is limited to the requirements for translator accreditation.
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translation examination of Translation Practice, the second-semester transla-
tion practice course. The exam is required to be carried out in the same way the
NAATT accreditation exam is administered, including the same number of texts
(two to be completed out of a choice of three), subject areas (social, economic,
health etc), length (each about 250 words), exam time (2.5 hours plus 20 minutes
for reading), and assessment method and criteria.

One of the challenges faced by teachers of translation courses is translation
assessment. As the end-of-semester translation examinations of Translation Prac-
tice are required to be graded according to the NAATT assessment criteria, most
teachers of the course use the NAATT criteria as a formative assessment tool to
make sure that they use consistent criteria for both assignments and examina-
tions. However, I found it difficult to use the NAATT translation assessment crite-
ria for formative as well as summative purposes. Reasons for the difficulty will be
explained in detail in the next section.

NAATTI assessment criteria for translation tests

As mentioned earlier, most students enrolled in the second-semester transla-
tion practice course wish to achieve NAATTI accreditation. Therefore the trans-
lation course is designed to develop knowledge and skills in translating short
texts (250 words) in non-specialized areas. One of the routine activities in the
course is that students translate a short passage as homework and hand it in,
and the teacher gives feedback on the translations following NAATT examina-
tion grading guidelines.

For the last 30 years NAATTI has adopted an error deduction method of
translation assessment. Deductions are made from a maximum of 45 points for
each text. Deductions of between 0.5 and 5 points per error are made depending
on the level of “seriousness”. The decision as to the seriousness of an error is
left to the grader, as stated on the NAATI website (http://www.naati.com.au/
at-deduction.html). Also the grader can deduct up to 5 points based on his or
her overall impression. The NAATI assessment criteria are based on errors in the
categories presented below:

Too free a translation in some segments
Too literal a translation in some segments
Spelling

Grammar

Syntax

Punctuation

me AN o
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g. Failure to finish a passage
h. Unjustifiable omissions
i. Mistranslations
j. Non-idiomatic usage
k. Insufficient understanding of the ethics of the profession?
(NAATT Translation Handbook: A Guide for Test Preparation 1997: 14)

The usefulness of the criteria as a formative assessment tool is significantly limit-
ed. First of all, some of the descriptors used, such as “too free”, “too literal”, “unjus-
tifiable omission” and “mistranslation”, are too general and there are no detailed
guidelines to define the criteria. When the teacher uses such general criteria and
is not able to explain when and why a translation is “too free” or “too literal,” or
when and why an omission is justifiable or unjustifiable, students tend to be re-
luctant to make their own translation choices. Instead they try to adhere as closely
as possible to the source text (ST) structures for fear of losing a point by adding
or omitting anything, which often leads to a translation that is too literal and that
does not function as a natural text in the target language.

In addition, the NAATT criteria seem to focus too much on one aspect of
meaning, which is experiential (e.g. who does what to whom, why, when and
how) at the word or sentence level, but do not include other necessary categories
related to whether a translation is accurate and natural in delivering other
aspects of meaning, such as interpersonal meaning (e.g. formality or personal
attitude) and textual meaning (e.g. coherent flow of information). Due to the
lack of such categories, the teacher also tends to focus on lexical and syntactic
errors. For instance, the criteria do not allow the teacher to effectively evaluate
a translation that is correct in terms of “syntax”, “grammar”, and “idiomatic
expression” at the clause or sentence level, but does not read well at the text
level. This limited view of translation and meaning contradicts the current
research on translation studies that supports the importance of creativity of the
translator to produce a translation according to the translation brief, such as
skopos theory and functionalism (cf. Reiss & Vermeer 1984; Nord 1997; Honig
1998). The contradiction epitomizes the gap between theory and practice, and
students are often puzzled as to how to apply theory in the actual process of
producing a translation.

The lack of guidelines for deducting points (from 0.5 to 5 points) is another
source of difficulty in using the criteria as a formative assessment tool, although
there are general instructions stating that the criteria related to the quality of

2. The issues related to ethics are not an immediate concern of this chapter.
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naturalness are less serious than those related to the quality of accuracy.> When
the teacher is applying the criteria, there are many occasions when errors at the
word level should be treated differently due to different levels of “seriousness”
There are also instances when the teacher wants to deduct or add some points
based on overall impression, which is allowed according to the NAATT guidelines.
However, unless evidence can be provided that supports an overall impression
systematically, there is a risk of being completely subjective. Given this subjectiv-
ity, it is hard to exercise professional judgement and convince others of the verac-
ity of adding or deducting a particular point for overall impression. As a conse-
quence, the teacher tends to use a very narrow range of deduction points and to
repeatedly take off points for minor errors. This type of assessment discourages
students from making their own translation choices creatively, and instead en-
courages them to copy the teacher’s translation style. As a result, when they get
a bad grade, rather than trying to analyze reasons why some of their translation
choices were identified as errors, they tend to think they were given the grade
because they did not follow the teacher’s style.

In order to address the drawbacks of the NAATT criteria, I have developed
and used meaning-oriented assessment criteria, primarily drawing on SFL-based
text analysis, which is taught in Introduction to Text Analysis, a core course offered
at Macquarie University. The following section will briefly introduce theories that
are fundamental to the meaning-oriented assessment criteria.

Underlying theories of meaning-oriented assessment criteria

The meaning-oriented assessment criteria proposed in this chapter are grounded
in meaning analysis as proposed by systemic functional grammarians (Halliday
1978; Halliday & Matthiessen 2004), in addition to Skopos theory and functional-
ism in translation studies (Reiss & Vermeer 1984; Nord 1997). In fact, there ap-
pears to be fundamental compatibility between linguistic theory and translation
theory, although few attempts have been made to explore the compatibility as yet.
This section introduces the underlying theories in turn.

3. The instructions do not seem to be based on empirical evidence. This is certainly an area
that requires rigorous empirical study.
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Systemic functional linguistics (SFL) theory

SEL theory has a strong social orientation stemming from the early period of its
development. The theory was influenced by Firth’s model of language in the initial
conceptual period (Firth 1957), and was developed into a full-fledged theory of
language by Halliday and other SFL scholars. One of the most distinguishable
features of SFL is the incorporation of situational context and cultural context,
based on the research of Malinowski (1935), into the linguistic model. Malinowski
was an anthropologist who studied the culture of people living on the Trobriand
Islands in Papua New Guinea. When he was translating some of the texts that he
collected from his fieldwork, he realized that his translations did not make much
sense to his target English-speaking readers due to their lack of understanding of
the situational and cultural contexts.

SEL has provided a theoretical framework for a number of language-related
disciplines. In translation studies, Halliday’s systemic functional model has pro-
vided a solid theoretical basis for Catford (1965), House (1977/1997), Hatim and
Mason (1990, 1997), Bell (1991), Baker (1992), Munday (1997), Trosborg (2002)
and Steiner (2002, 2004), to name a few.* House (1977/1997), in particular, has
made a substantial contribution to the field of translation quality evaluation, and
Trosborg (2002) discusses the role of discourse analysis in training translators.
Both of the scholars use Halliday’s SFL theory as the primary framework for their
work. Centrality of meaning and the shared view of meaning seem to be core links
between SFL and translation studies. Newmark (1987:293) explains:

Since the translator is concerned exclusively and continuously with meaning, it
is not surprising that Hallidayan linguistics, which sees language primarily as a
meaning potential, should offer itself as a serviceable tool for determining the
constituent parts of a source language text and its network of relations with its
translation.

Systemic functional linguists regard language as a meaning-making resource
through which people interact with each other in given situational and cultural
contexts. They are mainly interested in how language is used to construe mean-
ing. Therefore, language is understood in relation to its global as well as local
contexts. This fundamental view of language is expressed through several strata
or levels in SFL theory, as the diagram below, adopted from Matthiessen (1992),
demonstrates.

The levels depicted in Figure 1 are context, which includes both context
of situation and context of culture; discourse semantics; lexicogrammar; and

4. For a detailed discussion, see Steiner (2005).
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Lexicogrammar

Phonology/

Graphology

Figure 1. Levels of language

phonology/graphology. It can be said that a higher level provides a context for
its lower level, and that a higher level cannot exist without its lower level. For
instance, unless a word is expressed in a spoken or written form, we cannot talk
about grammar. Unless an utterance is made at the lexicogrammatical level, we
cannot create a text or discourse at the semantic level. Therefore, in SFL, it is com-
mon practice to study lexicogrammar, which is mainly concerned with meaning
at the clause level, in relation to semantics, which is primarily concerned with
meaning at the text or discourse level, and vice versa. This is one of the reasons
for the strong relevance of SFL theory to translation studies. Translators cannot
create a text without working on meaning at the clause level, and cannot produce
a coherent text without working on meaning at the text level.

In SFL, grammar is a way of describing lexical and grammatical choices rather
than a way of prescribing a set of grammatical rules. The choices are interpreted
as linguistic resources which the speakers of the language use to realize meaning.
Halliday (1994) states:

One way of thinking of a functional grammar ... is that it is a theory of grammar
that is orientated towards the discourse semantics. In other words, if we say we
are interpreting the grammar functionally, it means that we are foregrounding its
role as a resource for construing meaning. (Halliday 1994:15)

Halliday (1994:35) asserts that a distinctive meaning is construed through three
different kinds of meanings: ideational, which includes both experiential and logi-
cal resources; interpersonal; and textual. Experiential meaning represents our expe-
rience of the world, namely who (participant 1) does what (process) to whom (par-
ticipant 2), how, when, and why (circumstances). Logical meaning refers to logical
relations between the experiences. Interpersonal meaning expresses interaction and
the relationship between the speaker and the listener or a personal attitude. Textual
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meaning organizes ideational and interpersonal meanings into a coherent linear
whole as a flow of information. Each abstract mode of meaning is realized through
a particular linguistic system, namely TRANSITIVITY, MOOD and THEME.> At
the same time, these modes of meaning are associated with the situational aspects
of register (Halliday 1978, 1994). Halliday’s register theory basically suggests that
there are three variables in any situation that have linguistic consequences and they
are field, tenor, and mode. Field refers to the focus of our activity (i.e. what is going
on); tenor refers to the way the speaker relates to other people (e.g. status in relation
to power); and mode refers to the communication channel (e.g. spoken or written).
(For a detailed explanation, see Martin 1992 and Eggins 2004.)

Each aspect of meaning is interpreted based on the evidence of linguistic
resources at the clause level. Therefore systemic functional grammar (SFG) is the
same as other grammars in the sense that it looks at linguistic features at the clause
level, but is significantly different from the others in that it does not interpret
them as a set of rules but rather describes them as resources for interpreting
different aspects of meaning. Furthermore, it is viewed in relation to the context.
This correlation can be presented diagrammatically, as in Figure 2.°

Ideational meaning is realized through the TRANSITIVITY system in
association with the field of the text; interpersonal meaning is realized through
the MOOD system in association with the tenor of the text; and textual meaning
is realized through the THEME system in association with the mode of the text.
Martin (2001:54) explains the importance of the correlation as follows:

This correlation between register categories and functional components in the
grammar is very important. It is this that enables systemicists to predict on the
basis of context not just what choices a speaker is likely to make, but which areas
of the grammar are at stake. Conversely it allows us to look at particular gram-
matical choices and to understand the contribution they are making to the con-
textual meaning of a sentence. This makes it possible for systemic linguists to argue
on the basis of grammatical evidence about the nature of field, mode and tenor at
the same time as it gives them a way of explaining why language has the shape it
does in terms of the way in which people use it to live. (italics mine)

5. Following SFG conventions, the names of linguistic systems are written in capital letters
(e.g. system of THEME), whereas the names of structural functions are written with an initial
capital (e.g. Theme and Rheme).

6. This is a simplified diagram to illustrate the correlation between grammar, semantics and
context. There are of course other systems that are used as resources to construe different
meanings.
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Ideational

Interpersonal

TRANSITIVITY

Textual

Context

Grammar 4— Semantics —> (Register)

Figure 2. The correlation between grammar, semantics and context

The correlation between contextual variables (register) and grammatical choic-
es described by Martin is also highly important in translation in general and in
translation assessment in particular. In order to produce a translation that func-
tions within a specific register (field, tenor, and mode), translators may have to
“legitimately manipulate” (House 2001:141) the source text at all these levels
using a “cultural filter” (ibid.: 141) and linguistic knowledge of both languages.
Therefore translator teachers as well as translators in training should consider the
target text’s register and assess whether or not linguistic resources (lexicogram-
mar) have been used adequately to create different kinds of meaning (seman-
tics) within the register. This assessment approach is significantly different from
one that focuses on whether or not a translation contains any grammatical errors
given that a translation without any grammatical errors may still be regarded as
inappropriate if it does not recreate the required register.

A similar argument has been made for the assessment of the discourse of learn-
ers of English as a second language in tertiary education. The evaluation of causal
explanation, an essential part of academic literacy, was examined in Mohan and
Slater (2004). The study revealed that current models designed to assess second
language competence are only efficient in checking whether the writer has violated
the basic rules of the language. The graders who participated in the study intui-
tively judged one text as ‘more advanced’ than the other but they admitted that the
assessment instrument would not account for the discrepancy (ibid.: 265). Most
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translation assessors would also have had this experience at least once or twice, if
not frequently. Mohan and Slater argue:

The obvious implication for the evaluation of discourse from traditional grammar
and the language as rule perspective is to evaluate the correctness of form to see
whether language rules are violated or not. Judgment about the meaning of dis-
course may be made at the same time, but they are usually holistic, impressionistic
and, consistent with the conduit metaphor, made independently of the evaluation
of form. The implications for evaluation from Halliday’s view are much different.
The emphasis shifts from what the learner cannot do to what the learner can do.
This view encourages us to evaluate discourse as making meaning using linguistic
resources in context. How does the writer relate form and meaning? (ibid.: 258)

This perspective offers the same reasons for the use of SFL that are proposed in
this chapter in relation to translation assessment, namely that SFL, which theo-
rizes the correlation between grammar, semantics and register can make a signifi-
cant contribution to improving translation assessment.

Translation: Product vs. process

In order to assess a translation systematically, one needs to understand the pro-
cess through which a translation was produced. As shown in Figure 3 below, the
translator produces a target text (TT) based on his or her own understanding of
a source text (ST). This understanding is based on the translator’s language skills,
text analysis skills, cultural and background knowledge. When it comes to the
production of a target text, he or she makes choices in such a way as to convey
the multi-dimensional meaning of the ST in an appropriate form of the TT. In the
choice-making process, the negotiation of meaning is inevitable. That is, although
the translator understands all different kinds of meaning, it may be impossible to
convey every aspect of meaning in the TT because grammatical resources that
are responsible for different aspects of meaning work differently from language to
language. Therefore, the translator needs to decide which aspects of meaning are
most important, considering the context that determines the register of the TT.
Skopos theory, which focuses on the purpose of the translation, argues that
the translator should adopt translation methods and strategies to produce a TT
that fulfils its functional roles (Reiss & Vermeer 1984). The functional roles of
the TT are often determined by a “translation brief” that states the T'T’s purpose
and other relevant information (Nord 1997:30). In other words, the brief is the
source for determining the context of the TT, which the translator depends on
to decide whether to realize an “overt” or “covert” translation (House 1997:66).
An overt translation is a translation in which it is made explicit or obvious that
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Figure 3. Translation product, process and skills

what is being produced is a translation, while a covert translation “is a transla-
tion which enjoys the status of an original source text in the target culture” (ibid.:
69). The function of a covert translation is “to recreate, reproduce or represent in
the translated text the function the original has in its linguacultural framework
and discourse world” (ibid.: 114). However, the distinction between “overt” and
“covert” is, as House points out, a cline rather than a pair of irreconcilable op-
posites. The relevance of these notions to translation assessment can be found in
the fact that translators are required to produce texts that suit a certain context
(register). Therefore, any translation assessor must understand beforehand the
contextual information and judge the extent of covertness or overtness that would
be necessary for the translation. They also need to assess how appropriately lin-
guistic resources have been used in the translation.

The fact that there is a cline explains why the notion of translation shift is
essential. Figure 4 shows the continuous process of meaning negotiation, which
was briefly explained above. The process of negotiation takes place through transla-
tion shift. The term “translation shift” originates in Catford’s A Linguistic Theory of
Translation (1965:73-83), and it means “departures from formal correspondence
in the process of going from the SL to the TL’ (ibid.: 73). Depending on the de-
gree of covertness of the translation, the translator may have to decide how far the
translation choices should move away from word-for-word equivalence. A literal
translation tends to be closer to it, and a free translation tends be further away from
it. Again, translation assessors using any assessment system need to consider how
meaning has been negotiated within the given situational and cultural contexts.
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Figure 4.

_4
=

g |

=1

...... |

Meaning 1

|

|

|

Translation shift 1
I =
a
18

The meaning negotiation process through translation shift

Matthiessen (2001:79) explains the difference between free and literal translation
in relation to the environment of translation:

The narrower the environment, the more “literal” the translation - e.g. word for
word translation (rather than clause-based translation) or translation of wording
[lexicogrammar] rather than translation of meaning [semantics]. In the default
case, “free” translation is probably preferred as the most effective form of trans-
lation. However, freedom is a matter of degree. Perhaps one of the freest types
of translation is the translation of comic strips. Ingrid Emond used to translate
Donald Duck from Italian to Swedish and she told me she enjoyed this task be-
cause the translation could be quite free as long as it made contextual sense — and
as long as it was in harmony with the pictorial representation of the narrative.
And there are of course contexts of translation ... where “literal” translation has
value - e.g. context in linguistics or translation studies where we try to indicate
how the wording of a particular language works.

The concepts and notions in SFL and translation studies discussed above have
meaningful implications for translation assessment. Firstly, a translation must be
treated as discourse that fulfils its functions within a specific context. As a con-
sequence, secondly, what the translation assessor should do is not just focus on
whether or not there are any grammatical errors in the translation but, more im-
portantly, whether or not the translation as a text or discourse serves its purpose
within the context. The next section, which presents the SFL-based meaning-ori-
ented assessment criteria with sample texts, will demonstrate how these implica-

tions of

SFL theory can be addressed.
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Meaning-oriented assessment criteria

The meaning-oriented assessment criteria presented here are devised to address
the limitations of the NAATT assessment criteria as a formative tool within the
institution. The new assessment criteria are still within the framework of the
NAATI criteria, and deducted points are still subtracted out of 45 (the full mark
for each translation is 45 points on the NAATI translation exam). A range of
deductions in points is suggested. It is inevitable and essential that the grader
will need to determine the appropriate extent of translation shift in the different
modes of meaning, considering the contextual factors such as the translation
brief and register. In this process it cannot be guaranteed that different graders
will be in agreement all the time, in the same way that it is not uncommon for
different graders to give different scores for an essay. However, if graders can
identify their differences according to the categories as suggested below, any dis-
cussions to narrow the gaps in the marking would be more efficient than discus-
sions based on the graders’ personal preferences or impressions. The decision in
relation to the scales, such as 1-2, 1-3 and 3-5, is based on an analysis of points
deducted in translation examinations graded by the author and other graders
over a number of years.

In the meaning-oriented assessment criteria (see Table 1), translation errors
are categorized into major and minor errors. Major errors are those that influ-
ence one or more aspects of meaning, while minor errors are simple mistakes
that have little impact on the delivery of ST meaning. Major errors are analyzed
on the basis of different aspects of meaning (Experiential, Logical, Interpersonal,
and Textual), and whether the error has an impact on the accurate delivery of
the meaning of the ST (Accuracy) or on the natural delivery of the meaning in
the TT (Naturalness). These categories will be illustrated with examples in the
section below.

Unlike the NAATI criteria, the present criteria do not specify possible forms
of errors, such as additions, omissions, and inadequate equivalence, because what
is important is to judge whether a mistake has something to do with accurate and
natural delivery of different aspects of meaning. Additions and omissions can be
employed as legitimate translation strategies in certain circumstances. Thus such
categories are potentially misleading student translators to think any addition or
omission is wrong, which in turn tends to lead to the production of a literal trans-
lation heavily influenced by the source text structure.
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Table 1. Meaning-oriented assessment criteria

Lexis Clause Text
Major  Experiential Accuracy 1-2 pts 2-3 pts
Naturalness 1-2 pts 2-3 pts
Logical Accuracy 1-3 pts
Naturalness 1-3 pts
Interpersonal  Accuracy 1-2 pts 3-5 pts
Naturalness 1-2 pts 3-5pts
Textual Accuracy 1-2 pts 3-5pts
Naturalness 1-2 pts 3-5 pts
Minor  Graphological mistakes such as spelling 0.5
Minor grammar mistakes that do not impact meaning 0.5

[lustration with sample texts

This section will illustrate the above meaning-oriented assessment criteria with
sample texts (see Appendix 1). It will explain why an error or issue was identified
in a particular way, and show how many points were deducted and why. For the
purposes of illustration, a pair of sample texts, that is an English source text and
a Korean target text, will be used. For ease of demonstration, the following trans-
lation is a composite text which includes instances of erroneous translations by
different students enrolled in Translation Practice in 2007. Sections in bold high-
light errors or problems, while italicized sections highlight inevitable or justifiable
translation shifts. The English text was given to the students in a class, and they
were required to translate it in a period of one hour. A translation brief provided
with the text outlined the source of the ST, the intended target readers of the TT,
and the place of publication. Therefore, students had to decide on an appropriate
point on the cline between overt and covert translation based on the contextual
information provided.

The English text is titled The Indian Exception, and the translation brief stated
that it is an excerpt from an article from the printed version of The Economist and
requests a translation into Korean for an equivalent magazine in Korea. In terms
of field, the socio-semiotic function of this text is reporting. The text deals with
Australia’s new uranium policy to lift a ban on exporting uranium to India. In
terms of tenor, the institutional role is expert (reporter) to educated people who
are assumed to have an interest in and knowledge about current international
affairs. This adapted reporting text expresses a clear opinion about the situation
toward the end, using a modal finite would, which indicates high possibility. In
terms of mode, it is a written and monologic text published in an international
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weekly magazine. Theme analysis at the clause level shows a tight coherent pat-
tern in which new information introduced in the previous discourse is picked up
as Theme in the following discourse.

Considering the ST register and the translation brief given, the TT is required
to have the same register and functions as the ST. Therefore, the TT to a large
extent needs to be a covert translation so that the target reader can understand
what is going on in Australia without experiencing serious difficulties in reading
the translated article. In order to render a covert translation, the translator has to
make translation shifts, taking into consideration the expected register of the TT at
the context level and how it is realized at the lexico-grammatical level. In this case,
the translator needs to reflect on certain patterns of lexical choices in journalistic
texts that deal with current issues. For example, in Korean, such journalistic texts
use nominalization to a large extent (field) and, to maintain the high level of for-
mality (tenor), they also use words made up of Chinese characters. Also pronouns
and definite articles are used much less in Korean than in English and their cohe-
sive function is often performed through ellipsis or repetition of nominal groups
(mode). The translator needs to take these features into account when selecting
lexical choices in order to produce a target text of the expected register.

Experientially inaccurate translations

Example 1 shows the English ST and the composite student Korean TT with the
meaning-oriented grading scheme error deductions for experiential meaning for
each sentence.

The first sentence of the TT has failed to accurately deliver the experiential
meaning of the ST. While the main experiential meaning of the ST is that Austra-
lias outback deserts (participant 1) make up for (process) what they lack in water
(participant 2) in uranium (circumstance: how), the TT rendered the second par-
ticipant into problems caused by the lack of water and the process, make up for,
into solve. As a consequence, the TT says that in Australia’s outback deserts people
solve the problems caused by the lack of water with uranium and, as macro-Theme
(that is, Theme at the text level), it provides a substantially different orientation
in relation to the remaining sentences. Considering that the experiential mean-
ing error occurs in a sentence that is important textually (i.e. in macro-Theme), 3
points were deducted instead of 2.

Sentence 7 also contains a serious experiential error. Although the error has
occurred at the local level of process, namely [ift a ban has been rendered ban, it
is as serious as the error in Sentence 1 because it delivers the opposite message to
the target reader from that of the ST and renders the rest of the TT contradictory.
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S.  English source text Korean target text Back translation E
no. A N
1 What Australia’s outback 25 2] Al2ell A=  In Australia’s outback 3

deserts lack in water they E5¥-522 & ¥4 deserts (people) solve

make up for in uranium. = $HF2Z A Z3}  the problems caused by

I Yo the lack of water with
uranium.

7 Buton August 16th, Z1eu A 849 16, But on August 16th, 3

Australia’s prime minister &5 &2+ Q1% $- Australia’s prime min-

said he would lift a ban on &S &3 A& ister said he would ban
selling uranium to India, ¥ ¥ % 3Ith.=  exporting uranium to
which refuses to sign the ~ 7Fs’d& AIAH3T. ¢/ India. India refuses to
NPT, has tested nuclear == 3/ B5] £ sign the NPT, has tested
weapons and does not rule ° 4/%58}7]& 773} nuclear weapons and

out testing more. 2, FF7]E A/ does not rule out testing
Zlo] 9lomn SFo 2o more.

2] X T4 e
w A&} <] Gz g,

10 Howard first flagged = F27F 25 It was during a visit 2
the change of Australias 9] 3 3ol 452 to New Delhi in early
nuclear policy duringa 2 W3+E 7F 2 AL 2006 when Howard first
visit to New Delhi in early 2006'd Z 722 ¥ brought in the change of
2006. i 713 Folt. Australia’s nuclear policy.

Example 1. Experientially inaccurate translations

Therefore, 3 points were deducted. The error in Sentence 10 is also an error of
inaccurate rendering of the process, namely flagged is rendered brought in. How-
ever, 2 marks were deducted because the information in Sentence 10 is less criti-
cal to the overall meaning of the text than that of Sentence 7 and, therefore, the
impact of the error is not as significant.

Experientially unnatural translations

Example 2 presents three sentences that contain parts that cause the TT to sound
unnatural. The target reader might understand the meaning but would certainly
know that it is an inadequate word-for-word translation.

The examples here are all related to differences in the transitivity systems of
Korean and English. That is, in Korean, it is rare for an inanimate object to be a
participant in most process types (namely material, mental, behavioral, verbal,
and possessive relational), while such an object can be a participant in any process
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S.  English source text ~ Korean target text Translation shift E
no. needed A N
2 They contain almost &5 A2 AlAle] ¢#%]  In Australian 1
40% of the world’s A7F AAg ] 40%° 717 deserts, almost 40%
known low-cost & F& vFsa vk of the world’s known

reserves of the nuclear

low-cost reserves of

fuel. the nuclear fuel is
reserved
4 And ore from L3k dA 7k T =59 And ore from 1

Australia’s three oper- &8 Al 2ol A U= %
AA Adsk S-2hE FE]

#42  Australias three oper-

ating mines supplies T ating mines accounts
about a quarter of the 4¢] 1 7}¥& FF@th.  for about a quarter of
world’s uranium-oxide the world’s uranium-
exports. oxide exports.

13 Uranium mining S BAYS AU & Australians’ opinions 2
has always divided ~ FUES £EAFAT < about uranium min-
Australians, but more ol A5+ & 3tell g ing have been always
seem to be leaning Hiez 9-2hE A= A9 divided, but more
towards an expan- o RS 58A= UFS seem to be leaning
sion of the industry o] BokA|aL 91 % towards an expan-
in response to global 3T} sion of the industry

warming. in response to global

warming.

Example 2. Experientially unnatural translations

type in English. Therefore, in Sentence 2, when an inanimate object is used as a
participant in a possessive relational clause or, in Sentences 4 and 13, when an
inanimate object is used in a material clause, a translation shift is inevitable in
order to produce a natural translation. Consistent with NAATTs suggestion that
an issue related to natural rendering should be regarded as less serious than one
related to accurate rendering, 1 mark was deducted for Sentences 2 and 4. Given
the fact that it is extremely rare to use an inanimate object in a material clause,
and the resulting possibility of hindering the target reader’s comprehension, 2
marks were deducted for Sentence 13.

Logically inaccurate translation

Example 3 presents a sentence that demonstrates a logically inaccurate translation.
In the ST, the clause that starts with guaranteeing is an example of a non-
finite clause, in which logico-semantic relations may not always be clear. The
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S.  English source text Korean target text ~ Back translation L
no. A N
9 India will first have to sign 1= 4 559  India will first haveto 2

a safeguards agreement 2t B P42 9 sign a safeguards agree-

with Australia, guaran-  ©1°F 3™, ¥4 <l ment with Australia, and

teeing that none of its 5% #vjg $2hEo] the agreement will be

uranium will be diverted 974 7% # ¥4 what guarantees that

to weapons. FS AYUS A3 none of its uranium will

Aot} be diverted to weapons.

Example 3. Logically inaccurate translation

relation between the two clauses can be analyzed as an extension, which means
the second clause builds up the experience of India will have to guarantee fol-
lowing the experience of India will first have to sign. Alternatively it can be
analyzed as an enhancing relation in the sense that India will have to sign

in order to guarantee. However the logico-semantic relation in the translation
is that of elaboration, which explains what the agreement is about. This rela-
tion is different from any possible analysis of the source text. Therefore, the
TT misrepresented the logical link between the two clauses, for which 2 points
were deducted, as the error also leads to a misrepresentation of the experiential
meaning, changing the participant of the process, guaranteeing, from India to
the agreement.

Logically justifiable translation shift

Example 4 presents a sentence that demonstrates a logically justifiable translation
shift. It was discussed in Example 1 above in relation to its experiential meaning
error, for which 3 points were taken off.

This example also includes a translation shift of logical meaning in that one
sentence was translated into two sentences. It could have been translated into
one sentence, but this would have resulted in the TT structure being too com-
plicated. This is because for one sentence which refuses to sign the NPT, has
tested nuclear weapons and does not rule out testing more has to be translated
before India in the TT. In addition, the logico-semantic relation of the second
sentence is an elaboration of India, and so does not change the relationship
between the counterparts of the ST. Therefore, it was regarded as a justifiable
translation shift.
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S.  English source text Korean target text ~ Back translation L
no. A N
7 But on August 16th, g A 84 But on August 16th,

Australia’s prime minis- 16%, 5 2] ¢l Australia’s prime min-
ter said he would lifta ~ =°ll $-8+8& &3} ister said he would ban
ban on selling uranium = H& FA Y $E  exporting uranium to
to India, which refuses to SATH= 7He 3 A1} India. India refuses to
sign the NPT, has tested . 9/=:= 3 sign the NPT, has tested

nuclear weapons and WA £ Fo] A/ 7] nuclear weapons and
does not rule out testing & 717312, I+ 7]E does not rule out testing
more. A FHE Fo] 212 more.

] oFo 2o 7]
Ala‘] 7/_};/<J: HH}//&}
’</ La——L 071;/_

Example 4. Logically justifiable translation shift

S.  English source text Korean target text Back translation I
no. A N
14  However, should India ZZ2X % 7+ 21%7}  However, if India tests 2

test another bomb, T ohA] & S another bomb, due to

public outrage would 37 =¥,

kill uranium exports in =122 <l

a flash. —Oriﬂr T TE
=

5

= u

F WE Australian public outrage,
29 the uranium export might
Al be stopped immediately.

Example 5. Interpersonally inaccurate translation

Interpersonally inaccurate translation

In the following Example 5, a sentence is presented to demonstrate an interper-
sonally inaccurate translation, and explain why one lexical mistranslation can be
treated as a more serious error than others.

One might treat the error of translating would into might as a simple lexical
error, or overlook this kind of error because it does convey the experiential mean-
ing. However, considering this is the last sentence of the text, and so has textual
significance as macro New, and indicates the paper’s opinion about the situation
through the use of the modal finite, would, it is rather a serious issue. Therefore,
the lexical error was regarded as a serious interpersonal error, for which 2 points
were deducted.
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S.  English source text Korean target text I

no. A N

3 It is big business for Australia: StES A= AR 9 1
exploration companies are at T WA VI ES @A AdE S s

present spending ten times more Ul 31d AR 108 7HAE E&
money searching for deposits than 223 1},

they did three years ago.
5  Until now all this has gone to AT7HA LE Fehge gl BA = 1
countries that have signed the oF 7k o = uk EE gkt
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT).

Example 6. Interpersonally inadequate translations

Interpersonally inadequate translations

Example 6 presents two sentences that demonstrate interpersonally inadequate
translations. There is no back-translation for this example because it would not
successfully illustrate the interpersonal issues involved. This is because in this ex-
ample a translation shift is necessary to meet certain expectations required in
these two sentences, as will be explained below.

Sentences 3 and 5 accurately deliver the experiential meaning but fail to
make formal lexical choices, which are expected in a Korean magazine that is an
equivalent to The Economist, as explained above. The lexical choices in this ex-
ample would be suitable for informal talk. More appropriate choices would be the
Korean equivalent of investment for spending and the Korean equivalent of ex-
ported for has gone. One point was deducted for each error, as each was regarded
as a relatively less serious issue compared to the error in Example 5.

Textually inaccurate translations’

Example 7 presents two sentences that demonstrate textually inaccurate transla-
tion. Among textual meaning issues, the issue of cohesion and coherence is most
critical in that it often leads to an inaccurate rendering of experiential meaning, as
well. This in Sentence 6 refers to Sentence 5, Until now all this has gone to countries
that have signed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), rather than by sign-
ing the agreement. The lack of cohesion also led to the experiential meaning error
in this case and therefore 2 points were deducted.

7. A discussion of natural delivery of translation in relation to Theme can be found in Kim
(2007b and 2008).
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S.  English source text Korean target text Back translation T
no. A N
6  This ensures, in theory, Z%& RF S 2 o] By signing the agreement, in 2

that they will use it 2407 E 9% theory, (they) guarantee that

to produce electricity ~ A+¥e] & A2 the imported resource will be

rather than bombs. 220]7] B 7] used to produce electricity

A%kl 22l Flolgl rather than bombs.
= AS BAs

8  The sales will be subject +2& B ¢S Uranium sales will be subject 1
to “strict conditions” = “QA S 277 to “strict conditions”
ghsj) o] Fojd A
ot}

Example 7. Textually inaccurate translation

The error in Sentence 8 is also related to cohesion. While in the ST it is clear
that the sales refers to the sales of uranium to India, the TT appears to suggest
uranium sales in general. The issue may have occurred because Korean very rarely
uses articles. A strategy to address this issue is to add the necessary information
with sales, such as 21 %= $-2}5 )] (Uranium sales to India).

As demonstrated by the translation errors and shifts presented above, the
meaning-oriented criteria proposed here are useful for analyzing the nature of
mistranslation, (un)justifiable omission, and unnatural translation. The examples
also serve to illustrate the reason for this type of assessment, as well as the process
of deciding on deduction points. Some examples are provided below, along with a
comparison of the error category of the meaning-oriented criteria and a possible
error category of the NAATI criteria for each error.

As shown in Table 2, “mistranslation” and “non-idiomatic usage” seem to be
the categories of the NAATI criteria that are suitable for most of the errors. There
are a few problems with this. Firstly, “mistranslation” is overused so much that it
does not mean anything but simply indicates that the translation is wrong. How-
ever, the meaning-oriented criteria enable the grader to explain what aspect of
meaning is mistranslated and why. When trained with such an analytical tool,
students can develop skills to assess translations of their own and others.

Secondly, the category of “non-idiomatic usage” chosen for Examples 2 and
6 does not represent the reasons as to why these two translations sound awk-
ward. In fact, the sources of the awkwardness in the two examples are different.
Example 2 sounds awkward because it does not take into account the limited use
of inanimate subject in expressing some experiences in the target language, while
the issue in Example 6 was caused because of the lack of consideration of tenor
(interpersonal meaning) required in the target text.
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Table 2. Comparative assessment of translation errors

Ex. ST TT (deduction point) NAATI criteria Meaning-oriented criteria
1 lift a ban on selling ban exporting Mistranslation EXPERIENTIAL (A)
uranium to India uranium to India (3) Misrepresentation of the
Process (what happened)
2 They (Australian In Australian Non-idiomatic? EXPERIENTIAL (N)
desserts) contain  deserts (1) Inanimate subject is hardly
ever used as possesser in
Korean
3 guaranteeing and the agreement Mistranslation LOGICAL (A)
that none of its will be what Misrepresentation of the
uranium will guarantees (2) logical relation (elaboration
be diverted to vs. extending/enhancing)
weapons
5 would might (2) Mistranslation INTERPERSONAL (A)

Misrepresentation of
modality (probability)

6  spending ten times =& 2:t} (1) Non-idiomatic? INTERPERSONAL (N)
more money Inadequate formality
7  This By signing the Mistranslation TEXTUAL (N)
agreement (2) Cohesion

Thirdly, it is hard to justify why the deduction point of the mistranslation of one
word in Example 5 is greater than any other mistranslations of words if it is simply
labeled as a mistranslation of a word. However, when different aspects of meaning
are considered in assessing translation products in relation to the register ana-
lyzed for the ST and TT, it becomes clearer and easier to judge the seriousness of
an error. As explained in Example 5 earlier, the mistranslation of would is graded
as a more serious error than that of other individual words because it plays an
important interpersonal role in a textually significant sentence.

This chapter so far has shown how the meaning-oriented criteria can be
used for formative assessment of translations, and has demonstrated that SFL-
based text analysis linking three layers of language (lexico-grammar, semantics,
and context) provides both an efficient tool for translation assessment and the
technical terms needed to explain the subtle and complicated concept of transla-
tion quality. The following section will discuss the pedagogical efficacy of the text
analysis underlying the meaning-oriented assessment criteria.
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Applications in a pedagogical context

Assessment of text through text analysis serves as an analytical tool to systemati-
cally compare the lexical and grammatical resources of the two languages with
reference to different modes of meaning within context. Therefore, it enables stu-
dents and teachers to identify translation errors, as well as translation choices or
strategies, in different dimensions of meaning. It also enables them to explain why
they are analyzed as such, and how critical analysis is in the particular translation
assignment, referring to the text’s contextual information using the evidence of
wording and grammar.

In terms of selecting testing materials, text analysis is also helpful in selecting
a variety of texts that impose different translation challenges so that they can be
handled more systematically, with a particular emphasis on one aspect of meaning
at a time. In addition, it has been of great help in providing constructive feedback
on individual students’ performances in translation assignments and exams.

As students learn how to analyze translation errors, they start to analyse their
own error patterns and develop strategies to avoid them, and gradually move away
from the source text structure to be creative in producing a target text. Eventually,
this approach helps them to become autonomous learners and their own qual-
ity controllers because they do not have to rely on the teacher’s intuition-based
feedback. It also stimulates their interest in research as they see the relevance of
theory to practice.

In the following section, the pedagogical efficacy of text analysis will be dis-
cussed based on the results of students’ surveys (conducted on two different occa-
sions) and the NAATT recommendation ratios from 2004 to 2008. It is important
to discuss the pedagogical efficacy of using the meaning-oriented assessment cri-
teria on the basis of evidence, since the criteria are presented here as a formative
assessment tool designed to help students analyze their own translation issues
and develop their own translation strategies. In fact, the decision to continue to
use text analysis for formative assessment was made on the basis of the measure-
ment of both qualitative data [students’ learning journals and quantitative data
(the surveys and NAATT ratios)]. Significant changes were observed when text
analysis was incorporated into translation assessment.

Survey results

At the end of the second semester of 2006, a survey was conducted of Korean stu-
dents who were taught to apply text analysis in the second-semester translation
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practice course.® The same survey was conducted again at the end of the first
semester of 2008. The surveys focused on three questions: the degree of difficulty
in following the new approach; its usefulness in developing critical thinking on
translation issues; and its usefulness in enhancing translation skills. The survey
results will be presented together with students’ learning journals, where relevant.
Writing learning journals is a routine activity in many classes in the Macquarie
University programs. Students are guided to reflect on their own learning, ask
questions or make suggestions in their learning journals. Data discussed in this
section was obtained from some of the learning journals submitted in the last
week of the first semester of 2008 by Korean students enrolled in Introduction to
Text Analysis and Translation Practice. In the final entry in their journals, students
reported on highlights in the learning process during the text analysis course dur-
ing the semester.

A main concern about applying text analysis in teaching translation and self
assessment was whether or not the application of SFL-based analysis would be
too difficult or challenging for students, given that they are expected to deal with
a new linguistic paradigm, and must learn new concepts and terminologies that
they did not learn in previous educational contexts. Therefore, the first question
was concerned with the level of appropriateness of teaching. It is presented here,
with results from both surveys:

1. 'The application of SFL-based text analysis in this course was at an appropriate
level for me.

As shown in Table 3, the majority of students surveyed in both periods answered
that it was at an appropriate level for them: in the first survey, 87.5% of them agreed,
and in the second survey, 16% of them strongly agreed. The slight increase in the
“strongly agree” response may be attributed to the increased portion of contrastive
analysis between the two languages, drawing on a systemic functional description
of Korean Theme (Kim 2007c), that was incorporated in classes by the time of the
second survey. The contrastive analysis was extremely limited in 2006 due to the
lack of resources to describe Korean from the systemic functional point of view.

The second survey question was concerned with the role of text analysis as a
tool for critical thinking. Interestingly, this is the question on which the students
agreed most strongly on both occasions (see Table 4). It is presented here, with
results from both surveys:

2. The meaning-oriented (experiential, logical, interpersonal and textual) analy-
sis of translation issues helped me think critically about translation issues.

8. These results are also reported in Kim (2007b).
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Table 3. Students’ responses to Question 1

Strongly Agree Not sure Disagree Strongly
agree disagree
2006/2 (8) 87.5% 12.5%
2008/1(12) 16% 67% 16%

Table 4. Students’ responses to Questions 2

Strongly Agree Not sure Disagree Strongly
agree disagree
2006/2 (8) 31.5% 62.5%
2008/1 (12)  25% 75%

One of the reasons why they responded very positively to the question seems to
be the fact that they learned how to explain complex translation issues in the text
analysis class and to apply their knowledge in the translation practice class, as
stated in the following excerpts from two students’ learning journals:

The text analysis techniques we learnt from this course provide basis to analyze
texts in functional point of view so that we could systematically explain why we
have to make translation choices, why certain translation shifts cannot be avoided
due to language features and what translation shifts are inappropriate.

To my surprise, the title for my very first journal was ‘choices that translators
must make’ I had thought it was only from week 6 that I'd started to grasp the
idea of a ‘translation shift’ but it looks like I knew choices (shifts) already. It was
there in my head, and I just didn’t know how to put it into words. I think the whole
subject, TRAN819 (Introduction to Text Analysis) benefited me in terms of teaching
me words and confidence to explain some things that had existed in my head ever
since I had started learning translation and interpreting. ... Also, I think knowing
these concepts accelerates the process of becoming an excellent translator. They
say a human being is born with a brain, an ability to conceptualize, and as human
beings invented language our creativity increased as language allowed us to de-
velop concepts in our head. Without language we would lose the means of com-
munication in our inner world. Only indescribable feelings and basic concepts
would be present in our head. In the same way, SFG gave me language with which
I can develop my ideas about translation.

With the use of SFL, students can articulate what aspects of their translation have
improved, as shown in the following excerpts.
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Another thing which I have learned from this course is that experiential meaning
is my weak area where I was/am the most frequently making errors. In the past,
I did not critically and carefully read source texts, which led me to producing
totally different target texts.

My view on interpersonal meaning was only limited to the appropriate level of
lexical and politeness choice depending on the age and the type of the target
audience. However this course has broadened my understanding of the inter-
personal meaning. Mood person and modality were the two aspects that I did not
fully appreciate the importance of. I didn’t think of the consequence of replacing
an interactant with a non-interactant in translating.

Other comments on how text analysis is useful as a tool for critical thinking in-
clude the following excerpts from students’ learning journals.

On the whole, I learnt how to think critically regarding reading texts through the
lectures and tutorials. Before learning this analytical method I had not realized that
I did not grasp the exact meaning or fully understand the writer’s intention or pur-
poses after reading texts. ... it helped improve my reading skills in a great way.

I was surprised to know how much this course had helped me see the translated
text critically. While doing the final assignment I could see what looked fairly
truthful translated text was full of translation shifts and I could identify many
different types of translation shifts by applying text analysis skills. I could see that
the purpose of this course is to examine the translation we do more systemati-
cally and scientifically using the text analysis skills we have learnt so that we can
improve our translation.

The third question was about whether students perceived any improvement in
translation competence and skills. On both occasions, the response to this ques-
tion was less positive than the previous two questions. The questions is presented
here, with results from both surveys (see Table 5).

3. 'The application of text analysis to translation helped me improve my overall
translation competence and skills.

This response may reflect the fact that a period of time is required for the learner
to internalize new knowledge and skills, as a student said in her journal:

Table 5. Students’ responses to Question 3

Strongly Agree Not sure Disagree Strongly
agree disagree
2006/2 (8) 25% 25% 50%

2008/1 (12) 8% 58% 25% 8%
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Broadening our lexical basis, extending the cultural understanding and our expo-
sure to the subject matter are important aspects in translation practice. However
translation skills that could take a lot of experience over a long period of time
without a help of formal teaching can be achieved through this formal academic
teaching in a much shorter time frame. It may not appear to have immediate ef-
fect in our actual translation partly because it is fairly new concept for many of us
and partly because we need more practice in the actual application of the theory.
However I can certainly claim that this course has provided deep understanding
on many aspects of text that need to be considered and how we can apply them
in our translation.

Students also described how their translation competence has improved by reflect-
ing on what has changed in their translation process, as shown in the following
excerpts:

I can think about what a good translation is and how to deal with a text in order
to make better translation though this text analysis course. Whenever I trans-
late source text after learning this course, I try to identify field, mode and tenor
before starting actual translation. Although I learnt these concepts in advanced
writing course, I did not apply these to translation practice and actually I did not
know the_importance of these concepts to translation. Before I learned the text
analysis, I used to translate a text without thinking and just interpret meaning of
words and clause complexes. I thought natural translation is a good translation
but I did not think about what natural translation is. However, after learning text
analysis I constantly asked to myself why my translation is natural or unnatural.
I can say that before learning text analysis I just started translating without any
preparation but after learning text analysis I can start translation step by step.
This text analysis course gives me a big change of translation process and makes
me to think about a text constantly. All of this makes me to build up my transla-
tion strategies.

Another big fruit of this course is learning about translation shift. In the past, I
used to find Korean equivalence of English words in a dictionary. Although some
expressions which came from the dictionary seemed to be unnatural, I had to use
it because there was no other way to solve the problem. ... When I first learnt this
concept I felt like I found a treasure, which I did not expect to have. I learnt that it
is definitely helpful to my translation but I also learnt that I have to be responsible
for making translation shift.

As stated in a number of the extracts above, students found text analysis par-
ticularly helpful for explaining aspects of translation quality and analyzing the
linguistic resources responsible for them. The development of the skills to ana-
lyze translation issues and to view them critically naturally enables them to assess
their own translations and others’ and improve their translation performance, as
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will be shown with the quantitative data of NAATI recommendation ratios based
on the exam results for Translation Practice.

NAATI recommendation ratios

Text analysis and meaning-oriented assessment criteria have been used for for-
mative assessment in Translation Practice every semester except three (Semesters
1 and 2, 2004 and Semester 1, 2006). As Figure 5 shows, the ratios of students
who were recommended for NAATTI accreditation (for translation from English
into Korean) significantly increased from around 10% in 2004 to over 30% (Se-
mester 1) and 40% (Semester 2) in 2005 when text analysis started to be used as a
tool to assess students’ translations in the particular course. The ratios continued
to improve from 45% (Semester 2) in 2005 to over 60% (Semesters 1 and 2) in
2007 with more integration of text analysis in the meaning-oriented assessment
criteria in 2007. Given the fact that all the exam papers are graded by both the in-
ternal lecturer and an external marker who used the NAATI criteria, and that the
same entry conditions applied every semester, these were very surprising results
particularly given that no other language group in the course has shown such
consistent improvement over the period.

Figure 6 compares the recommendation ratios of the other classes where
other language students studied the translation practice subject without applica-
tion of SFL-based text analysis and meaning-oriented assessment criteria. One
language group (A) has shown relatively similar recommendation ratios between
20% and 40%, while the other group (B) has shown some occasional improved
ratios but not consistent improvements. Two facts, namely that other language
groups have not shown consistent improvements and that the texts used for the
Translation Practice exam are always approved by NAATI, confirm that the texts
used in later periods have not been easier to translate and therefore cannot ac-
count for the improvements.

My experience over several years as a grader confirms that translation errors
identified by using the meaning-oriented criteria suggested here are not fundamen-
tally different from those identified by the NAATT criteria, although they are more
useful in assessing textual meaning and more helpful in deciding a deduction point.
The data presented above suggest that when students are taught how to make trans-
lation choices on the basis of wording and grammar in relation to the context of the
translation, they become more confident in making informed choices when trans-
lating and learn to control their own translation quality. Their confidence leads to
better performance even within the limited time of one semester.
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Limitations and further study

This chapter presented meaning-oriented assessment criteria as an approach to
assessing different aspects of meaning in translation within context on the basis of
the evidence of lexical and grammatical choices. The pedagogical efficacy of this
approach was also discussed. It can be viewed as a bottom-up approach in that
it deducts points for an inadequate choice at word and clause levels, but it is also
a top-down approach in that the judgment of inadequacy comes from a register
analysis that encompasses domains of context.
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The study discussed the benefits of using the meaning-oriented assessment
criteria as a formative tool following a brief discussion of some drawbacks of the
NAATT assessment criteria as a formative tool. These issues, namely the lack of
clear guidelines on the definition of criteria and deduction points, and the lack of
criteria to assess multi-faceted meaning, may be the result of the fact that there has
been a limited amount of rigorous research undertaken to explore the complex
features of translation that need to be assessed. Therefore it is not surprising that
these drawbacks have been identified as critical issues that need to be addressed
in order to improve the NAATI criteria as a summative tool. Turner (2008), who
was a co-developer of the 2005 edition of the NAATI Manual, suggests that the
criteria need to be improved to provide holistic guidance to graders, and detailed
and consistent feedback to test candidates. It is a critical problem that must be
addressed as a matter of urgency if the field of translation is to be widely recognized
as a profession. Brisset (1990) says:

Can you qualify a translator as ‘professional’ if he doesn’t have the means to
talk about his work in technical terms? [...] You must be able to read a text to
translate it. Reading can be intuitive or it can be based on analysis that draws
on a range of concepts and procedures. The purpose of theory is, among oth-
er things, to provide the translator with the mastery of these concepts and
procedures. And above all, to teach the translator to name his tools, the way
any technician learns the name of his tools and the tasks that he carries out.

(Brisset 1990: 378, English translation by H. Slatyer; my emphasis)

There is substantial potential for the meaning-oriented assessment criteria to make
a contribution to improving the NAATT criteria as a summative tool. However, in
order to take the meaning-oriented assessment criteria beyond the personal level
of use and develop them to the level required for industry standards, the limitations
of the present study need to be addressed. Whether or not the meaning-oriented
approach to assessment is valid and reliable remains to be determined. A follow-up
study to investigate this question is in the conceptual stage. NAATI graders in dif-
ferent languages will be asked to test the criteria with actual translation tests.

A major difficulty anticipated in carrying out the follow-up study is that not
all languages dealt with by NAATT have been described in terms of SFL. Although
there have been an increasing number of attempts to describe languages other
than English from a SFL perspective (cf. Caffarel et al. 2004), it is true that re-
sources are not yet sufficient. Therefore, the follow-up study will be undertaken
in the language pairs of English and other languages which have been studied in
SEL. The aim of the study will be to find out how eflicient the approach is for those
who do not have linguistic backgrounds, and also to determine to what extent the
approach can solve the existing issues of grading, such as inter-rater reliability.
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The fact that linguistic description from a systemic functional perspective
is not available for all the NAATT languages is certainly a challenge in applying
SFEL to advance the field of translation assessment, but it should not be a reason
to give up altogether. Instead it can serve as a practical stimulus and encourage-
ment for linguists to work on a number of languages that have not been well
investigated.

Mohan and Slater (2004) insist that “SFL has major implications for the as-
sessment of discourse” (ibid: 255). I would argue that it also has major implica-
tions for translation assessment: translation is discourse, and serves a certain
function within a context. It should therefore be assessed as such, rather than as
a series of sentences in isolation from their context. The meaning-oriented as-
sessment criteria drawn from SFL theory proposed here is just one step toward
the meaningful, interdisciplinary collaboration between translation assessment
and SFL.
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Appendix 1

S.  English source text Korean target text E L I T
no. A NA NA NA N
1 What Australia’s outback £F A At X = EF 3

deserts lack in water they £2.2 2+ A& $eF

make up for in uranium.

o= st 3o

2 They contain almost 40% <5 AF2F-e Al Aol &e 1
of the world’s known A7 HA52] 40% 717t
low-cost reserves of the & 45 H|F3FaL glh
nuclear fuel.
3 Itis big business for S SFdAE 2 A 1
Australia: exploration dor ety B4 7S E
companies are at present < #A 4G HEE
spending ten times more Zt=Hl 31 HE T} 10w ol
money searching for 7V =& 23
deposits than they did
three years ago.
4 And ore from Australias E£3 @A 7bs A &5 1
three operating mines 2| ©33 Al 3ol A = 3
supplies about a quarter 12 A|A| 413} 9-2hg &
of the world’s uranium- &3¢ 479 1 7}4& ¥
oxide exports. iy
5  Until now all this has A7t BE oS 9 1
gone to countries that GAE A 2F YT R
have signed the Nuclear 7 &2 3tth
Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT).
6  This ensures, in theory, Z%& RF2Z o|24F2 2
that they will use it to = FE Aol g
produce electricity rather A|Z=0l 220]7] Hth= 7]
than bombs. Al 29 Aojet= RS
LR R
7  Buton August 16th, gy A 8Y 164, & 3

Australia’s prime minister
said he would lift a ban
on selling uranium to
India, which refuses to
sign the NPT, has tested
nuclear weapons and does
not rule out testing more.

F Feeane $ehee
&3 A AL FE
stk Hs 4 A4k,
O ) W] oo
A7) E A8,
7] & A FAE o] 2o
grozg 47 J9 e

YE WA G 9
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S.  English source text Korean target text E L I T
no. A NA NA NA N
8  Thesales will be subjectto  $-EF Bulle do & “<f 1
“strict conditions” A3k 271700 33l o] Fof
2 Aol
9  India will first have to AEE A 559 <k 2
sign a safeguards B FA S olof g,
agreement with Australia, §82 Q== e -2}
guaranteeing that none &°] ¥4 7|2 Wy
ofits uranium willbe 7 ¥& AYS BAFsE
diverted to weapons. Aotk
10 Howard first flagged st = FE7E 252 9 2
the change of Australia’s A3l A Fo & #stE
nuclear policy during 7} A& 2006 & 7
avisit to New Delhiin 22| W& 7|3t Folth.
early 2006.
11 Australia is also keen TFE Y ol 25t 1
to build a solid regional 2% #AE R Y=
relationship with India ¥+, 33 7 HA = 2l
similar to those it already =¢t%= ©Ebek Ao A7
has with Japan and A=t #4o] Aot
China.
12 Relations with India S5t e A=
soured after Australia 19984 Q=7 HF71 &
strongly criticised its AP Al sl 25 A4
nuclear weapons testin ~ -7F 49 3] Hldg £
1998. kA=
13 Uranium mining has SEE YL dAY 3 2
always divided FUAES EGANRAT 2
Australians, but more o= AT st o)
seem to be leaning HHez gehg A= A
towards an expansion of ¢l TR E SEA= WF
the industry in response 2= 9| 0] RopAaL gl
to global warming. % st
14 However, should India ~ ZHFA| W ¥ =7} &= 2

test another bomb, public
outrage would kill
uranium exports in

a flash.

ThA] 57 A SHA
HY, SF g xS
AHAl E o] QIE 2 9|
FEL I ZA Fo
= ®REr},

it o
N







Assessing cohesion

Developing assessment tools on the basis
of comparable corpora

Brian James Baer and Tatyana Bystrova-McIntyre

Translation scholars have long noted that assessment, a key component in
translator training, is performed in a generally arbitrary manner. The use of
corpora to document differences within language pairs, however, can provide an
empirical basis for the formulation of assessment tools. The present study, based
on data collected from Russian and English comparable corpora organized by
text type, offers a case study in the development of an assessment tool designed
to evaluate three isolatable, but nevertheless frequently ignored, features of
textual cohesion: punctuation, sentencing, and paragraphing. Because novice
translators tend to focus on the level of the word or phrase, ignoring textual ele-
ments occurring above the sentence level, focusing assessment on such textual
elements can encourage novices to consider the target text globally, as a profes-
sional product composed of various features above and beyond lexis. A granular
tool for assessing punctuation in Russian>English texts is provided, which can
be replicated for other language pairs as well.

Introduction

Katharina Reiss noted in 1971 that in translation assessment “the standards most
observed by critics are generally arbitrary, so that their pronouncements do not
reflect a solid appreciation of the translation process” (2000: xi). Unfortunately,
relatively little has changed despite the unprecedented increase in translation
training programs throughout the world. As Colina pointed out in 2003: “transla-
tion evaluation and testing today is done on an asymptomatic basis... Further-
more, the numerous translation textbooks on the market rarely devote any time
to a systematic study of error evaluation and grading guidelines” (2003:128).
In addition to the specific problems with translation test and evaluation meth-
ods described by Nord (1991) and Hatim and Mason (1997), which concern the
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pedagogy of assessment (i.e., how the assessment task is conceived, presented,
and evaluated), many evaluators base their assessments on their own subjective,
anecdotal experience with the language pair in question, or on the incorporation
of dominant translation norms, which may differ significantly from the current
stylistic norms of the target language (Toury 1999:204).

The same holds true for assessments of translator performance that occur in
the context of translation research. As Rui Rothe-Neves points out:

...the researcher has to rely on what is known about translation norms, and that
requires appropriate empirical investigations prior to error counting. Typically,
however, there is no such concern; the researcher’s knowledge and experience
as a translator or as a translation teacher will be used to provide the parameters
against which to assess translation well-formedness (as e.g., Nord 1999). Thence
the objective of every empirical research is subverted, that is, to generate theory
grounded on collected data. The problem here is that data is not based on tenable
parameters. (2007:133)

In other words, we need more objective data on both linguistic and stylistic norms
of the given languages in order to develop more objective assessment criteria.
As Reiss puts it, “From a pedagogical perspective...the development of objective
methods of evaluating translations would have advantages, because it would be an
excellent and even more attractive way of honing an awareness of language and of
expanding the critic’s linguistic and extra-linguistic horizons” (2000: xi).

Corpora studies present a powerful instrument for analyzing linguistic differ-
ences and stylistic norms in an objective and penetrating way. By taking copious,
systematic measurements across a wide field of real-world writing, these studies
support assessments based on empirical data rather than assumptions. They high-
light more or less subtle differences, such as punctuation use, between language
pairs, which in turn allows translators to create more natural-sounding transla-
tions and better communicate the original writers’ intents. They may also chal-
lenge the personal preferences of “seasoned” translators, and improve the speed
and efficacy of translator training, a key component of which is assessment.

Using corpora in translation assessment

The rapid development of electronic resources and computer programming in the
last few decades has had a considerable impact on different areas of linguistics. The
ability to store, retrieve, and analyze large collections of texts enables researchers
to do things that were not considered possible before. Often defined as a “collec-
tion of electronic texts assembled according to explicit design criteria,” a corpus
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is typically compiled with the goal of “representing a larger textual population”
(Zanettin 2002: 11), and provides linguists with a “much more solid empirical ba-
sis than had ever been previously available” (Granger 2003:18). Olohan (2004: 1)
notes in the introduction to her book Introducing Corpora in Translation Studies,
referencing Graeme Kennedy (1998: 1), that, while linguistics has used electronic
corpora for more than three decades, “the use of corpora [...] in translation stud-
ies has a short history, spanning no more than ten years” Therefore, the use of
corpora in translation studies and translation practice represents a fruitful area of
development in translation-related areas, including testing and assessment.

Translation evaluation has been a debated issue in translation studies and
practice (cf., House 1997; Nord 1991; Reiss 2000; Schiffner 1998; Williams 2001).
Subjectivity in evaluating translations has been among the most often cited criti-
cisms of the process of evaluating translations in various areas (cf. Faharzad 1992;
Honig 1998; Horguelin 1985). The difficulty, as Bowker (2001: 184) points out, lies
in developing objective evaluation methods. The use of corpora in this process
can make “the task of translation evaluation somewhat less difficult by removing a
great deal of the subjectivity” because it provides an evaluator with “a wide range
of authentic and suitable texts” to verify the choices evaluators come across when
assessing translations (Bowker 2001: 345; Bowker 2000b: 184).

In the area of translation pedagogy, productive applications of a corpus-
based approach to translation evaluation include assessing students’ translations
in general (Bowker 2001; Bowker 2003), recording and analyzing students’ er-
rors (Uzar 2003), and developing students’ self-assessment and peer-assessment
skills (Bowker 2000b; Bowker 2003; Uzar 2004; Lopez-Rodriguez et al. 2007).
Bowker, who has devoted a great deal of attention to the use of corpora in transla-
tion pedagogy, suggests that a corpus-based approach is a practical and objective
approach to translation evaluation, especially for specialized translation assign-
ments in areas in which translator trainers are not actively familiar (2001:345).
Translator trainers can use a corpus as “a benchmark against which [they] can
compare students’ translations on a number of different levels” (2001:245). In
support of Bowker’s point, Uzar (2004: 159) notes that a corpus-based approach
can help translation evaluators fine-tune their assessment by comparing several
translations of the same texts and pinpointing “what is adequate, appropriate, in-
adequate or inappropriate” Uzar also mentions that such an approach can help
evaluators with the categorization of error types.

As Bowker points out, the valuable characteristics of a corpus-based approach
lie in its broad scope, the authenticity of texts, and in the fact that data are in ma-
chine-readable form. Moreover, the availability of computational tools and methods
for both quantitative and qualitative analyses (e.g., concordances or frequencies)
allow for more empirical and, thus, more objective research (2001:346). Bowker
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notes that using corpora in evaluating students’ translations can help trainers offer
more objective and constructive feedback to their students (2001:361). In addi-
tion, corpora provide “a common evaluative framework” for both the student and
the evaluator (2001:361), and make the students more receptive to the trainer’s
feedback because “they can see for themselves that it is based on corpus evidence
and not merely on the subjective impressions or incomplete understanding of the
translator trainer” (Bowker 2003:180). Of course research is needed to determine
whether students are indeed more receptive to such feedback.

Bowker’s evaluation corpus consists of four types of sub-corpora (2001:
350-354):

- Comparable source corpus, which is a corpus of comparable source language
texts used to gauge “normality” of the source text (ST); it is an optional part
of Bowker’s evaluation corpus.

- Quality corpus, which is a hand-picked corpus aimed at helping translation
evaluators to understand the subject matter.

- Quantity corpus, which is a larger corpus that provides a more reliable quan-
titative analysis.

- Inappropriate corpus, which is a corpus of texts that are not appropriate for
the given translation assignment based on such parameters as their produc-
tion date, generality or specificity of a domain, etc. The inappropriate corpus
is used to determine possible sources of students’ errors.

While an evaluation corpus may be time-consuming to compile, it has clear ad-
vantages, and may be considered a potentially promising tool for inclusion into
translator training curricula. Students may themselves be responsible for compil-
ing corpora. The use of corpora in a translation classroom can “raise students’
interest in and awareness of specialized language” and thus contribute to their
becoming independent learners (Bowker 2001:362). In this article, however, we
focus on the advantages and challenges of using corpora as the basis for the de-
sign of an assessment tool to evaluate textual cohesion.

Analyzing textual cohesion

Since the “textual turn” in Translation Studies, translation scholars and trainers
have recognized global textual features, such as cohesion, to be of central impor-
tance (Neubert & Shreve 1992) for it is cohesion that creates “text” out of individu-
al sentences. Moreover, studies documenting translations done by novices and ex-
perts point to cohesion as a fundamental distinguishing trait. Because novices tend
to translate at the level of word, phrase, and sentence, their translations often lack
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cohesion — which is by definition an inter-sentential quality — and so appear awk-
ward and unfocused. Nevertheless, few studies have been done to isolate cohesive
features of translation. As Le notes, “How coherence works [at the macro level, i.e.,
between units larger than the sentence] is generally overlooked and never demon-
strated” (Le 2004:260). Not surprisingly then, until only recently, the American
Translators Association (ATA) error marking framework had no explicit category
of cohesion and few other categories that explicitly recognized phenomena above
the level of the sentence (American Translators Association website). And so,
while we know that expert translator behavior is marked by a global, top-down
approach to text creation (Jaiskeldinen 1990; Tirkkonen-Condit and J44skeldinen
1991; Kussmaul 1995), we often conduct assessments in a bottom-up fashion, con-
centrating, like novice translators themselves, on the sub-sentential level.

This situation can in part be explained by the fact that the qualities that con-
stitute cohesion are generally difficult to pinpoint and isolate. As Wilson (Wilson,
quoted in Callow 1974:10-11) noted regarding the first translation of the bible
into Dagbani: “For a native speaker it was difficult to express what was wrong with
the earlier version, except that it was ‘foreign. Now, however, a comparison ...
has made clear that what the older version mainly suffers from are considerable
deficiencies in ‘discourse structure, i.e., in the way the sentences are combined
into well-integrated paragraphs, and these in turn into a well-constructed whole.”
Moreover, the construction of cohesion in translated texts may be complicated,
as Mona Baker (1992:125) points out, by a tension between syntax and thematic
patterning, requiring recasting not for the sake of semantics, understood in a lim-
ited sense, but for the sake of cohesion. And so, Le notes, “Translators are torn
between the apparent need to respect sentence and paragraph boundaries and the
risk of sounding unnatural in the target language” (2004:267).

Based on data collected from Russian and English comparable corpora or-
ganized by text type, we examine the feasibility of an assessment tool that treats
three easily isolatable — but nevertheless frequently ignored - features of textual
cohesion: punctuation, sentencing, and paragraphing. Since assessments impact
learning priorities in academic and professional settings, an assessment tool that
focuses on these important, though often-overlooked, textual features, encour-
ages novice translators to consider the target text globally, as a product involving
a variety of features above and beyond lexis, for which they are professionally
responsible. Specifically, it can serve as an introduction to global aspects of text,
such as discourse organization and textual cohesion.

In addition, because punctuation, sentencing and paragraphing can be stud-
ied with an untagged corpus (i.e., a corpus of raw texts, not tagged with additional
linguistic information), employing rather simple statistical analyses, translator
trainers can have their students themselves design an assessment tool based on
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empirical data collected from bilingual corpora. This process, including the pre-
sentation and discussion of the proposed tools, is a fairly simple way to sensitize
students to the concept that the most reliable assessment criteria are not the sole
possession of the expert translator-cum-trainer. They are based on empirical data,
which are available to all those willing to collect and to analyze it. Moreover, once
students have designed corpora to study punctuation and segmenting, they can
then use those corpora to investigate other linguistic and textual phenomena of
interest to them and of special significance in their language pair(s). In this way,
introducing corpora studies into the process of translator training may produce a
generation of translators who can also generate empirical data — a powerful skill
that may speed their progress from journeymen to master translators, while in the
process helping to bridge the age-old gap between theory and practice.

Methods
Designing the corpora

This study involved the analysis of punctuation, sentencing, and paragraphing.
For our study of punctuation, two untagged comparable corpora of Russian and
English editorials were used for the analysis. The editorials for the corpora were
taken from leading daily Russian and American newspapers — Izvestia and The
New York Times. Both newspapers provide free on-line access to their issues,
which made it much easier to compile the corpora. All the editorials were pub-
lished in 2005 and thus represent a recent state of events in both languages. The
editorials for the corpora were selected randomly, regardless of their content.
Each corpus consists of 20,000 words (titles and names of the authors are not
included in the word count). The similarity of the two corpora contributed to the
overall reliability of the study.

Since the corpus compilation was performed manually and with limited time
and resources, the length of each corpus is only 20,000 words. It should be noted
that the statistical results would have been more reliable if larger corpora had
been used. A further investigation of punctuation use in larger English and Rus-
sian corpora is therefore desirable, although a 20,000 word corpus should reflect
the general tendencies in a given text type, particularly in regard to punctuation
marks, which of course appear in every sentence.

For the study of sentencing and paragraphing, our corpus was developed
further, with new text-types added. In addition to editorials, international news
articles (from the same newspapers, The New York Times and Izvestia) and
contemporary literary texts were included as additional corpora. All the editorials
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and international news articles were published in 2005-2006. The articles were
selected randomly, regardless of their content. The same holds true for the liter-
ary corpora. The publication dates of the randomly selected excerpts of books
available online range from 2004 to 2006. The number of different texts in each
category was 20 (i.e., 120 texts, totaling 116,140 words). The increased number of
text types improves the reliability of the data elicited from the corpus.

Data: Punctuation marks

The study involved the systematic counting of all the punctuation marks per 1,000
words, including commas, colons, semicolons, dashes/em-dashes, hyphens/
n-dashes, and parentheses. With respect to commas, which may also be used
to represent numbers in writing, it was decided to count both the total number
of commas as well as the number of non-numerical commas by subtracting the
number of numerical commas from the total number of commas. (Numerical
commas are commas used to represent numbers in writing [e.g., Russian: 13,4%;
English: $70,000]).

A number of statistical methods have been applied to the collected data. De-
scriptive statistics were obtained to analyze the overall characteristics of punctua-
tion usage in the English and Russian samples. Significance testing was performed
to identify statistically significant differences between English and Russian punc-
tuation patterns.

It should be noted that the present quantitative study looks into punctuation
usage in only one text type (editorials) and so may not be considered valid for
other text types in English and Russian. The genre of the editorial has particular
characteristics due to its nature as a commentary or opinion, not always writ-
ten by professional reporters. Still, common features of Russian and American
English editorials justify a comparative study of punctuation usage in this text
type. In the future, comparing the variation of punctuation usage among different
text types, as well as deriving an average for punctuation usage in a larger sample
containing multiple written text types, would be desirable. In addition, using a
larger corpus would improve the external reliability of the study. Combined with
the comparison of Russian and English style-guides, this study, however, should
provide sufficient grounds for suggesting certain strategies for translating Russian
punctuation into English and designing an assessment tool for punctuation use
in translations.
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Results: Punctuation

In order to investigate the differences in the use of punctuation marks in English
and Russian, we conducted a comparative quantitative analysis of punctuation.
The general account of the results for the comparative analysis of Russian and
English punctuation is presented in Graph 1. The graph is the summary of the av-
erage use, per 1,000 words, for all punctuation marks, including end punctuation
marks. The differences in the use of commas, colons, em-dashes, and parentheses
are noticeable from the graph. With respect to end punctuation, we can see that
Russian, on average, uses non-period punctuation marks, such as exclamation
marks, question marks, and ellipses, more frequently.

The results of the descriptive statistical analysis of the use of commas, semico-
lons, colons, dashes/em-dashes, hyphens/n-dashes, and parentheses are presented
in Table 1. The results for commas are given for the total number of commas in
both corpora and for the number of non-numerical commas.

On average, the Russian editorials used 88.00 total commas per thousand
words vs. only 51.40 total commas for the English editorials, a difference signifi-
cant at p<.001; in the case of non-numerical commas, the numbers were 87.90
vs. 50.75, respectively (p<.001). In Russian texts, the average use of colons per
1,000 words was 5.70 vs. 1.00 in English, with p <.001. The average use of dashes/
em-dashes per 1,000 words was 13.55 vs. 5.15 in Russian and English, respec-
tively, a difference significant at p <.001. No significant difference was found in
the use of semicolons and n-dashes in the two corpora.

Total Commasw [ [ [ .
Non-# Commasw ‘ ‘ ‘ 1

Semicolons

Colons

Em-dash

En-dash
Parentheses
Exclamation Mark

Question Mark

End Periods ]

Ellipses 7I:I

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

O Russian W English

Graph 1. English vs. Russian punctuation: Average use per 1,000 words
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Table 1. The average numbers of commas, semicolons, colons, dashes/em-dashes,
hyphens/n-dashes, and parentheses (per 1,000 words), their standard deviations,
and the results of significance testing for the corresponding populations

Russian (SD) English (SD) T-test
Total Commas 88.00 (13.53) 51.40 (10.32) p<.001
Non-# Commas 87.90 (13.59) 50.75 (10.24) p<.001
Semicolons 0.30 (0.66) 0.65 (0.81) Ns
Colons 5.70 (3.50) 1.00 (0.97) p<.001
Dashes/Em-Dashes 13.55 (6.11) 5.15 (3.27) p<.001
Hyphens/En-Dashes 9.40 (3.78) 9.25 (3.37) Ns
Parentheses 3.15 (3.25) 0.5 (0.76) p<.01

Results: Punctuation

The results of the analysis reveal that the use of commas, colons, dashes/em-
dashes, and parentheses in the Russian editorials occurs with significantly greater
frequency than in the English editorials, while the use of semicolons and hyphens/
n-dashes is not significantly different. Significant differences in the use of commas,
colons, dashes/em-dashes, and parentheses in English and Russian imply different
grammatical and stylistic principles underlying the use of punctuation in those
languages, and so would support the development of more nuanced strategies for
translating punctuation than simply preserving the ST punctuation in the TT, as
well as the development of a discrete-item assessment for translating punctuation.
The more frequent use of commas, colons, and dashes/em-dashes in Russian, if
preserved in English, may seem inappropriate to an English reader, and may con-
tradict the punctuation norms of the English language, producing to a greater or
lesser extent the disorienting effect of “translationese”

While it seems natural that translators should take into account the norms of
the target language (TL) when translating linguistic features of the ST, this is often
not the case when it comes to punctuation. As Ishenko (1998:155) points out,
translators often “tend to automatically copy any graphic features” of the ST to
the target text (TT). In fact, Schwartz suggests that translators treat punctuation
marks as “false grammatical cognates” (2006:93). Consider, for example, a selec-
tion from Hugh Alpin’s translation of Ivan Turgenev’s short story “Faust™

Orpeuenne, oTpedeHye IIOCTOAHHOE - BOT €€ TallHbII CMBICTI, ee pasrajjka: He
JCIIO/IHEHYE TIOOMMBIX MBICIEN M MeUTaHWUl, KaK Obl OHM BO3BBILIEHHBI HU
ObL/1N, - MCIIO/THEHNME [IOITa, BOT O 4eM CJIefyeT 3ab0TUThCS YelIOBEKY; He Ha-
JIOXKUB Ha ceOs Leneii, JKeJIe3HbIX 1[ellell JO/Ira, He MOXKET OH TOWTH, He Iajas,
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10 KOHI}a CBOEro MOINPHMINA; & B MOJIOZOCTY MBI AyMaeM: 4eM CBOOOJHee, TeM
JTydlIle, TeM JaJIbllle Yielb. (Ivan Turgenev, “Faust” 1856)

Renunciation, constant renunciation—that is its secret meaning, its solution: not
the fulfillment of cherished ideas and dreams, no matter how exalted they might
be—the fulfillment of his duty, that is what ought to concern a man; unless he has
put chains upon himself, the iron chains of duty, he cannot reach the end of his
life’s journey without falling; whereas in our youth we think: the freer, the better;
the further you’ll go. (Turgenev 2003)

The direct borrowing of Russian punctuation suggests a failure to distinguish be-
tween a more or less neutral, norm-governed use of punctuation and a more indi-
vidual, artistically-motivated use of punctuation. Anecdotal evidence suggests that
novice translators, who tend to stick closely to the syntax of the ST, are especially
unable to make this distinction, and so simply borrow the Russian punctuation.

The results of our analysis reinforce the idea that the norms of the TL should
be taken into account when dealing with the translation of punctuation from Rus-
sian into English. Special attention should be paid to the use of commas, colons,
dashes/em-dashes, and parentheses. When devising strategies for translating
these punctuation marks from Russian into English, it is important to note that
these punctuation marks are used with statistically greater frequently in Russian
than in English. In addition, the linguistic function of these punctuation marks
appears to be different in the two languages. A separate study is required to iso-
late the concrete differences in the linguistic nature of Russian and English com-
mas, colons, and dashes/em-dashes. In any case, as this quantitative comparative
research shows, punctuation marks are used in editorials with greater frequency
in Russian than in English.

In order to determine the extent to which these results are specific to the text
type of the editorial, descriptive statistics were calculated for selected literary texts
and editorial corpora of comparable length (6,773 words). For this preliminary
analysis, works by two contemporary authors — Tatyana Tolstaya (“Perevodnye
kartinki,” 2001) and John Updike (Seek My Face, 2002) — were chosen. Both au-
thors are respected as stylists, but are not considered avant-garde. The following
table compares the use of punctuation in Tatyana Tolstaya’s essay and the excerpt
from Updike’s novel Seek My Face (the excerpt from Updike’s novel is of compa-
rable length). The descriptive statistics presented in Table 2 show that Tolstaya
tends to use such punctuation marks as commas, colons, and em-dashes with
much greater frequency.

To see if there is a difference in the frequency of punctuation marks between
different text types in Russian, we compared the use of punctuation marks in Taty-
ana Tolstaya’s essay Perevodnye kartinki (6,773 words) to the corpus of randomly
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Table 2. Use of punctuation marks in Russian and English literary corpora
of comparable length

Tolstaya Updike
Commas 1,073 667
Non-# Commas 1,073 667
Semicolons 27 26
Colons 84 12
Dashes / Em-dashes 180 56
Hyphens / En-dashes 86 92

Table 3. Use of punctuation marks in Russian literary and newspaper corpora
of comparable length

Tolstaya Izvestia
Total Commas 1,073 627
Non-# Commas 1,073 626
Semicolons 27 1
Colons 84 17
Dashes / Em-dashes 180 82
Hyphens / En-dashes 86 52

selected Izvestia editorials of the same length. The numbers for Tolstaya were gen-
erally much higher. The results are presented in Table 3.

Next, the frequency of punctuation marks in different text types in English
was compared. The descriptive statistics for the excerpt from Updike’s novel Seek
My Face (6,773 words) and the corpus of randomly selected New York Times edi-
torials (6,773 words) are presented in Table 4. As with Tolstaya, the numbers for
Updike tend to be much higher for all punctuation marks.!

This quantitative comparative research using these relatively small corpora
suggests that punctuation marks are used with greater frequency in Russian than
in English in two text types - editorials and literary texts. Also, punctuation marks
are used with greater frequency in the selected literary texts than in the newspa-
per editorials in both Russian and English. Tests of statistical significance were,
however, not performed due to the sample size of n=2. Further statistical analysis
of larger corpora is required.

1. This also reflects the general tendency to use “open punctuation” in English-language news-
papers, eliminating all unnecessary punctuation, in particular, commas, and “closed punctua-
tion” in literary publications.
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Table 4. Use of punctuation marks in English literary and newspaper corpora

of comparable length

Updike NYT
Total Commas 667 312
Non-# Commas 667 309
Semicolons 26 7
Colons 12 8
Em-dashes 56 26

Table 5. Comparative study: Sentence and paragraph length (in words) across
text-types (word/sent — average number of words per sentence, char/sent — average
number of characters per sentence, words/para — average number of words

per paragraph, char/para — average number of characters per paragraph)

Editorials Literary International News

English Russian English Russian English Russian

Words/sent 25 (3) 16 (4) 20 (6) 16 (5) 25 (4) 15 (3)
Char/sent 149 (20)  112(33) 111 (36) 108 (35) 149 (25) 108 (37)
Words/para 73 (15) 72 (20) 113 (97) 73 (33) 46 (7) 60 (14)
Char/para 443 (83) 508 (138) 625(525) 484 (215) 278(42) 431 (90)

Data: Sentencing and paragraphing

In our study of sentencing and paragraphing, we looked at sentence and para-
graph length in our corpora composed of English and Russian editorials, literary
texts, and international news articles described above. Table 5 summarizes the
averages and standard deviations for the given groups (the items in bold are sta-
tistically significant).

Results: Sentencing and paragraphing

We can see that the average number of words per sentence is significantly higher
for English for all three text types. This challenges the stereotype that Russian use
longer sentences. The average number of characters per sentence is significantly
higher for English editorials and English international news, which, again, chal-
lenges the stereotype of long sentences in Russian. The number of characters may
be more representative of length, since Russian is a more synthetic language, and
English, a more analytical one.
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For paragraphs, the words-per-paragraph count was significantly higher for
Russian international news. English international news reports revealed a ten-
dency for more concise, focused paragraphs, often 1-2 sentences long. For literary
texts, the result was not statistically significant (high SD caused by several authors
having extremely long paragraphs (e.g., Updike, 728 words per paragraph)).

In terms of characters per paragraph, Russian paragraphs were found to be
1.6 times longer than English ones. Especially striking are the differences across
the text-type sub-corpora, particularly for English, with English international
news reports having the shortest paragraphs, and literary texts, the longest. The
analysis of standard deviation (which can tell us how spread out the examples in
a set are from the mean) showed that the length of sentences and paragraphs in
literary texts, both in English and Russian, have the highest standard deviations,
compared to editorials and international news, which is of course not surprising.

Since the analysis of our bilingual corpus showed differences in sentence and
paragraph length across text-types and languages, a translator trainer may calcu-
late averages (and, if desired, standard deviations) for their students’ translations
of the same text, and compare the results among the group, looking for things that
stand out or appear similar. Modern tools (e.g., Excel, Access, SAS) can support
much of this work, even eliminating the need to know the formulas for calculat-
ing these statistical measures. However, since only few conclusive remarks can be
made based on the corpus analyses described above (e.g., that literary texts tend
to have a higher variance in sentence length, or that Russian editorials are less
consistent in terms of their sentence length), developing a specific assessment tool
based on these results is problematic and, perhaps, unnecessary.

Discussion

The findings of our comparison of corpora of English and Russian editorials to
corpora of English and Russian literary texts suggest that, when discussing the
use of punctuation in general, it is important to keep in mind that there are two
general categories of punctuation:

- Conventional, i.e., obligatory or prescribed by the accepted norms of the lan-
guage. For example, according to English norms, a comma is needed after a
lengthy modifying phrase or clause at the beginning of a sentence: “Some thir-
ty-eight years later, the book bobbed up again in my life when Macmillan com-
missioned me to revise it for the college market and the general trade” (from
E. B. White, “Introduction” to the 1979 edition of The Elements of Style).
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- Emphatic, i.e., grammatically unnecessary or even inappropriate but character-
istic of a writer’s personal style. In such cases, the writer might overuse, misuse,
challenge, or violate the existing stylistic norms in order to draw the reader’s
attention to something otherwise unemphasized, to create rhythm in prose or
poetry, to structure the focus of the sentence, or to create a certain visual rep-
resentation from a text, etc. For example, May cites a beautiful example of such
creative use of punctuation by Abram Tertz (also known by his pseudonym,
Andrei Sinyavsky) where he uses numerous square brackets in his writing about
prison life “as a means of depicting the walls of the cell” (May 1994:130).

Conventional and emphatic use of punctuation can be understood as the poles on
a continuum of punctuation usage, ranging from mandatory, grammar-driven us-
age to creative usage for stylistic effect; punctuation marks used in the latter way
are referred to in Russian as avtorskie znaki, or ‘authors’ punctuation’ Examples
of fully norm-governed punctuation would include the use of punctuation with
direct and indirect citations, enumerations, etc. At the other end of the continu-
um, we would have ‘author’s punctuation marks, which cannot be explained by
any language norms (Dziakovich 1999). Most writers, however, use punctuation
from across this continuum, combining its norm-governed side with aesthetics,
manipulating and exploiting the norms to produce a stylistic effect. The choice of
the most appropriate translation strategy will certainly depend on whether the
punctuation in question is used conventionally or emphatically.

When punctuation is used emphatically, it is reasonable for the translator to
preserve or compensate for the stylistic intention of the author. May complains
that “as far as punctuation is concerned, translators assume the role of editor,”
brushing up and clarifying the text (May 1997:1). According to May, translators
should take an “interpretative or creative approach” to translating punctuation
(1997:10). For a translator, it is essential to recognize and respect the artistic use
of punctuation. However, this is sometimes easier said than done. Creative inter-
pretation of punctuation is difficult due to:

1. Interference of editors in the final product resulting from the editors’ misun-
derstandings of the artistic uses of punctuation, as well as their own views on
how to make a product successful in the target market (May 1994:12).

2. Different expectations of the TT readers as to the use of punctuation, which
influence their judgments about the quality of a translated work. In other
words, readers may interpret creative use of punctuation as a “mistake” on
the translator’s part. Moreover, insufficient knowledge of the writer’s overall
style and persona on the part of readers and of translators for that matter may
hinder their understanding of his/her stylistic intentions (May 1994:139).
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3. 'The difficulty in determining whether the punctuation is used conventionally
or artistically due to the complex use of punctuation by a given author.

4. Finally, the difficulty in choosing appropriate artistic means in the TL to con-
vey the effect of the original punctuation.

A more granular assessment tool for punctuation can help novices make the dis-
tinction between norm-driven and artistically-motivated punctuation and, no
less importantly, can ensure that those performing the assessment are themselves
aware of the differences in punctuation usage between the languages, something
a catch-all category of “punctuation” cannot do.

In order to design a targeted assessment tool based on these findings, it is neces-
sary to understand why the use of certain punctuation marks is statistically greater
in Russian than in English. At this point, the results of this study make it possible
to suggest that the use of commas, colons, dashes, and parentheses in Russian is, in
general, more grammar-driven than in English. English seems to rely more on the
concept of “inseparability” of certain segments of meaning. Hannay (1987) notes
that inseparability comes into play when two things in question are components
of a unit. According to Hannay, a unit may be predicational (a predicate and its
arguments), referential (a head noun phrase and any restrictive modification), or
message-based (an optional topical segment and a focus). For example, in English,
we cannot separate a verb from its object (e.g., He wanted to learn who is going
to the party) or a restrictive clause from its head noun (e.g., The girl who brought
the cookies is my niece). In Russian, however, a comma would be obligatory in
both cases (Ox xomen y3namo, kmo notidém Ha eeuepunky. [esywxa, komopas
npumecna neuemve, — most naemsHuuya). In the first case, it would be required
since every clause in Russian must be separated from other clauses (unless there
is a coordinating conjunction) regardless of the verb-object relationship between
them. In the latter case, the same rule applies due to the fact that Russian, strange
as it may seem to native speakers of English, does not distinguish between restric-
tive and non-restrictive clauses. This example may be seen to confirm different
principles underlying English and Russian punctuation, with Russian punctuation
being more grammar-oriented and English, more style-oriented.

However, further research of occurrences of different punctuation marks in
English and Russian is needed to support this idea and to articulate further the
reasons for punctuation differences in English and Russian. To that end, we ex-
amined authoritative style guides for (American) English and Russian: Strunk
and White’s Elements of Style and Pravila russkoi orfografii i punktuatsii (Rules of
Russian Orthography and Punctuation), and Sandra Rosengrant’s Russian in Use.
Comparing these style guides revealed differences in the underlying principles for
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using the colon, the comma, and the em-dash (mupe?) in Russian and English, all
of which were found to be more frequent in the Russian editorials analyzed above.
The results are presented in Tables 6-8.

In addition, Russian appears to tolerate the use of em-dashes more than Eng-
lish, as suggested by the appearance of multiple em-dashes in a single sentence,
as in the example: “Y nHux ecmv Hado6Hocmb — xpanumo xene3o, a HA00OHOCMU
Opyeux nodeii — pedxonnezuss, paboma — oHu 6udanu 6 2po6y.”

While the frequency of usage of semi-colons and parentheses differed among
the various corpora-semi-colons occur with greater frequency in English editori-
als and parentheses with greater frequency in Russian editorials-we could find
no difference in the functions of these punctuation marks. The semi-colon, used
in both languages to separate closely-related sentences, may appear with less
frequency in the Russian corpus where that function is also performed by the
comma (see 1 in Table 8). As for parentheses, it appears that Russian simply ex-
hibits a greater tolerance, or preference, for this means of setting off parenthetical
information than does English.

Table 6. Usage of the colon in Russian and English

Russian English

1. To introduce a list

Ipunemenu my3vikanmol - mosie éce naypeamot:  Long Islanders can [...] choose to de-vote

FOputi Bawmem u Meopv Bymman co céoumu half or all of a monthly electric bill to
KOZIeKMUBamu, 0emcKuti xopeozpaguueckuti buying power from marketers that sell
ancambnv u3 Yeunu “3us’”, a ewje npogeccopa- energy from renewable sources: wind
UMmanvAHosedvl, npenodasamenu pycckoeo Asvika farms, hydro-electric plants and biomass
U nepesooUUKU. operations, [...].

la. To introduce a list (separating a verb from its object)

Humaem: nosap, 600umesns, OXpanHux, — In English, a colon should NOT sepa-
NOMOULHUK NOCTIA. rate a verb from its object or a preposition
from its object.

2. The Russian mupe and deguc roughly correspond to the English em-dash and hyphen/
en-dash, respectively. Technically, there are three dashes in English: the hyphen, which is the
shortest of the three, is used in compound words; the en-dash, which is slightly longer is used
to present a numerical range; and the em-dash, which is the longest of the three is described in
the chart above.
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Table 6. (continued)

Russian English

2. After an independent clause when the following clause interprets or amplifies
the preceding clause

Tym ece kax Ha ¢pymbonvHom none: noussimuo,  Electricity use, in fact, is climbing rapidly on
4mo Hado denamv, eA8HOEe — UCHOIHUMD. Long Island: it is up more than 20 percent
since 1997 [...].

3. When the following clause explains the reason for a state or an action

Y Cepeest Mearoea 06vAcHeHUe npocmoe: — Not typical in English
He0opabomKu KOMaHOUpos.

4. When the first clause has such perception verbs as sudems, cnvuuamo, etc.
(no conjunction)

W moicsuu 10HvIX 0ypOUeK UCKPeHHe 8epsim: — Not typical in English
CMOUm yKOPOMumy HoC, y8enudumy 2ybvl u

HAKAYAMY CUTUKOHOM 2PYOb, KAK CHACHbE U UM

YIOIOHEMCS 1 OHU TOdHE CAHY M NePCOHANAMU

CBEMCKUX XPOHUK, 34 KOMOPbIMU OeHb U HOUb

OXOMAMCA NANAPAUUU.

5. To introduce direct speech

«[...] 8vt vumanu moti mexcm?» A onu — Not as common in English: a colon may
eosopunu: «Hem, ne uumanu, nomomy umo be used when the quotation SUPPORTS or
3HAeM — 3MO 2pex0BHuIll pacckas, amo meamp  contributes to the preceding clause
abeypoar. The squalor of the streets reminded him of

a line from Oscar Wilde: “We are all in the
gutter, but some of us are looking at the
stars”

(S&W)

6. After a salutation in a formal letter

Not typical in Russian, where the exclamation is Dear Mr. Montague:
more frequently used: (S&W)
Yeasncaemutii 2ocnodun ITpesudenm!

7. To separate hour from minute in a notation of time

10:45 «Cobvtmus. Bpemst mockosckoe». The train departs at 10:48 PM.
10.45 «Cobvimust. Bpemsi MOCKOBCKOe». (S&W)
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Table 7. Usage of the em-dash in Russian and English

Russian English

1. Between the subject and the predicate when both are nouns in the nominative case, unless
the predicate is negated, often used together with a comma

Poccus, no JJocmoesckomy, — cmpana, cosdannas — Not used as the copula in English
ons cmpadanus.* because English has an explicit verb
“to be” in the present tense.

2. Between the subject and the predicate when either is an infinitive

Boimv compyoHUuKom noconvcmea 3a pyoexom — Not used as the copula in English
— KOHeuHO, He camas “HapoOHas npogeccus”. because English has an explicit verb
“be” in the present tense.

3. Between the subject and the predicate when either is a numeral

W3 547 moicsu amepuxanckux cepmanmos 241,5 — Not used in English
molcAuU — npocmule cepicanmul, 168 muicau

— wmabc-cepycarmot, 100 moiciu — cepicanmot

1-20 knacca, 26 moicay — macmep-ceprcanmol U

10,6 muicauu — ceprcanm-matiopol.

4. Before or after a summarizing word in an enumeration (in this case, the word “at0” is
often used to link the subject and the predicate in Russian constructions)

Ymuuiti uenosex ckasan: y npecmuia 6 In the meantime, you have to feel sorry
COBPEMEHHOM MUpe MPU COCMABTIAIOULUE — for the people in places like Arizona—the
KOU4eCme0 HOOeNeBCKUX 1Ay Peanios, YUco residents, the immigrants and the border

CHOPMUBHbIX HAZPAO U ycnexu 6 kocmoHasmuxke.  police.

5. To join clauses and homogeneous parts of a clause when the following clause or part
contains an abrupt opposition or a sudden connection to the preceding part

A 3a yenom Oexcypum sgaxyamop, “3asesaewivcsi — Acceptable in English although no
— oH xeamv u muxamp!” examples of such usage were found in the
English corpora.

6. To join clauses not connected by conjunctions, when the following clause contains
the result, summary or explanation of the preceding clause

B omeemax npe3udenma 36y4ana cepbesHas In this and other ways, the administration
YBepeHHOCMb — meMnbL IKOHOMUHECKO20 pocma  is manipulating information—a tacit, yet
COXPAHAMCS HA 00CMAamoyuHblll ompe3ok epemenu devastating, acknowledgement, we believe,
U 31O NO360MIUM PEULANb COUUATIbHDLE that an informed public would reject
npobnemol. privatizing Social Security.

7. To join two clauses when a subordinate conjunction is omitted

Ilokuposamv nyOnuxy — max yix no noAHoL — Not used in English
npozpamme!

* All the examples in the tables are from the corpus of editorials, unless otherwise indicated
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Table 7. (continued)

Russian

English

8. To mark a parenthetical clause or construction in the middle of a sentence

B psdy npumepos on npusen cny4ati, koeda

“uduom-komanoup — ussunume, 0py2020 cno6a

He nodbepy — nocne 6anu vleen condam Ha

YAUUY U NONMACA NEPECHUMBbIBAT] UX HA MOPO3e.”

9. Emphatic use
Cnacamv céoux psi0oevix Patiaros 0071#HO

u 20cydapcmeo, u 00ujecmeo. Mnave — He
NONYHUMCS, He HAYHUMCS Mbl 910 0enambp.

10. To mark direct speech

«
‘Ma-0a, mvL NOHAAU, U 10010 6onbULE He
Oydem, Kcthamu, 8auiy KA3UHO 3axpoem”, —
omaeuatom 8 Mockae.

Donations for Acehnese relief from the rest
of Indonesia—where Aceh is
not popular—have run high.

The rebels announced a unilateral ceasefire,
but this was not matched by the
military—long indifferent to how its actions
turn Acehnese citizens against the
government.

— Not used in English

Table 8. Usage of comma in Russian in English

Russian

English

1. To join independent clauses with no conjunctions

OHu 8viazusarom no noouymam, ux bepym
3AMYH 3AMOPCKIUE NPUHLbL, OHU MYCYIOMCS 6
CBEMCKUX KOMNAHUAX, A MeNeKaMepbl OXOMHO
U NoOPOOHO PuKCUPYIOm dMY CIAOKYI0 HU3HD.

In English, a conjunction must be present:
Working together in times of human disaster
can help build confidence between the two
sides, and foster a feeling of solidarity among
ethnic groups.

2. To join independent clauses with conjunctions 1, a, Ho, ..., HI...HU, WIN...WIH, TO...TO

OceHv — nopa nnod080-080UHBIX PeBOMIOYUL,
HO 8cemy 00MHCHO Bbimb XOMb KaKoe-mo
o0vsicHeHUe.

3. To join main and subordinate clauses

B “Kpedo ceprmcanma,” komopoe Kaxoviii
ceprucanm apmuu CIIA snaem nausycmo,
eosopumcs: “S1 — cepacanm, nudep conoam.

In English, a comma is optional.

Comma not used: Breast cancer was control-
lable if caught in the early stages but Lynn
may have waited too long.

Comma used: They would have sympathized,
but that was not the same thing.

In English, a comma is used with
NON-restrictive clauses* only

* A non-restrictive clause “is one that does not serve to identify or define the antecedent noun” (Strunk

and White, p. 6)
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Table 8. (continued)

Russian

English

4. To separate items in a list, unless they are connected by one conjunction “un” or “wnn”

On chuman Mapuenno Macmposunu, Cogu
Jlopen, camozo Pennunu...

In English, a comma is optional, but may be
needed even before the single conjunction
“and” or “or”

“In keeping with his chilling comment that
Western democracy is a “blind alley,”

Mr. Hu has already made it clear that the
government is ready to crack down on
journalists, scholars and protesters who cross
his unmarked line.” And how lovely it was,

a bike ride around the forest preserve on a
Sunday in May with our mountain bikes,
water bottles, and safety helmets.

5. To set off comparative constructions (with some exceptions)

Huxkozda ewse nocne pacnada CCCP omuowerue — Not needed in English

nonumuteckozo ucmebnummenma CIIIA x
Poccuu He mensnocy max pesxo, Kax
6 2004 200y.

And while I was still looking toward him
there was another roll of drums, suddenly
silenced, and then the thud of the ax, first
once, then again and a third time: a sound as
domestic as chopping wood.

6. To set off parenthetical and descriptive constructions (with some exceptions)

B cueHe npu6bzmu;z H0B8020 KoMOAMa UmeHHo

The Indonesian province of Aceh and the

cepycanm-matiop Ilnamnu, cedosnacwiil epsuna, country of Sri Lanka, united today by the
Komanoyem opuyepam 6amanvora “Cmpotics!l” ravage of a tsunami, previously had in

common histories of man-made destruction.

7. To set off parenthetical words (e.g., Hanpumep, sudumo, maxum o6pasom, etc.)

Mmnozo nem Kpemiesckue obumamenu

For example, as a teenager in the early 1950’

803mMyuanucy mem, umo Mockea nodeepeaemcsi I belonged to the Peter Pan Magic club,

Kpumuke 3a Mo, 4mo j1eeko cXo0um c pyx,
Hanpumep, Kumaro.

which was sponsored by the Parks
Department.

8. To set off participial clauses and clauses with verbal adverbs

Yuumuwieast o60zauennocmy 8vi3vi6aruLe20

Not obligatory unless the participial clause

6CeMU COKPOBUULAMU KYTIbIMYPHO20 3HaHUs, Hac is long (typically seven or more words)

Hoem enewamusiioulee 3penuue.
9. To set of a direct address

Ipasxcoane, ay!

Used less often than in Russian, where it is
common in personal and business letters
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Table 8. (continued)

Russian English

10. To set off interjections

Ipaxcoane, ay! Oh, how sad, how perfect.

11. After confirmations, negations, and question words (da, koreuHo, Hem, umo, etc.)

Mmozo nem xpemnesckue obumament For example, as a teenager in the early 1950’
803mywanucey mem, umo Mockea noosepeaemcs I belonged to the Peter Pan Magic club,
Kpumuxe 3a mo, 4mo 71e2k0 CX00Um ¢ pyx, which was sponsored by the Parks
Hanpumep, Kumaro. Department.

12. Note: In Russian, a comma is not used to set off the introductory phrase of a sentence

In Aceh, where at least 100,000 people have
died so far from the tsunami, rebels have
fought since 1976 to free the province, which
was an independent nation for centuries,
from Indonesian rule.

Framework for error marking in punctuation use (R>E)

Once the analysis of the statistical discrepancies has been accomplished, an opti-
mally granular assessment tool can be fashioned to help explain errors to those be-
ing assessed and to guide the work of assessors. Note that in the sample assessment
instrument developed on the basis of the empirical data gathered (see Table 9), the
errors described in relation to each of the punctuation marks are listed in descend-
ing order from obligatory usage to more stylistically-driven usage.

Conclusions

It should be noted here that the proposed assessment of punctuation, sentencing,
and paragraphing challenges the oppositions that have long organized discussion
of translation assessment: global versus discrete-item assessment and formative
versus summative assessment. Rather than mutually-exclusive categories, we
recognize them as points on a cline. For example, while an assessment such as
the ATA Certification exam may be primarily summative, the moment an exam-
inee requests feedback, it becomes the basis of a formative assessment, in that it
should provide information that will improve future performance. Similarly, in
the translation training classroom, most assessments are both summative - they
help to determine the trainee’s final grade - and formative - they are designed
to help improve the trainee’s performance. Along the same lines, it is certainly
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Table 9. Sample framework for error marking in punctuation use (R>E)

Colon Comments/Suggestions:

- Used to introduce a list, separating a verb
from its object
- Used to introduce a clause that explains
the reason for a state or action
- Used when the first clause has a perception
verb (such as ‘to see’ or ‘to hear’) without
a conjunction
Em-Dash Comments/Suggestions:
- Used instead of hyphen or en-dash
- Used hyphen or en-dash in place of em-dash
- Used to introduce direct speech
- Used between subject and predicate
- Used to join two clauses when a subordinate
conjunction is omitted
- Over-used (i.e., multiple em-dashes
in a single sentence)
Comma Comments:
- Used as a decimal point with fractions
- Used to join independent clauses with no
conjunction
- Used with a restrictive clause
- Used to set off comparative constructions
- Over-used (used close punctuation in a
venue where open punctuation is the norm)
Parentheses Comments:
- Over-used to set off parenthetical
information
Question Marks Comments:
- Over-used as a rhetorical device (i.e.,
to introduce explanations)

useful for trainees to see precisely where a translation error occurred, when it is
possible to localize the error. However, it is also important for novice translators
to recognize global textual features and to see their translations as professional
products — goals more effectively achieved in global assessments. Moreover, this
assessment can be part of a larger tool or can be used on its own, for, as Koby and
Baer (2005) pointed out, it may be advisable in the course of translator training to
focus the attention of novice translators on certain, typically overlooked, textual
features by isolating them in an assessment.
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Note

We also collected data on the use of end punctuation; the results showed a significantly greater
number of end punctuations marks in the Russian corpus, indicating a greater number of sen-
tences. This suggests the need to study the larger issue of segmentation in English and Russian
and the relationship of segmentation to cohesion.
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Assessing software localization

For a valid approach

Keiran Dunne

The purpose of this chapter is to begin a critical dialogue on localization quality
and assessment of the quality of localized products. Building on the author’s pre-
vious work on localization quality management, this chapter examines tools and
methods currently used in localization quality assessment. Problems inherent in
current product-based approaches suggest that localization quality assessment
should focus less on localized end products than on the customer’s requirements
and expectations with regard to such end products. Identifying and document-
ing client needs, preferences, and expectations in a client quality requirements
specification during the project planning phase and measuring compliance with
such requirements offers a valid basis on which to empirically measure the qual-
ity of localized products.

There is no point in using exact methods where there is no
clarity in the concepts and issues to which they are to be applied.
John Von Neumann and Oskar Morgenstern

Not everything that can be counted counts,
and not everything that counts can be counted.
Albert Einstein

Introduction

The past two decades have witnessed the emergence of localization as a profes-
sional business service and its subsequent growth into a multi-billion dollar in-
dustry. Nevertheless, “localization remains a little-known and poorly understood
phenomenon outside of the relatively closed circle of its clients and practitioners,’
and even among localization stakeholders, “there exists no consensus as to what
precisely constitutes localization” (Dunne 2006a:1). These observations raise a
number of fundamental questions concerning localization quality assessment. If
no consensus exists as to what constitutes localization, how can we assess the
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quality of localized products? In the absence of standards, scholarship, or empiri-
cally validated best practices, how can clients, practitioners, and educators find
a common framework within which to discuss, evaluate, measure, and improve
localization quality?

The goal of this chapter is to provide preliminary answers to these questions
and to begin a critical dialogue on localization quality and assessment of the qual-
ity of localized products. This chapter will examine tools and methods currently
used in the assessment of localized software quality. In so doing, we will explore
the notions of quality on which current approaches to localization assessment are
implicitly based, as well as the limitations inherent in current approaches. Finally,
we will examine possible solutions to some of the issues raised. Because an exami-
nation of the assessment of the various types of localization is beyond the scope
of this chapter, our discussion will reflect current market conditions. Since the
Windows family of products collectively accounts for 90.5% of operating system
usage (W3C Schools 2008), and since 87% of companies outsource most or all of
their translation and localization work (DePalma and Beninatto 2003: 11), we will
focus on the localization of 32-bit Windows desktop applications in the context of
outsourced localization projects.

Localization: A process of adaptation

Before undertaking a discussion of software localization quality or quality assess-
ment, we must first define what we mean by the term “localization.” Our working
definition is as follows:

The process by which digital content and products developed in one locale (de-
fined in terms of geographical area, language and culture) are adapted for sale
and use in another locale. Localization involves: (a) translation of textual content
into the language and textual conventions of the target locale; and (b) adaptation
of non-textual content (from colors, icons and bitmaps, to packaging, form fac-
tors, etc.) as well as input, output and delivery mechanisms to take into account
the cultural, technical and regulatory requirements of that locale.

(Dunne 2006a: 4)

The critical point for the purposes of our discussion is that localization is less a
process whereby new products are created than a process whereby existing prod-
ucts are adapted. That being the case, what is - or should be - the scope of lo-
calization quality assessment? Should assessment focus on the localized product
unto itself, without reference to the original source-language version (i.e., from
the perspective of a target-language end-user)? Or should assessment focus on
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the quality of the adaptation by comparing critical characteristics of the original
and localized versions of the product? Or should assessment do both? Can local-
ization be understood and can localization quality be measured without reference
to the source materials that serve as input to the localization process?

To contextualize these questions, we will begin by briefly examining what
software is, how it is designed and developed, and how its quality is defined and
evaluated.

What is software and how is it developed?

Software refers to programs that allow humans to solve real-world problems and
achieve real-world objectives using computers. Software development begins
with an idea or with “here’s what I want” statements (e.g., “I want to be able to
use my mouse like a pen to scribble notes or drawings, and save them for future
reference”), which are then translated by developers from the natural (human)
language in which users express them into a formalized set of instructions in a
language that the computer can understand (see Figure 1). The processes whereby
developers transform natural-language requests into software code running on a
computer are known collectively as the Software Development Life Cycle (SDLC,
see Figure 2).

The first and arguably foremost challenge of software engineering is repre-
senting the idea of the software in the form of a conceptual model that serves

Problem-Domain Concept
(Problem-Oriented Solution)

z Problem-Domain Concept Model
Analysis (Requirements Specification)
. Implementation Concept Model
& Design -~ (Design Specification) é
T 8
© =
- o
§ Implementation B Software Source Code 3
0]
Verification : S
ik » \Verified and Validated Software
and Validation
Y Y

Finished Product
(Machine Code Running on Hardware)

Figure 1. Software development comprises a set of processes for moving from the level
of the abstract to the concrete, with an increasing degree of specification at each step.
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Software Development Life Cycle

Verification &

Analysis > Design » Implementation > Validation > Deployment » Maintenance
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Requirements Specification A b das Release Notes Help Files Updates
Specification) or Prototype ' a Tested Build Packaging

Figure 2. A generic model that illustrates the various phases and outputs
of the Software Development Life Cycle.

as the foundation for subsequent development efforts. Thus, the goal of the first
phase of the SDLC, analysis, is to elicit, analyze and capture users’ needs as formal
requirements. Analysis defines the context of the specific domain problem that
the system should solve. The output of the analysis phase is a document or docu-
ment-like artifact called the Software Requirements Specification (SRS). The SRS
provides the baseline specification against which the conformance of the final
product is ultimately assessed. For this reason, it is critically important that the
SRS be as clear, complete, and correct as possible. It is also worth noting that when
defining project scope, “anything not explicitly included is implicitly excluded”
(PMI 2000:56). Consequently, if the requirements specification of the original
product does not address localization, then localization quality is by definition
outside the scope of the original project.

Analysis is followed by design. Whereas analysis provides the requirements of
what shall be, design provides a structure of how those requirements will be met.
During the following phase, implementation, programmers work from the design
specification and implement the design in the form of a software program. When
the programming has been completed, the application is debugged, and it is sub-
jected to verification and validation testing. Verification is defined as “confirma-
tion, through the provision of objective evidence, that specified requirements
have been fulfilled,” whereas validation is defined as “confirmation, through the
provision of objective evidence, that the requirements for a specific intended use
or application have been fulfilled” (ISO/IEC 2008: 8). Once the program has been
verified and validated, it is installed or delivered to the customer. It then enters the
maintenance phase, during which it is modified to meet evolving user needs; epi-
sodic upgrades are offered as new functions are demanded or become available.

What is software quality? How is it evaluated and measured?

From the point of view of the developer and of the users who provide the require-
ments, the quality of a software product is understood as the degree to which a
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Requirements
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Figure 3. Software quality is assessed during development
by testing conformance

program successfully conforms to the initial model of itself, i.e., to the concept
that the stakeholders had in mind before the program was developed. Quality is
evaluated during the Verification and Validation phase of the SDLC by measur-
ing the degree to which the product satisfies the formalized criteria laid out in
the SRS (see Figure 3). Quality measurement thus ultimately reflects the extent to
which requirements are accurately and adequately captured, communicated, and
expressed in the final product. It is important to remember that these require-
ments are contextually — and thus culturally - bound. In other words, software is
both the mirror and product of the culture in which it is created (Marcus 2005). It
follows that localization should in theory address the dimensions of culture (Hall
and Hall 1990; Hofstede 1991) inherent in the program being localized.

Localized software quality: A problem of perspective

Having examined what software is, how it is designed and developed, and how
its quality is evaluated and measured, let us now turn our attention to localized
software. There is at present no de jure or de facto localization process quality
or product quality standard. As DePalma and Beninatto have observed, “Neither
formal nor ad hoc industry associations have succeeded in developing generally
accepted vendor certification metrics, quality assurance standards, generic re-
quests for proposals (RFP), or even standard practices” (2003:5). Indeed, in the
outsourced localization project model, notions of quality tend to vary dramati-
cally depending on when the product is evaluated, who conducts the evaluation,
and the criteria (or lack thereof) on which the evaluation is based. To explore the
various perspectives on product quality in a typical outsourced localization proj-
ect, we will examine the localization process, the points in the process at which
quality is assessed, and the tools and methods used. We will first consider quality
assessment from the perspective of the localization vendor and project teams who
perform the localization work. We will then consider quality assessment from the
perspective of the client reviewer, i.e., the person or team that evaluates the final
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product. Finally, we will discuss approaches to assessment in general and propose
some possible solutions to issues in current approaches.

Localized software quality and quality assessment:
The vendor’s (or practitioner’s) perspective

In professional practice today, the quality of localized software products is evalu-
ated by performing “quality assurance” or “testing” (Luong et al. 1995:61-87, 181-
195; Urien, Howard and Perinotti 1993: 87-91; Esselink 2000: 145-164; Symmonds
2002:328-330; Riatzmann and De Young 2003:239-305; Chandler 2005: 197-233;
Lommel and Ray 2007:24-26; Smith-Ferrier 2007:487-536). In the literature, as in
practice, the terms “quality assurance” and “testing” tend to be used interchange-
ably to refer to the process of inspection, detection, and correction of defects in the
target version of the software with respect to the source version. In the interest of
clarity, we will refer to this process as “localization testing””

Localization testing typically focuses on three categories of quality charac-
teristics: linguistic, cosmetic, and functional (Esselink 2000: 150-154; Kirimoto
2005; LISA 2008; Lionbridge Technologies 2009; Tek Translation 2009). The goal
of linguistic testing is to ensure that all translatable text has in fact been accu-
rately translated (and that any graphics which require modification have in fact
been modified). The goal of cosmetic testing is to ensure that all text and graphics
display correctly and completely in the target version of the application. The goal
of functional testing is to ensure that localization has not broken anything or in-
troduced any functional problems into the software. Functional testing (ideally)
replicates the testing procedure that was performed on the source version of the
software, and is designed to test whether “the functionality and feature set of the
localized application mirror that of the source” (Esselink 2000: 152).

One might wonder on what basis a distinction is (or can be) drawn between
linguistic, cosmetic, and functional characteristics in software, in which text is
literally embedded in its context. The categorization of localized software quality
attributes in terms of linguistic, cosmetic, and functional characteristics reflects
the sequence of steps in a software localization project, as well as the type and
scope of testing performed at each step of the process.

Software localization processes

A localization project begins with the handoff of source materials from the client to
the localization vendor. From the vendor’s perspective, the scope of localization is



Assessing software localization

191

generally limited to the culturally-dependent contents of the graphical user interface
(GUI) that may require localization, which are collectively referred to as resources
(see Figure 4). Resources in a typical desktop application include the following:

- Bitmaps: graphic files in bitmap (*.BMP) format, which typically include
toolbar button images (see Figure 4a).

- Icons: small images that represent, and provide shortcuts to, programs, files,
or documents (see Figures 4b and 4c).

- Menus: lists of commands or options that display at the top of the main pro-
gram window.

- Dialog boxes: secondary windows that display information and/or request
input from the user. Common examples include the “Open,” “Save As,” and
“Print” dialog boxes.

- String tables: collections of strings in tabular format. A string is a series of char-
acters, i.e., text that is stored and manipulated as a group (see Figure 4d). Strings
can take the form of menu items, command button captions, dialog box title
captions, mouseover text, status messages, error messages, and so forth.

In theory, any program that is to be localized should first undergo internation-
alization, a process whereby all culturally-dependent GUI content is separated
from the functional core of the application and stored in resource files, such as
satellite DLLs. For example, if an application is internationalized by storing all of
the localizable content in a satellite (external) DLL file, then localization merely
requires the creation of parallel DLL files to support additional languages and
locales. A U.S. English application internationalized in this way and subsequently
localized into Russian and Japanese would have three DLLs: one for the source

a. DIEEHRIE RN b c Wal 4 BN
4 S Number 1D English (United States)

183 61184 | Change the window size

184 61185 | Change the w osition

185 651186 | Reduce th o an icon

150 B5118/ | tnlarge the vandow to full sze

Figure 4. Typical resources include a toolbar bitmap, a document icon,
a program icon, and a string table.!

1. These resources are derived from a sample application called Scribble developed by the au-
thor using Microsoft Visual Studio sample files. Microsoft Download Center, “101 Visual Basic
and C# Code Samples.” http://www.microsoft.com/downloads/details.aspx?familyid=08e3d5{8-
033d-420b-a3b1-3074505c03f3&displaylang=en
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Figure 5. The GUI localization process. Translation of strings can be performed
in a localization tool or in a CAT tool; the dotted lines illustrate the sequence of steps
in these two approaches.

resources, one for the Russian resources, and one for the Japanese resources. If a
program has been properly internationalized and no strings are hard-coded (i.e.,
embedded in the source code), the vendor works only with resource files and does
not touch (and probably does not even have access to) the functional code of the
application. The translation of strings in menus, dialog boxes and string tables
represents the bulk of the work required to localize resource files. The typical
steps of the localization process are as follows (see Figure 5):

1.
2.

Receipt of source-language resource files from client.

Translation of all translatable strings. Translation in a localization tool is pref-
erable, as such tools display menus and dialog box strings in context. However,
the translation of user interface strings can also be (and often is) performed
in a Computer-Assisted Translation (CAT) tool. For the sake of simplicity we
will assume that translation is performed in a localization tool.

Linguistic testing of translated strings (i.e., verification of the completeness,
accuracy, and consistency of the translations). If the translation has been per-
formed in a CAT tool, the validated target-language strings are exported from
the CAT tool, and then imported into the localization tool.

Cosmetic testing of the translated project file in the localization tool. This test-
ing, which is static in nature, seeks to detect and correct errors in the visual as-
pects of the user interface before generating the target-language resource files.
Generation of target versions of the resource files from the localization tool
once the localized materials been verified and validated.

Functional (dynamic) testing of the localized resources in the running appli-
cation to detect and correct linguistic, cosmetic, and/or functional defects.
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7. Delivery. After all detected problems have been corrected, the localized re-
sources are deemed fit for the intended use and are delivered to the client.

Having looked at the context within which localization testing is performed, let
us turn our attention to linguistic testing, cosmetic testing, and functional testing
to examine in greater detail how each of these types of testing assesses localized
product quality.

Linguistic testing

Linguistic testing of the user interface involves the comparison of source- and tar-
get-language strings in order to detect and correct the following types of defects
(discussed in detail below):?

- Inconsistent or missing ellipsis in target menus and/or dialog boxes
- Inconsistent number of accelerators in source vs. target strings
- Accelerator assignments that do not reflect the conventions
of the target platform
- Inconsistent number of hotkeys in source vs. target strings
- Duplicate hotkeys in target menus and/or dialog boxes
- Invalid ampersand position in target hotkey assignments
- Inconsistent number of control characters (\n, \t, etc.) in source
vs. target strings
- Inconsistent leading and/or trailing spaces in source vs. target strings
- Inconsistent number and/or type of dynamic variables in source
vs. target strings
- Spelling errors, typos, grammatical errors, and/or punctuation errors
- Incomplete and/or inconsistent translation

Since these concepts may not be familiar to the reader, we will examine each in turn.

2. Reflecting the fact that the distinction between linguistic, cosmetic, and functional char-
acteristics is often impossible to maintain in practice, the first six items in this list arguably
fall within the scope of functional testing. However, since these items are encoded in strings
(linguistic signs), they also fall under the purview of linguistic testing, and it is for this reason
that we are considering them in this section.
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Inconsistent or missing ellipsis in target menus and/or dialog boxes

In software, an ellipsis is the set of three dots that follows a command in a menu or
dialog box (see Figure 6). The presence of an ellipsis indicates that the application
requires additional input from the user in order to execute the associated com-
mand. For example, when a user selects the “Print..” command in the “File” menu
of a given application, the document is not sent directly to the printer. Instead,
the application displays the “Print” dialog box. Ellipsis in source strings should be
retained in the corresponding target strings.

Inconsistent number of accelerators in source vs. target strings

Software typically contains two types of shortcuts: accelerators and hotkeys. Ac-
celerators enable the user to execute standard commands in Windows by simulta-
neously pressing the Ctrl key plus a specific letter on the keyboard (see Figure 6).
The source and target versions of the application should offer the same number
of accelerators.

Accelerator assignments that do not reflect the conventions
of the target platform

To avoid confusing end-users, accelerator assignments in the target-language ver-
sion of an application should be consistent with those used on the target-language
version of Windows on which the application will run. For example, the “Bold”
command shortcut is Ctrl+B in the English version of Windows, but Ctrl+G in
the French version of Windows (gras being the French equivalent of “bold”).

Inconsistent number of hotkeys in source vs. target strings

Hotkeys are application-specific shortcuts that enable the user to access com-
mands in menus or in dialog boxes by simultaneously pressing the left-hand Alt
key on the keyboard plus a specific letter. Hotkeys are typically assigned to the
first letter of the corresponding command. Hotkey designations are visible in the
running application as underlined letters (see Figure 6, left-hand image). Hotkeys
are assigned during localization by placing an ampersand [&] in front of the let-
ter to be used as the shortcut. It is not always desirable, nor possible, to maintain
the same hotkey assignments in the source and target versions of an application.

«_»

For instance, in the “Exit” command in Figure 6, the letter “x” is not found in the
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Figure 6. Scribble’s “File” menu in the running application with ellipsis, hotkeys,
and accelerators (left-hand image) and the corresponding strings (right-hand image).

corresponding French string (Quitter) and thus cannot be designated as a hotkey.
Instead, the target hotkey is assigned to the letter “Q” (see Figure 6). In Asian
languages, the Roman-alphabet hotkeys of the source strings are maintained in
the localized versions, but are placed in parentheses following the target strings.
All strings that contain hotkeys in the source version should also contain hotkeys
in the target version.

Duplicate hotkeys in target menus and/or dialog boxes

A given hotkey can be used only once in a given vertical menu or in a given
dialog box (such as the “File” menu shown in Figure 6). Likewise, a given hotkey
can be used only once across the top-level menu items that display in the main
program window. Assigning the same hotkey to two different strings in a given
dialog box, top-level menu, vertical menu, or sub-menu will corrupt the func-
tionality of the hotkey.

Invalid ampersand position in target hotkey assignments

Accented or special characters should not be designated as hotkeys when other
alternatives are available (Esselink 2000: 110). Likewise, hotkeys should not be as-
signed to the lower-case letters g, j, p, q, or y. These letters all contain “descenders,’
i.e., parts that fall below the line. Descenders occupy the space in which the un-
derline would normally display. If a hotkey is assigned to a lower-case letter that
contains a descender, the underline will not be visible in the running application
and the user will not know that a hotkey is assigned to that string.
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Inconsistent number of control characters (\n, \t, etc.) in source
vs. target strings

Control characters are non-printing characters that were originally designed to
control teletype machines, and which are now used to control the formatting and
display of text on the screen and during printing. Examples of control characters
include \t (tabulator), \n (line feed) and \r (carriage return). Applications typi-
cally contain control characters in menus (see Figure 6) and string tables. Where
a control character is present in a source-language string, a control character must
also be present in the corresponding target-language string.

Inconsistent leading and/or trailing spaces in source vs. target strings

Leading and trailing spaces refer to white space (one or more empty spaces) at
the beginning or end of a given string. It is assumed that the source-language
materials have been subjected to verification and validation testing prior to being
provided to the vendor for localization. Thus, any white space in source strings
should be replicated in the corresponding target strings.

Inconsistent number and/or type of dynamic variables in source
vs. target strings

So-called “printf” variables are one example of dynamic variables commonly
encountered in software localization projects. Printf format specifiers are place-
holders that store variable data and specify the format in which the data should
be output (to a monitor or printer, for example) using the printf (print format-
ted) function in C++, Java, Perl, and other programming languages. Printf format
specifiers commonly encountered during localization include the following: %c
(character); %d (signed decimal integer that can be negative); %f (floating-point
number); %s (string); and %u (unsigned decimal integer that cannot be negative).
Suppose we are localizing a software application whose resources include the fol-
lowing strings:

This program requires the file %s, which was not found on this system.
Free Disk Space: %lu MB Free on %c:

The first sample string above contains one printf format specifier, “%s,” which is
a placeholder for the name of a file that is required by the program, but which
is not found on the user’s system. The name of the file is stored and retrieved by
the application as a string, thus the use of the string format specifier, “%s” The
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second sample string above contains two printf format specifiers, “%lu” and “%c.”
The first, “%lu,” is a placeholder for a decimal integer, whereas the second, “%c,” is
a placeholder for a character. Thus, “%lu” is a placeholder for the amount of free
disk space, and “%c” is a placeholder for the drive letter of the disk in question.

Format specifiers must be retained, as they are, in the target strings. Inverting
the order of the percentage symbol and the associated character(s) that comprise
a given format specifier will break the functionality of the variable, as will the in-
troduction of space between the percentage sign and the character or characters
that follow. In addition, if a string contains more than one occurrence of a given
format specifier, such as “%s” (string), the sequence of the variables in the target
string cannot be changed.

FormatMessage format specifiers are another type of dynamic variable that
function in much the same way as printf format specifiers. However, they usually
follow a numeric format (%1, %2, etc.). The precise format specifiers and num-
ber thereof must be identical between source and target strings. However, the
sequence of these variables can be changed within a given string, which facilitates
recasting in translation.

Spelling errors, typos, grammatical errors, and/or punctuation errors

Spelling, grammatical, and punctuation errors are typically tested using spelling
and grammar checking utilities integrated in CAT and/or localization tools. The
main problem in testing for grammatical errors is that it is not always possible
to determine the part of speech of homographs when working on decontextual-
ized strings. “In understanding text, a reader must not only be able to integrate
information within sentences but also make connections across sentences to form
a coherent discourse representation,” as Rayner and Sereno observe (1994:73).
However, it is not always possible to make such connections while translating
a software “text” Due to their non-linear structure and lack of narrative thread,
software programs cannot be “read” in the same way as prose. Thus, some gram-
matical errors may not be identified as such at this stage of testing, but are gener-
ally caught during cosmetic or functional testing (see Figure 5).

Incomplete and/or inconsistent translation

The goal of this facet of linguistic testing is threefold, namely to verify that (a)
all strings that should be translated are in fact translated; (b) all non-translatable
strings, such as trademarked names, have in fact remained untranslated; and (c) a
given user interface term or command is translated using the same target-language
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equivalent in each occurrence. Much of this testing can be performed automati-
cally using consistency checking utilities available in certain CAT tools. It is worth
noting that even if each user interface term is indeed translated consistently across
the application, the target version can only be as consistent as the source version
is to begin with.

Automatic linguistic testing versus manual linguistic testing

The tests discussed thus far evaluate linguistic “quality” based primarily on the
completeness of the translation and on the relative degree of formal equivalence
of certain surface attributes of the source and target strings, such as ellipsis, hot-
keys, accelerators, control characters, leading spaces, trailing spaces, and dynamic
variables. Most commercial software localization tools enable users to automati-
cally test for standard linguistic defects such as those described above. The relative
quality of target resources can be quantified by measuring defects in the target text,
expressed either in terms of total number or relative frequency. In practice, the
goal of these automated tests is less to measure quality than to ensure that no errors
are introduced during translation that would adversely impact functionality. These
automatic tests are performed to eliminate as many tangible variables as possible
from the assessment process prior to the evaluation of translation by a human be-
ing (ideally a localization translator with knowledge of the subject domain).

Manual linguistic testing: Translation quality in localization

Having examined those aspects of linguistic testing that are typically performed
automatically, let us now turn our attention to manual linguistic testing and ex-
amine the tools, methods, and criteria whereby translation quality is evaluated
during software localization projects. Manual linguistic testing of the user inter-
face entails the comparison of target-language strings to the original source-lan-
guage versions of the strings by a human being. The goal of manual linguistic test-
ing is to detect and correct linguistic defects introduced during localization, with
a focus on mistranslations and errors of meaning. Two commercial metrics are
currently used to assess translation quality during localization projects: the SAE
J2450 Translation Quality Metric and the LISA (Localization Industry Standards
Association) QA Model.
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SAE ]J2450 Translation Quality Metric

The SAE J2450 Translation Quality Metric is a “surface vehicle recommended
practice” issued by the Society of Automotive Engineers. SAE J2450 provides a
framework for measuring translation quality based on the number and sever-
ity of errors in the target text relative to the original. The J2450 metric includes
seven different categories of translation error types, which are defined primarily
in terms of terminological accuracy and grammatical correctness. Errors of style
are explicitly excluded from the metric, as are formatting errors. Error types are
further categorized based on severity level, e.g., “serious” or “minor” A weight is
assigned to each error type and severity level in the form of a numerical value.
(For specific details on error categories and weights in the SAE ]J2450 Translation
Quality Metric, see Kingscott 2007:5.) A quality translation is one that presents
fewer errors, and thus a lower weighted numeric score.

Translation quality assessment performed using the J2450 metric reflects a
measurement of the relative equivalence of surface linguistic attributes of the source
and target texts. As the J2450 standard notes, the definitions of error categories
“depend upon the surface form of the translation deliverable and are generally
divorced from the meaning” (SAE International 2001:3). Although “meaning is
accommodated in the notion of a ‘serious’ versus a ‘minor’ occurrence of an er-
ror type” (SAE International 2001: 3), it is implicitly assumed that the source-text
meaning is unambiguous and correct, and that the meaning itself is functionally
equivalent in both the source and target contexts of use.

The presumption of functional equivalence in the SAE J2450 metric, along
with the exclusion of the end-user and context of use as operational variables in
the assessment of translation quality, are justified by the nature of the problem
domain (the communication of automotive service information across languag-
es), the context of use (performing automotive service operations), as well as the
profile of the target customer (the service technician), all of which are explicitly
specified in the metric (SAE International 2001: 3). However, the presumption of
functional equivalence and the exclusion of the end-user and the context of use
as operational variables in quality assessment are not necessarily valid for other
domains, text types, customers, or contexts of use. Consequently, using J2450 to
measure the quality of translated materials other than automotive service informa-
tion, such as software user interface strings, requires an expansion of the metric to
account for variables that affect perceived quality of the product in question, such
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as style, tone, register, or formatting, to cite but a few possible variables. Using the
SAE J2450 metric “as is” in a localization project would be anachronistic.?

LISA QA Model

The LISA QA Model is a database-driven application that provides a framework
for measuring translation and localization quality. The LISA QA Model includes
the seven error categories of the SAE J2450 Translation Quality Metric, to which
it adds a translation quality characteristic that is particularly important in local-
ization, namely consistency. A localized program should employ the same trans-
lation of a given term, command, etc., consistently across the user interface, and
between the interface, the Help, and the documentation. Consistency minimizes
the risk of confusing users. Moreover, in some cases, proper functionality may
depend on consistent translation. (SAE ]J2450 addresses consistency errors as part
of terminological errors.)

The LISA QA Model also expands the scope of quality assessment beyond the
translation of service information by including a list of seven pre-defined test-
ing tasks typically performed during localization projects. Errors are pre-assigned
to each task from among a list of 26 pre-defined error categories. (For specific
details on error categories and tasks defined by the LISA QA Model, see Melby
2005:14-22.) The Model also provides three pre-defined severity levels with as-
signed weights (Critical: weight = 10; Major: weight = 5; Minor: weight = 1). Proj-
ect tasks, error categories, severity levels, and severity level weights are assigned
on a per-project basis.

Like SAE J2450, the LISA QA Model measures errors, and thus translation
and localization quality, in terms of the equivalence of the target version of the
product relative to the source. Indeed, the LISA QA Model v3 product documen-
tation explicitly advises users that “only errors which are introduced in the localiza-
tion process should be listed as such in the LISA QA Model database” (LISA 2004:7,
emphasis in the original). In both SAE J2450 and the LISA QA Model, the quality

3. Presumably companies that use J2450 to evaluate translations of materials other than au-
tomotive information do expand the metric, but the author has been unable to confirm this.
Nevertheless, the J2450 metric enjoys widespread use among providers and purchasers of lo-
calization services. In June 2007, John Guest, Business Manager at Microsoft, asked for sugges-
tions about software localization metrics on the business networking site, LinkedIn. A number
of industry experts, including Daniel Gray, Jeft Allen, Uwe Muegge and Peter 