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Abstract

The present dissertation explored motivation, autonomy and assessment in BA Translation
Studies classes with the ultimate aims to explore how motivated and autonomous students are
and to design and validate a new tool for assessing translations. Translation skills and
competences were overviewed, available schools and programmes were analyzed, models of
motivation and autonomy were examined, assessment scales were studied and compared.
Sixty-five BA students, nine teacher-raters, one business expert and the head of the translation
studies programme participated in the five empirical studies conducted between 2016 and
2020 at the University of Pécs offering a translation studies programme for BA students. In
order to collect the data, mixed methods approach was used: questionnaires consisting of
open-ended and Likert-type items, student essays, documents and semi-structured interviews
revealed how motivation and autonomy worked in a translation studies BA specialization
context. For studying assessment practices, student translations were collected, analyzed in
multiple ways, and assessed by expert raters. The student questionnaire, the student essays
and the follow-up interviews revealed the most important motivational factors which directed
students to study translation, and the factors students found motivating or demotivating in
their training. The research project also explored how autonomous they were in their studies.
Furthermore, the course syllabi helped me gain insigtht into classroom practices and the
special learning environment, as well as teachers’ attitudes towards autonomy.

Concerning motivation, the findings showed that the majority of the participating
students chose translation for instrumental motives: they saw its potential as a future bread-
winning profession, although they were at the very beginning of the path leading to translator
autonomy. Research into the assessment practices applied by participating teachers brought a
poblematic assessment scale into focus, resulting in a validation study to create a new, fairer,
more objective and more reliable tool to evaluate translations. The new scale, named PIER,
which is the revised version of Kockert and Segers’ Preselected Items Evaluation (2017)
method was piloted and found promising with high reliability values, however, further
research is necessary to improve it to become an even more reliable and valid instrument for

assessing students’ translations.
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Introduction

“Translation itself is motivating for me, especially
if I can cope with it.”
(Student interviews, P2)

Rationale for the research

Although motivation, autonomy and assessment seem to be well researched areas in L2
acquisition, so far not much attention has been dedicated to them in the much narrower field
of translation, which has gained primary importance in the context of the European Union.
However, lay people tend to think that in order to become a translator, it is enough to know
two languages, including the mother tongue, reasonably well. It is a prerequisite, of course,
but speaking the mother tongue well will not make one a renowned linguist or translator.

While translators are often seen primarily as language professionals, their knowledge
and skills extend far beyond their language pairs. Working as a translator requires an
extensive background knowledge of the source and target languages and cultures, as well as
the subject matter of the text, the purpose of the translation, who the target audience is, and
translation methods and strategies suitable for different cultures and communication
situations. Even possessing all these qualities might not be sufficient: to become a
professional translator, one definitely has to think of the painstaking details he has to take care
of while fulfilling his tasks, the endless working hours, crouching at a computer, hunting for
answers for problems and expressions which, at first sight, may seem to be untranslatable.

Even without going into further details we can see that doing translation as a
profession needs exceptional dedication. One has to be highly motivated to learn all the skills
and aspects required for doing this kind of work, and, as translation is an autonomous activity
by definition, a dedicated and motivated translator-candidate has to learn to work
autonomously.

The evergreen question of wether translators are born or made, was first raised by
Nida (1981). His statement that translators are born, not made started a hot debate with those
who think differently and claim that translation skills are learned through training and practice

(Gouadec, 2007; Limon, 2010). It is increasingly recognized that formal training in translation
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schools — including universities — is the most effective way to teach and learn translation
skills and to test translators’ abilities to provide the market with reliable professionals (Kiraly,
2000; Nadstoga, 2008; Pym, 2012). However, looking at the problem from the viewpoint of
translation students, the main questions are as follows: What motivates prospective translators
to learn all the painstaking nuances to pursue a profession they do not have enough
information about? How autonomous are they when, finishing their studies, they start to work
in the chosen field? In the case of institutional training, exploring how their translations are
evaluated has primary importance, as translators will be weighed on the market of translators
by the quality of their translations.

The context of the study | conducted to answer these questions was the University of
Pécs which offers a translation studies program for BA students. However, the seemingly
easy access to participants and data did not prove to be easy at all. My plan to implement a
study with the participation of the second and third year students in the academic year of
2016-2017 had to be modified as | proceeded, mostly because of the unwillingness of the
students to become participants in a research. Due to the low number of volunteers | repeated
the data collection procedure in the next academic year (2017-2018). However, the data |
could collect, is representative of the University of Pécs programme, and offers an insight into
the nature of translator training at BA level, highlighting its values and shortcomings.

My aim was to explore participants’ motivation and autonomy, and how their
translations are assessed in the programme, with a special focus on how students’ motivation
and autonomy interact with assessment practices used in the translation courses. In addition, I
designed, piloted, and validated a new assessment tool in order to make the assessment of
translations more valid and reliable than the current practice in the programme.
Unfortunataley, this phase was hindered by a pandemic which turned the world knowb for us
upside down: due to Covid 19, reaching volunteers to participate was nearly impossible, a fact
which made the research period much longer than expected.

As the present dissertation addresses problems which cannot be researched by using
exclusively quantitative or qualitative measures, the findings are based on the use of a mixed

methods. approach. The following section outlines the structure of the dissertation.



An overview of the dissertation

The dissertation addresses three different but interrelated fields of language pedagogy and
their cross-sections the discipline of translation studies. The text is organized in three main
parts, each comprising an overview of the relevant research literature and an empirical study
conducted, as illustrated in Table 1.

Part | is dedicated to exploring learner motivation in Translation Studies (TS). Chapter
1 provides an overview of the discipline in focus. It gives an introduction into Translation
Studies, explains what translation students are expected to know, where they can acquire the
necessary knowledge, and how satisfied they are with their studies.

Chapter 2 first focuses on motivationin general by explaining the construct, comparing
and contrasting different definitions of the term. Then the narrower field of translation is
discussed by investigating the role of motivation in TS classes, motivating and demotivating
factors are identified, instruments for measuring this seemingly unmeasurable construct are
introduced: questionnaires, interviews and documents. The section on questionnaires
describes how this data elicitation instrument can be constructed and used. The application of
interview and documents such as student essays and course syllabi as data collection
instruments are discussed in a similar fashion.

Chapter 3 discusses the empirical study conducted in order to collect data on student
motivation in the Translation Studies BA classes. To draw the background, sections 3.1 and
3.2 offer an outline of translator training programs in Hungary and at the University of Pécs,
where the research was conducted. Section 3.3 presents the rationale for research
methodology, along with the research questions for Study 1. It also describes the context, the
participants, the data collection instruments, as well as the procedures and phases of data
collection, and, finally, the analysis of the dataset. For an overview of the main research
questions see Table 1. The three phases of this study, each conducted with different data
elicitation instruments (student essays, follow-up interviews, student questionnaire), are
discussed in individual sections.

Chapter 4, Part 11 deals with autonomy, first in L2 acquisition in general. The section
on learner autonomy (4.2) offers a range of definitions and an overview of milestone models.
It also examines how learner autonomy is represented in the course syllabi of the translation
studies programme and how motivation and learner autonomy are related. Section 4.3 is about
teacher autonomy, also comparing definitions, and discussing how it can be traced in the

course syllabi, followed by a discussion of how autonomy works in the L2 classroom, and in
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translation studies seminars in particular. The interdependence of learner and teacher
autonomy essential in creating a student-centered, autonomous learning environment is
discussed in section 4.4.

The empirical part of Chapter 4 on the degree of autonomy of displayed by BA
students specializing in translation is forestalled by a short literature review of autonomy in
translation (4.5). This small-scale study seeks answers to two research questions, as shown in
Table 1, using questionnaire as a data collection instrument.

Part 111, which puts assessment in Translation Studies classes in the focus, comprises
of three empirical studies with thegoal of exploring the assessment practices in Hungary,
especially at the Univerity of Pécs, and developing an assessment instrument which includes
the best features of existing grading scales, and, at the same time, eliminates their drawbacks.
To achieve this goal, the assessment scales of numerous institutions were examined and
compared, including the one currently used to evaluate translations at the University of Pécs.
The small-scale study discussed in Chapter 5 examined how this scale worked by analyzing
inter-rater and intra-rater reliability. The findings indicated the necessity of a new, more valid
and more reliable intrument, a norm-referenced method which is independent of priori
judgments about the source text, based on the practice of using preselected items,
presupposing a dichotomous approach of the text segments: a translated segment is either
acceptable (correct) or not.

Chapter 6 focuses on the steps of working toward new assessment tool named PIER
(PIE Revised), the adaptation of Kockaert and Segers’ (2017; Van Egdom et al., 2019) norm-
referenced assessment method called Preselected Items Evaluation (PIE). Section 6.1 contains
a preliminary study on the lexical characteristics of 14 student translations. The aim of this
small-scale study was to establish the lexical quality and readability of the translated texts
before being assessed by expert-raters in order to provide pre-assessment information for the
raters concerning what to expect and what to focus on. Section 6.2 reports the details of
developing and piloting the new tool, PIER for assessing translations. Comparing it to the
‘old” UP scale, advantages and disadvantages are identified based on assessment data and
rater opinion.

Chapter 7 draws the final conclusions about what was analyzed and discussed in the
three main parts of the dissertation; findings concerning each study are summarized and
integrated. Finally, the last section outlines possible limitations of the research, the
pedagogical implications of the studies, and suggestions for further research.



Table 1
The overview of the main research questions

Research questions Data elicitation instruments Participants

Method of
analysis

PART I, Study 1: BA students’ motivation in TS classes

Why do BA students choose
translation as a specialization?

Student essays;
Student interviews;

8 BA students;
3 BA students;
24 BA students

Student questionnaires
What language background do

they have when they roll up for

the course?

Which are the most important
contributing factors to student
motivation in BA translation
classes?

What do students find most
motivating and demotivating in
their classes?

Content analysis,
Statistical analysis

Content analysis,
Statistical analysis

Content analysis
Statistical analysis

Content analysis
Statistical analysis

Student interviews
Student questionnaires

How do they want to use their
translation skills after
graduating?

3 BA students;
24 BA students

Content analysis,
Statistical analysis

PART I, study 2: Learner autonomy in TS classes

How autonomous are BA 24 BA students
students specializing in

translation?

Student questionnaire

Content analysis,
Statistical analysis

How does the BA specialization ~ Student questionnaires; 24 BA students;

Content analysis,

program support learner Syllabi 4teachers Statistical analysis
autonomy?

How do syllabi serve autonomy  Syllabi 4 teachers Content analysis,
and motivation in translation Statistical analysis
classes?

How does teacher and learner
autonomy affect student
motivation?

Student questionnaire; 24 BA students;
Syllabi 4 teachers

Content analysis

Statistical analysis

PART I11: Assessing translations

Study 3: An inquiry into how the ‘old UP scale’ of assessment worked

How does the rating scale in
use work in terms of inter-rater
reliability?

Rated exam translations (2016);
Rating scale used at UP
Teacher interviews

16 BA students;
4 teacher-raters

Statistical analysis
Content analysis

How consistent the raters were Rated exam translations (2016); 16 BA students;

in their assessment? Rating scale used at UP;

five teacher-raters

Statistical analysis
Content analysis




Teacher interviews

How do the raters evaluate the Teacher interviews; 4 teacher-raters; Content analysis
assessment instrument system head of the
they apply to assess translation translation
students’ work? specialization
program
What modifications would they  Interviews; 4 teacher-raters; Content analysis
recommend to make the scale head of the
more suitable/appropriate for translation
assessing translation tests? specialization
program

Study 4: Lexical characteristics and readability of the translated texts chosen for assessment

What are the most important Unrated translations (2020 14 BA students Statistical analysis
lexical characteristics of BA Compleat LexTutor
students’ HU — EN Coh-Metrix
translations?
What readability can be Unrated translations (2020) 14 BA students Statistical analysis
predicted for the texts in focus?  Compleat LexTutor
Coh-Metrix
Study 5: Working towards a new assessment tool (PIER)
How many preselected items The source text of the 5 expert raters; Content analysis
are necessary to create a norm-  translation test 1 financial expert
referenced, sufficiently
discriminating translation
assessment tool?
How does PIER perform in Rated translations (2020) 14 BA students (the  Statistical analysis
use? The new assessment tool (PIER) translators);
- Howdoesit SPSS 5 expert raters
discriminate different
qualities in
translation?
- Inwhich ways does it
improve inter-rater
reliability?
- Does it help raters to
become more
consistent in their
assessment?
How do the raters evaluate the ~ The new assessment tool 5 expert raters Content analysis
new tool (PIER) compared to (PIER),

the ‘old” UP scale?

The ‘old’ UP scale
Rater questionnaire

Is PIER a suitable to be a tool
for assessing translations?

Rater questionnaire 5 expert raters

Content analysis




Part |

What are Translation Studies about?

“As intercultural communication experts, translators
require extensive knowledge to carry out their roles.”
(Risku, Dickinson, & Pircher, 2010, p. 89)

Chapter 1

1.1 Introduction

Translation Studies is a subject that “focuses its professional attention in all forms of transfer
of written, spoken or signed texts in one language (the source language) into texts of related
meaning or effect in another (the target language)” (Laver & Mason, 2018, p. 146). Applied
Translation Studies is concerned with the training of translators, the policy and regulation of
their qualification, norms and working conditions. As an independent academic discipline, it
grew to recognition in the seventies and eighties, and, because of its perspective to include
cultural, historical and ideological aspects, it has expanded into an interdisciplinary subject
since then (Laver & Mason, 2018).

Many people think that professional translation is only a matter of languages; that
anyone who learnt translation at school or who is somewhat fluent in a foreign language can
become a translator. Weber (1989, p. 6) calls it an “image problem”, emphasizing that
language knowing is essential, but insufficient. There are people who speak two languages at
a high level, yet have great difficulty in transferring information from one language to the
other (Gouadec, 2007; Nida, 1981). If we add that translating means converting a text in one
language into “as nearly as possible a functionally or linguistically equivalent text in another”
(Laver & Mason, 2018, p. 141), we immediately see that it is a highly complex process, as it
is reflected in the many definitions throughout the related literature (Table 2). The
“equivalence between source and target texts embraces both semantic and pragmatic meaning,
and style” (Laver & Mason, 2018, p. 142), and it is also the core concept concerning
translation quality (House, 2015). However, the degree of resemblance may vary according to

the purpose of the translation and the intended audience.



Table 2

Definitions of “translation” by different authors

Author

Definition

Catford (1965, p. 20)

Wilss (1982, p. 3)

Nida (1984, p. 83)

Reiss (1989, p. 161)

Bell (1991, p. 8)

Spivak (1992, pp. 398-400 )

Robinson (1997, p. 74)

Gouadec (2007, p. 21)

Baker (2011, p. 5)

Levy (2011, p. 23)

Robinson (2012, p. 6)

House, (2015, p. 2)

Laver and Mason (2018, p. 142)

the replacement of textual material in one language by equivalent
textual material in another language

a transfer process, which aims at the transformation of a written SL
text into an optimally equivalent TL text, and which requires the
syntactic, the semantic and the pragmatic understanding and
analytical processing of the SL

consists of reproducing in the receptor language the closest natural
equivalent of the source language message, first in terms of meaning
and secondly in terms of style

a bilingual mediated process of communication which ordinarily aims
at the production of a TL text that is functionally equivalent to a SL
text

involves the transfer of meaning from a text in one language into a
text in another language

the most intimate act of reading... when the translator surrenders to
the text and responds to the special call of the text

an intelligent activity, a constant learning cycle involving complex
processes of conscious and unconscious learning, ...requiring creative
problem-solving in novel, textual, social, and cultural conditions, in
conscious analytical ways

importing or exporting ideas, concepts, rationales, thought processes,
discourse structures, services, myth across cultures

a process which is intended to find meaning equivalence in the target
text

a process of communication in which translators decode the message
contained in the text of the original author and encode it into their
own language

different things for different groups of people. For people who are not
translators, it is primarily a text; for people who are, it is primarily an
activity that aims at the production of a text

the result of a linguistic-textual operation in which a text in one
language is re-contextualized in another language

the process and the product of all forms of transfer of written, spoken
or signed texts originating in one language (the source language) into
texts that resemble them in some way in another

So professional translators, except mastering at least two languages (the mother tongue and

the target language) are highly skilled experts. They, beyond absolute linguistic proficiency,

have to possess a perfect, or at least very good knowledge of the relevant cultural, technical,
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legal, commercial background, also a full understandding of the subjects involved, not to
mention the sophisticated IT tools and software they must be able to use (Gile, 2009;
Gouadec, 2007; Nida, 1981; Risku, Dickinson, & Pircher, 2010; Robinson, 2012). Linguistic
creativity is also an important feature, especially in case of literary translations (Eco, 2004;
Kenny, 2014). Although some researchers of the field may think differently (Fazekas &
Sarosi-Mardirosz, 2015); with a few exceptions, translators are not born. Translation skills are
learned, either through training or practice, even if in most countries anyone can become a
translator if they have some prior inclination and qualities for the job (Gouadec, 2007; Limon,
2010).

In general, people tend to come into the profession from two directions: (1) from the
so called language sector, and (2) from the world of industry, including experts from the most
various fields, including commerce, law, mathematics, engineering, medicine, etc. Whatever
their background may be, good translators must share certain qualities: the perfect mastery of
their two languages, multi-cultural competence, good familiarity with the domains they
specialize in through their education and a deep knowledge of what translation requires (Gile,
2009; Gouadec, 2007; Risku, Dickinson, & Pircher, 2010; Robinson, 2012). In this context,
the debate on whether “translators are born or made” (Nida, 1981), seems pointless. While no
one denies that certain natural qualities can be advantageous in high-quality, especially
literary translation, it would be difficult for natural talents to unfold without proper training
(Gile, 2009; 2010).

It is increasingly recognized that formal training in translation schools — including
universities — is the most effective way to teach skills and test abilities to provide the market
with reliable professionals (Kiraly, 2000; Nadstoga, 2008; Pym, 2012). As a result, the
number of translator training programs has been spectacularly increasing over the past two to
three decades in many parts of the world; the study of translation and translator training have
become an integral element of intercultural relations and the transmission of scientific and
technological knowledge (Gile, 2009; Koskinen, 2010). However, the diversity of situations,
needs and relevant variables and parameters is enormous; extended research is required to be
able to discriminate between excellent, good and sub-optimal methods on a solid basis
(Robinson, 2012). The most intriguing questions are how the existing programs can help
students to learn to translate and what the best ways are to help them retain the linguistic and
cultural knowledge and master the learning and translation skills they will need to become

effective and successful professionals. If translation is viewed as a special kind of writing,



then the relevant writing skills need to be learned, as well as the mastery of new genres and
styles of discourse in a target language (Limon, 2010).

When describing the prevailing pedagogical assumptions in translator training
programs Robinson (2012) states that “there is no substitute for practical experience — to learn
how to translate one must translate, translate, translate — and there is no way to accelerate that
process without damaging students’ ability to detect errors in their own work” (p. 1). While
“faster” is advantageous in the professional world, as it may — provided that translators do
their work accurately — result in higher payment, in the pedagogical world it can easily
become the synonym of careless, sloppy and superficial attitude, and also can foster bad
habits. The primary emphasis should be placed on a pedagogy that “balances conscious
analysis with subliminal discovery and assimilation” (Robinson, 2012, p. 2). The more
consciously, analytically, rationally and systematically the students are expected to process
the materials presented, the more slowly those materials are internalized. This is a good thing,
as professional translators often need to be able to slow down to examine a problematic world
or expression, and slow analysis can be a powerful source of new knowledge.

It is generally accepted that translator training can take many forms. According to Pym
(2012), the majority of professional translators in the world probably have had no training in
translation beyond experience, which should not be underestimated. At the next level, there
are short-term training courses, which offer their students the required competences. These
courses might involve new translation technologies, area-restricted technology or specific
communication skills. Finally, there are long-term training programs offered by different
institutions, increasingly by universities at BA or MA levels dating back to the second half of
the twentieth century. This relatively late development is the reason why most practicing
translators have probably not received formal training.

Most researchers agree that the training of professional translators is based essentially
on professional experience, intuition and negotiations between trainers on methods rather on
research, whereas at language departments of universities translation is essentially part of
instruction (Gile, 2009). There is no use to start translator training until students read a source
language accurately, write in their target language effectively, and research their information
lacunae competently, said Rose (2008), arguing that translator training can be described as
elitist in some parts of the world, e. g. in the US. Training in literary translation simply
assumes that the students already have their skills in foreign and native language usage under
control and lets them proceed to develop their own resources as writers. These are formidable

prerequisites implying privilege.
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When examining formal translator training, we can conclude that it can perform at
least two important functions. One is to help translator candidates enhance their performance
to the full realization of their potential. The other one is to develop their skills more rapidly
and effectively than through experience and self-instruction. Formal training programs can
also help raise professional standards by selecting the best candidates at admission and
standardize working methods. Finally, they provide excellent observation opportunities for
research into translation (Gile, 2009).

The prestige of training highly depends on the relative status of translators’
educational qualifications (Pym, Grin, Sfreddo, & Chan, 2011); however, the specific legal
status of educational qualifications when translators are recruited or hired is an issue. It is
assumed to depend on who recruits or hires. As has been discussed, almost anyone can be
called a “translator”, the title is virtually unprotected. There are, however, some exceptions,
and different countries have different ways of protecting who can translate. In most European
countries, especially if recruitment happens by intergovernmental institutions or national
governments, translators need to be professionally qualified with a degree either in translation
and interpreting or in the languages concerned (Slovakia, Germany, Hungary, Spain, Greece),
although there are ways of getting around this requirement. However, within the European
Commission the translator-candidate “has to be successful in an open competition; must have
two foreign languages and a university degree, not necessarily in languages, meaning that
candidates do not require a degree or diploma in translation” (Pym et al., 2011, p. 14). In case
of recruitment by translation companies, three requirements are emphasized: (1) formal higher
education in translation (recognized degree); (2) an equivalent qualification in any other
subject plus a minimum of two years of documented experience in translating; or (3) at least
five years of documented professional experience in translating (Pym et al., 2011). Thus, a
degree in translation might be regarded as a rough equivalent of five years of professional
experience.

Therefore, for future translators the question often is whether to study or not to study.
If we think of translators as intercultural communication experts, and the extensive
knowledge they require — both tacit and explicit — to carry out their roles and continually refer
to this knowledge throughout the translation process, as well as the formal training

opportunities offered by universities and other institutions, the answer is a definite yes.
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1.2 What competences do prospective translators need?

Translation competence comprises the different abilities, skills (linguistic, cultural,
technological), knowledge and attitudes that translators need to possess to generate target
language versions from a source text and to select from these the one that fits the brief for the
task (Kelly, 2005; Laver & Mason, 2018; Pym, 1992, 2003). When training translation
students we must first ask what knowledge, skills and attitudes professional translators have
that students do not yet have, and how we can create an appropriate learning environment for
acquiring such skills and knowledge (Kiraly, 1995). Relevant literature (Chesterman, 2005;
Dickinson, 2002; Risku et al., 2010) distinguishes five important categories of knowledge
used and required by translators: (1) language, linguistic and translation knowledge; (2)
country and cultural knowledge; (3) general and subject matter knowledge; (4) client and
business knowledge; (5) information technology and computer skills. As Table 3 shows, the
listed types of knowledge and skills all could all be included in the syllabus of any translation

training institution.

Table 3 Types of required knowledge, its” most important aspects and instruments (based on Risku et al., 2010).

Type of knowledge

Aspects

Instruments

Language, linguistic and
translation knowledge

grammar, terminology, regional and
professional conventions, register and
writing conventions, translation
methodologies and strategies, project
management

glossaries, databases, style guides,
terminology guidelines, handbooks

Country and cultural knowledge

economic, legal and regulatory
requirements, conventional linguistic
and cultural differences

databases, websites, literature,
media

General and subject matter
knowledge

reference material, journals, industry
guidelines

databases, publications, knowledge
portals, expert systems, knowledge
and topic maps

Client and business knowledge

terminology, glossaries, contact,
reference material, stylistic guidelines,
industry information

CRM (customer relationship
management) and PM (project
management) tools, style guidelines,
terminologies, knowledge portals

IT and computer skills

communication, desktop publishing
and translation tools, formatting
guidelines

user manuals, handbooks
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The primary objective of university-level translation programs, which is the focus of present
paper, is to provide prospective translators with the types of knowledge and skills they will
need to function as professional mediators between writers and readers of different languages,
as Kiraly claimed (1995). While translators are often seen primarily as language
professionals, their knowledge and skills extend far beyond their language pairs. Translation
requires extensive background knowledge of the source and target languages and cultures, as
well as the subject matter of the text, the purpose of the translation, the requirements of the
target audience and the translation methods and strategies suitable for different cultures and
communication situations.

Although long-term translation training offered at universities, as Pym (2012) stated,
is a relatively new form, other forms of extensive formal training programs existed in the
expansive empires, €. g., in the very sophisticated Chinese institutions for the translation of
Buddhist texts. European colonizations were also associated with some kind of translator
training, mainly at the points where civilizations met. A good example for that is the Oriental
Academy which was founded by Empress Maria Theresa in Vienna in 1754 (Pym, 2012, p.
314). When an institution was established, it usually happened with the basic aim to insure a
certain quality of teaching and performance. The world wars provided further needs for the
institualization of formal training; especially the Second World War when translation schools
and independent university-level institutions were founded in the bordering regions of the
“Third Reich”. Rooting in the needs of diplomacy, the Nuremberg trials definitely highlighted
the role of highly qualified translators and interpreters. By the 1960s, a string of specialized
institutions was developed all over Europe, and translator training was integrated into foreign
language institutes, which is still a model in some European countries. Since the 1990s
translator training has been centered at universities, or if the training is offered by another
institution, there is typically some kind of relationship with a university (Ségiunot, 2008). The
value of translator education has been increasingly presumed at least in training circles and
the discussion has progressed to the issues of what and how it should be taught (Kearns,
2008).

According to Pym ( 2012; 2014), university translation courses are most often offered
as part of degree programs in foreign languages, imparting knowledge and skills which are
specific to translation. In most cases training involves a language department, which runs the
program with the participation of their teaching staff. Training can be divided into full long-
term training (BA followed by MA, adding up to five years) or MA-level programs (one, or
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more typically two years). Nadstoga (2008) gave a good example for this in his paper when
describing translator training as an important component of a teacher training program offered
by the Institute of English at Adam Mickiewicz University, Posnan. It is a graduate program
which offers an MA degree in English. Translation is offered in the third and fourth years. It
is not considered as an aim but a means for improving the students’ practical command of
English and, as was suggested by Kiraly (2000) and his followers, translation is taught by
applied linguists with considerable experience in translation. Generally, in the long-term
model, students are usually required to complete solid training courses in language and
communication skills and then specialize in their final years. MA level programs, on the other
hand, rather focus on translator skills.

Although university-level training has become one of the main ways to address
translator training, it has certain caveats: according to some researchers, it generally does not
serve market needs; it is inefficient, sometimes even misleading, too theoretical, and out of
touch with market developments (Gouadec, 2007). To bring the training closer to the market
might include inviting professionals into the classroom (Pym, 2012; 2013). It is generally
agreed that learning the necessary skills should always be based on the combination of
instruction and practice (Kiraly, 2000). Kiraly distinguishes “translation competence” and
“translator competence”, the former refers to training mostly associated with linguistic skills
which are needed to produce acceptable translations, whereas the latter concerns a wide range
of interpersonal skills and attitudes.

As research into the field of translator training shows the need of formal instruction,
which is more and more connected to universities, is undoubtedly necessary. However, it is
full of challenges that mainly concern pedagogical practice and curriculum design (Pym,
2012). The steady growth in research, especially studies indicating the ways current training
is failing might help to answer the question of what to teach and how to teach.

The European Master’s in Translation (EMT) expert group, a quality label for MA
university programmes in translation worked out a descripitive model that ,serves as a
recommendation for translator training institutions” (Eszenyi, 2016, p. 18), where the
objective should be to educate translators who are equipped with all six competences included
(Figure 1). These competences make up a full circle, with translation service provision in the
centre, which is the core of a translator’s activity. In this model, the translator is a service
provider, as the name of the competence also suggests, and should be able to handle the most
different tasks from translating to invoicing. This competence is not taught at translator

training institutions, but EMT highly recommends including it, teaching prospective
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translators about prices, giving a price offer, translation assignments, client requirements,
framework agreements, deadlines, time management, working in teams on longer texts.
Translator’s self-assessment is also an important aspect in the description of translator

services provision.

Language

Translation
service
provision

Thematic Intercultural

Technological Info mining

Figure 1

The descriptive model of translator competences
(Eszenyi, 2016, p. 19; EMT, 2009)

The competences included in this model are not much different from the ones that already
have been discussed, however, they are described in a different way, focusing on the
interrelated features a translator, at least at professional level, should possess in our rapidly
changing world. Language competence contains an excellent command of the mother tongue,
and a similarly good command of a foreign language at Level C1 at least in the CEFR.
Excellent knowledge of the mother tongue (L1) is of high importance and has to be beyond
good writing skills, as translation is also a creative process (Eszenyi, 2016; Kussmaul, 2015).

The intercultural competence consists of a sociolinguistic and textual aspect. To
acquire the necessary skills translators should become aware of the differences between their
working cultures at both dimensions. “The target language text should be written in a way that
can fulfil its aim with the target audience” (Eszenyi, 2016, p. 23).

Information mining competence involves identifying elements in the source text that
need to be looked up, a process which can result in compiling glossaries from the findings of

this word hunting activity. The collected information is stored in a systematic order in this
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way, and the glossaries can be used in later translation assignments. This should not mean a
problem in our electronic age, when mastering the use of computers and software has become
a must for every translator, and also should be part of the teaching material and training
institutions (Austermiihl, 2014).

Technological competence is also essential in the mirror of our rapidly changing
technological environment. The application of CAT tools has become extensive in translation,
but “only for those who are ready to learn how to use them” (Eszenyi, 2016, p. 25). Except
technological knowledge, using these tools demands an investment of time and money by the
translator.

Thematic competence includes the knowledge of the typical text types (legal,
technical, medical, etc.), concepts and terminology. As a translator cannot master all trades, it
is sensible to specialize in a field (Eszenyi, 2016, p. 26).

Eszenyi also offers a complex description of modern translator (2016, pp. 26-27), who is

e an entrepreneur who knows their place in the market, the opportunities and how to run
a business,

e a linguist who is not content to have just a Cl level in a foreign language, but...
undertakes research if questions arise in order to find the answers;

e an expert whose linguistic and thematic knowledge in several languages and objects
goes beyond average, their competences are dynamic and follow the changes in the
translation profession, languages and the world,;

e is atechnician who devotes time and energy to acquiring the use of CAT tools and is
able to manage editing and search programmes, online databases and dictionaries.

The above listed qualities describe translators as people who have extraordinary abilities, an
assumption which might not be true. As we know from Nida (1981), they are not necessarily
born with these qualities; these can be learnt in the translator training programs of different

institutions, including universities.

1.3 How satisfied are translators with their studies?
The previous section of the chapter focused on what translators and translation students have

to know and to be able to do to pursue their profession successfully; what kind of training

they can get in different countries, including Hungary. In 2016 a research was conducted
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which examined how satisfied translators were with the situation of their business, and with
the training they had accomplished, if they had attended a program.

The results of the research were published by Sarah Henter (2016) of Henter &
Asociados, SL, a company which, according to Henter’s LinkedIn profile, offers translation
and creation of texts for the pharmaceutical industry, medical services, clinical trials and apps
(https://www.linkedin.com/in/sarahhenter/?locale=en_US). “The translation industry is one of
the few that were not heavily affected by recession in the last seven years”, she claims, adding
that translation services are expected to keep growing and reach $37 billion in 2018 (p. 25).
Although the US represents the largest market, Europe is close second.

Henter and her colleagues (2016) collected data in an online survey which they sent to
major translators’ associations, universities and translators asking volunteers to respond. They
were interested in demographic data, work-related questions and education satisfaction. In the
course of three months they collected answers from 155 volunteers living in 19 European
countries (including four respondents from Hungary), in the Americas and in Australia (pp.
27-29). Although the number of respondents is not big, the collected data offers useful insight
into the nature of translation, as a profession.

What is interesting for us is the fact that most of the research findings, which represent
the “receiving side”, i. e. the translators themselves, are very similar to the corresponding data
describing the “offering side”, i. e. the teaching institutions and the industry. The findings on
work-related questions established that the most popular working language was English (29%,
nearly one third of the respondents), followed by French (18%), Spanish (17%) and German
(11%) (pp. 35-36).

Concerning education satisfaction, the results reinforced what several authors established
in their studies (Pym, 2013; 2014; Pym et al., 2011): perhaps due to the lack of formal
training, especially at MA level, most of the working professionals do not have any formal
qualification. The majority of the respondents (57%) said that they did not hold a Masters or
other postgraduate degree (p. 34), while 50% of the participants answered that their studies
had prepared them for their current job. Only 37% said that the subjects taught were related to
real-life market needs. Concerning teachers, 70% of the respondents agreed that they were
well-prepared, and only 14% said they had acquired skills to run a business and work as a
freelance translator. Less than the half of the respondents (39%) learned during their studies
how to use CAT tools, 54% said that, all in all, they were happy with their university
education. The majority (61%) said they would choose the same studies again, whereas 31%
would change most of the subjects they had (Henter, 2016, pp.41-45). One third is a high ratio
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and it shows that the teaching institutions still have a lot to do concerning their translation
training programs all over the world. Even if the sample size per country was small, the
findings, especially as they very similar to what is discussed in the special literature, can be

considered a hint in a certain direction.

1.4 Summary

The aim of this chapter was to frame my research, positioning it in the field of Translation
Studies, where it belongs. I overviewed the works of major authors, focusing on the domains
of knowledge and skills translators, to be able to do their work, need to possess, the main
arenas of translator training, the prevailing pedagogical assumptions in translator training
programmes and the different forms they may take.

The relevant literature showed that the requested knowledge and skills are diverse,
however, the way they are included in translator training programmes are different, as are the
programmes themselves. Some authors describe translator training as offering “everything at
every level” (Kobor & Lehmann, 2018), however, most researchers agree that translation
studies are most often offered as part of degree programs at universities, imparting translation
specific knowledge and skills (Kiraly, 2000; Nadstoga, 2008; Pym, 2011; 2012; 2014;
Ségiunot, 2008) in the frames of long-term and short training.

The knowledge and skills translators need extend far beyond the language pairs they
use for their work, including extensive background knowledge of the source and target
languages and cultures, as well as the subject matter of the text, the purpose of the translation,
the requirements of the target audience etc. As translations are often made for a special
market, acquiring high-level client and business knowledge also has become part of the
instruction. Even being a good translator is not always enough. In our modern world, it is
necessary to master technical skills, which enable translators to rely on online sources and
tools that help to meet the formatting guidelines and produce edited, publishable texts.

As it was highlighted in Chapter 1, translation is a highly complex activity, which,
besides knowledge and skills, presumes characteristics defining wether a person is suitable for
the profession or not. The first, and perhaps the most important such characteristic is
motivation, which gives direction to everything an individual does and stimulates one to act in
a focused and consistent way to reach the aim of the given activity (J6zsa, Wang, Barrett, &
Morgan, 2014).
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Chapter 2
Motivation in second language acquisition

“Motivation... energizes human behavior and gives it direction.”
(Dornyeti, 1998, p. 11)

2.1 Introduction

BA students majoring in English at the University of Pécs are offered to take up one of a
selection of specializations at one point of their studies. In the translation studies classes
students learn the basic skills and abilities which are necessary to translate a variety of texts in
an intelligent and principled way. During their studies, they also get the opportunity to acquire
knowledge that will equip them with the ability to use what they learnt in a constructive,
solution-oriented manner, and creatively apply their language- and problem-solving skills.
According to the website of the university (www.pte.hu), English majors at BA level, have a
good chance to become professionals who can use the English language at advanced (C1)
level and are able to interpret, mediate and create colloquial, cultural, economic, political,
social, linguistic and literary texts in a responsible manner.

All these seem to be in accordance with the requirements of the globalized world we
live in. The establishment of official multilingualism in world organizations such as the
European Union, the presence of multinational companies throughout the world, and the new
waves of migration resulted in a major incentive for massive translation activity at the turn of
the 20™ and the 21% centuries. Linked to this type of incentive is the official recognition of the
rights of linguistic groups and individuals not speaking the local languages to be provided
with interpreters and translators in courts and offices in everyday situations, as well as official
documents in their own languages, and in the language which seems to be the lingua franca in
or new world — English. As a result, the discipline of applied linguistics has come to include
interculturality as an area of study due to worldwide changes that are best expressed in the
words globalization and internationalization (Dombi, 2013; Holliday, Hyde, & Kullman,
2004; Menyhei, 2014). Today, it would appear that the main impetus for studying translation
is the official policies which recognize and support linguistic heterogeneity, including official
bilingualism (Baker, 2001). Therefore, when students decide to take up translation as a
specialization, they might act in response to the needs of the surrounding world, where they

are likely to encounter not only people with a set of beliefs, values, ideologies and behaviors
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very different from their own, but also multilingual-multicultural texts, which may hold a
variety of beliefs, values and ideologies. To become successful participants of this global
community they have to learn how to get one’s message across accurately and appropriately
(Menyhei, 2014).

If we think of translation as an action that “enables cooperative, functionally adequate
communication to take place across cultural barriers” (Baker, 2001, p. 3), it is not difficult to
see how inspiring the choice can be for an English major student. There has never been a
bigger need for individuals who are able “to meet the challenges imposed by our changed
world; in the pluralistic societies that comprise people from different cultural and language
backgrounds, representing various hues, nations and religions” (Dombi, 2013, p.11).
However, these large-scale ideas usually work in the background. It can be assumed that
students who choose translation as a specialization are guided by more mundane incentives
and, most of all, by their own goals, which, reflecting their individual differences, can be very
different.

The next sections of the paper aim to highlight these incentives, including the planned
instruments of the investigation and the most important force that drives BA students to study

translation as a specialization: motivation.

2.2 What do we know about motivation?

Although motivation seems to be an extremely popular field to explore in “the ever-changing
landscape” of L2 research (Ddornyei, 2020, p. 1), there are poorly researched areas and
shortcomings, as researchers argue (Ushioda & Doérnyei, 2012; Ushioda, 2016; Wu, 2016).
When it comes to describing what the term signifies in scientific discourse, the opinions are
so diverse that it is difficult to see if people are talking about the same thing, turning it into a
deeply “challenging issue” (Dérnyei, 2020, p. 4).

Motivation has been discussed in literature as a strong individual variable, a trait, a
personal attribute; a state caharacteristic, and also a process that goes through ebbs and flows.
It has been referred to as an affect and cognition at the same time, and although it has
traditionally been discussed as a conscious variable we are aware of, researchers started to
discuss unconscious motives which have impact on human behavior (Dornyei, 2020). It is

also one of the main determinants of second / foreign language learning, which “explains
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why people decide to do something, how hard they are going to pursue it and how long they
are willing to sustain the activity” (Dornyei, 2001, p. 7).

Motivation as a significant dimension in language learning (Gardner, 1985; Gardner,
Masgoret, Tennant, & Mihic, 2004; Lightbown & Spada, 2013) is often seen as something
that “energizes human behavior and gives it direction” (Dornyei, 1998, p. 117). The internal
structure of motivation, at the same time, “undergoes dynamic changes in the language
learning process, and, depending on the instructional setting, the momentary influences of the
social context, as well as the given mid- and short-term goals, a complex interplay of different
factors influences effort and persistence in language learning” (Kormos & Csizér, 2014, p.
20).

As most researchers argue, motivation is a highly complex construct used not only in
everyday life but in many areas of social sciences, educational studies and applied linguistics
to explain reasons for human behavior (Dornyei, Csizér, & Németh, 2006; Jozsa, Wang,
Barrett, & Morgan, 2014; Oxford, 2011; Ushioda, 2016). It is also a term that both teachers
and learners use widely when they speak about language learning success or failure. Actually,
“the meaning of the concept spans such a wide spectrum that sometimes we wonder whether
people are talking about the same thing at all” (Dornyei, 2014, p. 518). However, there is one
thing most researchers agree on: motivation, by definition, concerns the basic question of why
people act as they do. It determines the choice of a particular action, the persistence with it
and the effort expended on it (D6rnyei, 2014, Dornyei & Otto, 1998, Ushioda, 1996, 2016).

It is easy to see why motivation is so important in SLA research: “It provides the primary
impetus to initiate L2 learning and later the driving force to sustain the long, often tedious
learning process” (Dornyei & Ryan, 2015, p. 72; see also Gardner, 2001; Ushioda & Dérnyet,
2012). Gardner’s socio-educational model of second language acquisition (Gardner, 2010)
gives us a broad schematic outline of how motivation is related to other learner and contextual
characteristics. It places motivation within the system of four distinct aspects of the second
language acquisition process: antecedent factors (gender, age, learning history), individual
differences, language acquisition contexts, and learning outcomes (Gardner & Macintyre,
1993, p. 8). Although age is a crucial aspect in L2 acquisition, and a range of studies have
been published about how the age factor impacts learning in a variety of educational contexts
(Jozsa et al., 2014; Nikolov, 2009; Nikolov & Mihajlevi¢ Djigunovié, 2006), in case of BA
students, especially concerning motivation, learning history and individual differences seem
to be more decisive. In the case of young adults, we can see dramatic person-to-person
disparity in both the quality and the quantity of L2 knowledge and language skills (Dornyei &
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Ryan, 2015).

As ID factors concern background learner variables that modify the general learning
process, they definitely have to be taken into consideration in all kinds of research on
motivation. Furthermore, recent studies have started to conceptualize motivation as a “process
orientated and situated construct that shows regular fluctuation” (Doérnyei & Ryan, 2015, p.
183; Kormos & Csizér, 2014), and also as one of “the most consistent predictors of second
language success” (Dornyei & Skehan, 2003, p. 589) . However, it is not only motivation that
fluctuates; learners’ beliefs, attitudes and other cognitive and affective attributes also undergo
changes (Larsen-Freeman, 2001; Ryan & Deci, 2017). As a result, there are periods in the
learning process which show decline in motivation, moreover those learners, who, due to ID
factors, do not manage to keep up with the curriculum or their peers, might become
demotivated (Wu, 2016).

Demotivation by Dornyei (Dornyei & Ushioda, 2011, p. 143) is the counterpart of
motivation; “concerns specific external forces that reduce or diminish the motivational basis
of a behavioural intention or an ingoing action”. It does not mean that a learner losts his or her
motivation completely, but if “motivation energizes human behavior” (Dérnyei, 1998, p. 11),
demotivatin definitely deenergizes it. However, there are conditions, which can result in the
complete loss of motivation. Deci and Ryan (Deci & Ryan, 1985, p. 110) call it amotivation,
described as “the relative absence of motivation, that is not caused by a lack of initial interest
but rather by the individual feelings of incompetence and helplessness when faced with an
activity”.

As it is evident in Gardner’s model language learning contexts also play an important
role in motivation during L2 learning. As research and experience prove, motivation, as a
many-faced aspect, “can be successful only in a learning environment which is student
centered and meets the effective needs of students” (Christison & Murray, 2014, p. 42). In
addition to all these, research suggests that learner autonomy strongly contributes to
motivation. Dérnyei (2001a; 2001b; Dornyei & Csizér, 1998) even lists the “ingredients” of
autonomy-supporting teaching practices, including increased learner involvement in
organizing the learning process. All this is in accordance with what Nikolov did in her
English classes between 1977 and 1995 by involving her students in decision making
(Nikolov, 1999, 2000). Ushioda (1996) and Heitzmann (2014) also argued that autonomous
language learners are by definition motivated learners. Also, the motivating role of the teacher
(who is often a role model) is indisputable (Dornyei, 2001a; Gardner, 2001; Nikolov, 1999;
2000; Ryan & Deci, 2017); students tend to assess their development on the basis of feedback

22



from the teacher as well as by their self-perception of their competences (Heitzmann, 2014)
(Ryan & Deci, 2017).

Gardner (1985, p. 6) reported that students’ attitudes towards a specific language group
are bound to influence how successful they will be in mastering the target language, as it,
according to Williams (1994), most often becomes a part of the learner’s identity. It involves
an alteration in self-image, the adoption of new social and cultural behavior and therefore has
a significant impact on the social nature of the learner (Adolphs et al., 2018). We cannot
neglect the importance of classroom atmosphere, either, as it definitely helps learners achieve
their goals (Dornyei, 1994; 2007; Heitzmann, 2014; Nikolov, 2000).

Research has identified a few ID related factors that undermine learning effectiveness
and second language motivation. One of them is students’ anxiety, which prevents learners
from performing well in several situations (Nagy, 2007; To6th, 2008). Teachers play a crucial
role in creating a safe classroom environment which definitely facilitates the learning process
(Dornyei, 2007; Maclntyre, 2002; Young, 1999). If they fail in this respect, they can become

the most demotivating factors in language learning (Wu, 2016).

2.3 What do we know about motivation to learn translation?

After studying the huge reservoir of studies on motivation in second / foreign language
learning, the question still arises: what motivates a student majoring in English to choose
translation as a specialization (Doro, 2010)? We should keep in mind that translation, as a
linguistic domain, struggled with recognition for a long time, was underestimated as a
profession (Baker, 2011, p. 2), and translators were commonly deemed as “questionable
sources” (Flanagan, 2016, p. 150), which did not help the prestige of the profession. Because
of these factors, not few students were inclined to major in translation studies at universities
or to choose it as a specialization (See Appendix C). The nature of activity might also have
added to the unpopularity of the discipline. As all practicing translators know, translating long
texts from one language to another is a hard, tedious, sometimes boring, both intellectually
and physically exhausting activity. A student who wants to become a translator has to be
linguistically well prepared (Doro, 2011), has to master two languages at least, the source
language and the target language, and has to make choices all the time. Kinga Klaudy, while
examining the character of translation as an activity emphasizes the huge scale of choices the

translator faces. “The result of his or her activity — the corpus (text) created in the target
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language — is the result of numberless choices and decisions... When comparing the different
translations of the same text, we always find identical and different solutions, suggesting that
the subjective decisions of the translator have an objective base” (Klaudy 1997a, p. 21;
1997b). To achieve this, certain skills have to be developed and trained, as it was already
discussed in Chapter 1(Doro6, 2010; 2011).

The numberless studies quoted earlier discuss intrinsic and extrinsic motivation in
detail. However, in translation classes it is not enough to possess deep-rooted desires to
complete a task or to know that performing it well will be rewarding. It is mastery motivation
that forces us to train and master the necessary knowledge and skills. Mastery motivation
stimulates the individual to attempt in a focused and consistent way to solve a problem (Jozsa
et al.,, 2014), which is essential if one wants to translate long texts successfully. Under
adequate conditions, “mastery motivation operates as long as the challenge persists and as
long as acquisition is not complete; i.e., until mastery has been reached” (Jozsa, 2014, p. 39).
It functions as the basis of learning at all levels, with all age groups including adults, who
pursue their profession with expertise or look for ways to solve a problem or to accomplish a
task which is at least moderately challenging for them (J6zsa et al., 2014).

There is a new conceptualization of motivation, which involves “a prolonged process
of engagement in a series of tasks which are rewarding primarily because they transport the
individual towards a highly valued end” and was referred to as directed motivational currents
(DCM) (Henry, Davidenko, & Ddornyei, 2015, p. 330). Dornyei called it an injection of
motivation into the system which involves a greater surge of urgency than normal
motivational behavior (Doérnyei, Muir, & Ibrahim, 2014). As the name specifies it, it is
targeted at a definite goal. In case of translation, the goal is to transfer a text from the source
language into the target language as successfully as possible. Seemingly, it is not a
complicated task. However, as translation is most often a time and energy consuming activity,
the motivation for this kind of language use has to be not only prolonged, but also very
strong. Kormos and Csizér (2014) argue that goals and attitudes play an important role in
influencing motivated action, and translation is definitely a goal directed activity.

The success of translation often depends on the translators’ confidence in recognising
the structures and layers of the foreign language they work with, and on their ability to find
the native language equivalents of culture-specific expressions or of sophisticated figures of
speech. As discussed in Chapter 1, all these aspects need solid background knowledge which
cannot be acquired without conscious learning or being exposed to the target language in its

native environment (Baker, 2011, pp. 67-68 ). It is not a problem if translators do not feel at
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home in the economic, historic, political or religious mazes of a given culture, if they are
aware of their shortcomings and take the pain to look up the necessary information in the
appropriate sources, thus avoiding inaccurate, inappropriate or misleading translation. So the
renowned Hungarian literary historian Mihaly Szegedy-Maszak is correct when he claims that
“because of the differences between the languages, the translator sometimes has to fight
extreme obstacles as the values of the original and the target language are incommensurable”
(Szegedy-Maszak, 2008, p. 14). Regarding cultural values, translating from English into
Hungarian becomes even more difficult “because of the very few historic links between the
two cultures” (Szegedy-Maszak, 2008, p. 15). That is why interculturality (Dombi, 2013;
Holliday et al., 2004; Menyhei, 2014) is an important — and presumably also a motivating —
element in translation classes. However, if these are beyond translators, they may turn out to

be demotivating (Dornyei, 2001b).

2.4 Measuring motivation

2.4.1 Questionnaires

The most common and sensible way to examine participants’ motivational background is to
use a guestionnaire, which can provide a cheap and effective way of collecting data in a
structured and manageable form (Dérnyei, 2003; Wilkinson & Birmingham, 2003). However,
putting together a questionnaire is not a simple task. Despite the common knowledge that
“they are easy to construct, extremely versatile, and uniquely capable of gathering a large
amount of information quickly in a form that is readily processable” (Dornyei, 2003, p. 1),
they often result in poorly collected data (Gillham, 2000, p. 1). The reason is that their main
strength — the ease of their construction — is also their main weakness: most questionnaires
applied in second language (L2) research are ad hoc instruments; questionnaires with
sufficient psychometric reliability and validity are not that easy to come by in the field
(Dornyei, 2003, p. 3). All these points suggest that the researcher has to be extremely careful
while accomplishing the task. After deciding what type of questionnaire to use, there are
several steps and issues that have to be taken into consideration: the types of the questions,
the design, the length, the timing, the administration, the steps of processing, and, of course,
ethics, including sensitive topics, confidentiality and anonymity (Ddornyei, 2003; Griffee,
2012; Wilkinson & Birmingham, 2003). Dérnyei (2003) elaborates on the advantages and
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disadvantages of using questionnaires, directing the researcher’s attention to other research
methods such as personal interviews which can enrich the investigation with useful data.

Over the past few decades questionnaires of various kinds have become one of the
most widely used data elicitation instruments in second language acquisition (SLA) research
(Dornyei, 2010; Gao, 2004). They help the researcher to establish a shared understanding of
the examined phenomenon. They are relatively easy to construct and capable of gathering a
large amount of data in a simple way, in a short time, and in a format that is relatively
straightforward to analyze. However, the strength of questionnaires is also their main
weakness: everybody knows what questionnaires look like, so most people tend to think that
every educated person can put together a questionnaire that works (Dérnyei, 2010a).

By definition, “questionnaires are any written instruments that present respondents
with a series of questions or statements to which they are to react either by writing out their
answers or selecting from among existing answers” (Brown, 2001, p. 6). We can distinguish
two types: the so called “paper and pen” form and their modern version, a computerized or
web-based questionnaire which can reach out to a larger and more diverse pool of potential
participants (Wilson & Jean-Marc, 2010). However, in case of a small-scale research it is still
more adequate to use traditional paper-based questionnaires, especially if the researcher
works with a convenience sample and wants to make sure that respondents return their forms.

According to Dornyei (Dornyei, 2010a) questionnaires yield three types of data:
factual, behavioral, and attitudinal. Factual questions are used to find out who the respondents
are, so they are aimed at the participants’ age, gender, level of education and different kinds
of background information that may be relevant when it comes to interpreting the findings. As
it often happens in L2 research, the additional data in this case include facts about the
respondents’ language learning history, their L2 competence, parents’ L2 knowledge, amount
of time spent doing L2 related activities, etc.

Behavioral questions aim to find out what respondents typically do or did in the past.
As the present questionnaire is aimed at students in translation as a specialization in English
studies, the items here include language questions about past experience in this field.

The third type of data elicited by questions on attitudes are used to find out what
participants think, concerning their attitudes, opinions, beliefs, interests, and values.

Using questionnaires in L2 research has advantages and disadvantages. They are
efficient in terms of researchers’ and respondents’ time, effort and financial resources, as a
huge amount of information they can be collected in a relatively short time (e.g., in an hour).

If the questionnaire is well constructed, data processing is also fast and straightforward, and

26



modern computer software (e. g., SPSS) makes it even faster and more reliable. However,
they have limitations; in fact, a few researchers agree that “no single method has been so

much abused” (Dérnyei, 2010, p. 6; Gillham, 2000, p. 1). The most serious problems are:

(1) the simplicity and the superficiality of the answers;

(2) unreliable and unmotivated respondents;

(3) respondents’ literacy problems;

(4) the lack of opportunity to correct the respondents’ mistakes;

(5) the so called social desirability bias, when respondents have a fairly good guess
about what the desirable answer is and they will give that, even if it is not true for
them (Dérnyei, 2010, pp. 7-9).

When a researcher constructs a questionnaire, the logical starting point is to establish the aims
of the research and to come up with specific, focused research questions (de Vaus, 2014;
Gillham, 2000) after reading others publications on the same or similar focus. A series of

steps and procedures have to be taken into consideration:

(1) deciding the general features of the questionnaire (length, format, main parts);
(2) writing questions / items to draw up an item pool;

(3) selecting and sequencing the items;

(4) writing appropriate instructions and examples;

(5) piloting the questionnaire; and

(6) conducting item analysis once data have been collected (Dornyei, 2010a).

Constructing a questionnaire is especially difficult for a novice researcher (Nunan & Bailey,
2009). Although experts agree that borrowing questions from other research studies is
acceptable, it has its caveats (Blair, Czaja, & Blair, 2014). It is not always possible, either; in
cases when one wants to study a poorly researched area for specific reasons, it would not
work. There are several questions the researcher has to deal with. What is the optimal length?
Too long questionnaires can become counterproductive, because the respondents grow tired
or bored. According to researchers experienced in the field, the optimal length is four to six
pages, which would not require more than half an hour to complete (Dérnyei, 2010, p. 12).
The layout is also an important aspect, as it may have a significant impact on respondents.

Dornyei (2010, pp. 13-14) offers a list that summarizes the five most important points:
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(1) A questionnaire not only has to be short, but it has also to look short;

(2) it should have appropriate density with full pages, which, at the same time, do not
look crowded,;

(3) an orderly layout can create a good impression;

(4) the quality and the color of the paper or background can also make difference;

(5) sequence marking makes it user-friendly.

Frary (1996) also suggests keeping questionnaires brief and concise. Sensitive topics should
be avoided; the respondents’ anonymity should be guaranteed. They are both serious issues
that need to be considered throughout the developmental and administration process. The
voluntary nature of participation and other ethical issues cannot be emphasized enough (Blair
et al., 2014; Creswell, 2003; Dornyei, 2010; Gillham, 2000; 2008; Mackey & Gass, 2005).

It is also a good idea to establish what the main parts of a questionnaire would be,
including an informative title followed by a general instruction which should cover the
following points: (1) what the study is about; (2) the organization / person responsible for the
study; (3) promising confidentiality; (4) saying “thank you” (Doérnyei, 2010, p. 19).

The specific instructions refer to how respondents should go about answering the
questions (ticking, circling, marking on a scale, etc.). They are typically followed by the
central part of the questionnaire: the actual items. According to Dornyei (2010), they rarely
take the form of actual questions; they are more often statements that the respondents have to
agree or disagree with to a certain extent on Likert scales. The items have to be separated
from the instructions clearly by using different typefaces or font styles or other markers.

Another fundamental issue is to decide how we want respondents to answer the
questions (Creswell, 2003). It is a good idea to start with drawing up a shortlist of specific
content areas. After that, it is much easier to eliminate the redundant or unnecessary items and
keep only those ones, which are directly related to the variables and the hypotheses a
questionnaire is designed to investigate.

Questionnaires can be used in both quantitative and qualitative research. When
designing a qualitative study, where there are no pre-determined variables and hypotheses, we
will most probably expect extended answers, so open items should be included which allow
the researcher to figure out how things are (Nunan & Bailey, 2009).

Dornyei (2010, pp. 26-39) mentions several question types in his book, listing their

advantages and disadvantages (Table 4). He emphasizes the importance of question design,
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creativity and common sense that should be employed in order to create good, working items.

Researchers should follow an old rule, “tests of practicability must play a crucial role in

questionnaire construction” (Moser & Kalton, 1971, p. 350).

As Table 4 indicates, although the literature offers a great number of question types, to

start creating a questionnaire is very much similar to entering a maze. To be able to find the

way out, I will depend on Dérnyei’s do’s and don’ts list (2010, pp. 40-48), as it seems to be a

secure crutch for a novice researcher, and | am sure it was created to fulfill this very aim.

Table 4

Types of questionnaire items (based on Dornyei, 2010)

Question types

Description

Advantage

Disadvantage

Closed-ended

ready-made response
options to choose from

straightforward coding
and tabulation; no room
for subjectivity

respondents get no
opportunity to add
or modify it

multi-item scales; a series of
characteristic statements
related to a particular target

simple, versatile and
reliable

neutral and extreme
items do not work
well; too many

Likert points lead to
unreliable
responses

Semantic a_continuu_m b_etween two easy 'Fo construct; no need the _scope is more

. . bipolar adjectives on the to write statements; limited than that of
differential

extremes

easily adaptable

Likert scales

Numerical rating

a rating continuum refers to
a wide range of adjectives or
adverbs

can easily be turned into
semantic differential
scales and vice versa

True-False items

a relatively short key
sentence containing a single
idea that is not subject to
debate (it is either true or
false)

need only two response
options in cases when a
yes-no decision can be

reliable

the tendency to
respond in the
affirmative
direction

Rating scales: n be used for evaluating almost anything;

Mixing scale types

the main features of two or
more scale types are mixed

creative; marking the
answers with the least
cognitive effort; effective
visual marking option
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Multiple-choice items

respondents are asked to
mark one or more of the
offered options, including
leaving them unanswered

relatively
straightforward; easy to
construct reader-friendly
items

in case of
omissions, it is
difficult to decide
the reason (was it
conscious or just an
accident?)

Rank order items

respondents are asked to
order the items by
assigning a number to them

technically easy

can be demanding
if more than five
ranks are requested;
not easy to process
them statistically

Numeric items

ask for specific numeric
value (e.g., the
respondent’s age in years)

answering them is
straightforward

Checklists

a list of descriptive items,
where respondents are
asked to mark the items
that apply to the particular
question

easy to construct

some sort of
grouping or
statistical control
might be necessary

Open-ended questions

the actual question is not
followed by response
options, but rather by some
blank space for the
respondents to fill

provide greater richness
than fully quantitative
data;

can result in identifying
issues previously not
anticipated;

most useful in cases when
we do not know the range
of possible answers

an inherent
limitation:
“restricted
openness” — not
really suitable for
exploratory
research;

take up precious
“respondent-
availability time;
difficult to code in a
reliable manner

Specific open questions

ask about concrete pieces
of information (facts about
the respondents, past
activities etc.)

request straightforward,
one-line answers

Clarification questions

mostly when there is an
“Other” category, or a
“Please, specify”
instruction

makes important
responses more
pronounced

Sentence completion items

an unfinished sentence that
the respondent needs to
complete

can be more effective
than a simple question

Answers need
coding
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involve a real exploratory can be motivating for the ~ Answers need

inquiry about an issue; respondent; coding

inquire a more free- enable the researcher to
Short-answer questions ranging, unpredictable look for the unknown /

response unexpected;

a good way to finish a
questionnaire

Dornyei’s list also serves as a kind of checklist, which contains all the necessary “ingredients”
of the activity:

(1) Draw up an “item pool”, which contains at least one and half to twice more items

than the final scales;

(2) Aim for short and simple items;

(3) Use simple and natural language;

(4) Avoid ambiguous or loaded words and sentences;

(5) Avoid negative constructions;

(6) Avoid “double barreled” questions;

(7) Avoid items that are likely to be answered the same way by everybody;

(8) Include both positively and negatively worded items;

(9) Write translatable items.

All this means, that writing effective questionnaire items requires special attention to detail,
including item sequence, based on three main ordering principles (Dornyei, 2010, pp. 46-48):

(1) use a clear and orderly structure with a user-friendly, easy to follow item format;

(2) start with carefully selected opening questions to create a pleasant first impression;

(3) place factual (e. g., personal) questions and open-ended questions at the end.

Gillham also emphasizes the importance of the uncluttered look and offers advice to
use a variety of different question types, so that the respondents would not get bored as they
read and answer the questions (Gillham, 2000, pp. 39-40).

There is one thing that surfaces quite clearly from the related literature: the rules are
straightforward, and questionnaires seem to be easy and simple to create, if one follows the
rules and organizing principles offered by the questionnaire specialists. Unfortunately, reality
has its own ways; what seems to be straightforward at the theoretical level can turn out to be

tedious work when it comes to practice.
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2.4.2 Interviews

Interviews are not an easy option, but are regarded to be indispensable in case study research.
Interviewing, on any scale, is time-consuming but is worth their considering provided you can
identify a small number who are key or representative (Creswell, 2003; Gillham, 2000a;
Wilkinson & Birmingham, 2003). Interviews and questionnaires serve different purposes: to
carry out a larger scale or preliminary survey we use questionnaires, to achieve a depth of
understanding we can use an appropriate form of interview (Mackey & Gass, 2005).

Interviews, independently of their purpose (medical, selection, therapeutic, research
etc.) have a great deal in common, however, they are different in the extent they are structured
(Gillham, 2000c). The most structured forms of the interview are those where the interviewer
knows what he or she wants to find out, so the interviwee is asked direct questions planned
and created in advance. All interviewees are asked the same questions in the same order. In
unstructured interviews the questions are not planned, they arise spontaneously, like in a
natural conversation. In semi-structured interviews the same predetermined questions are
asked of all those involved, plus supplementary questions which are not planned in advance,
combining structured and unstructured styles, offering the advantages of both (Gillham, 2005;
2008a).

Interviews, independently of their level or structure, are flexible; in case of
questionnaires, only limited inferences can be made because the researcher cannot explore
what lies behind the answers to the questions. Gillham (2005, pp. 3-4 ) summarizes the main
features of an interview as follows:

(1) Questions asked or topics raised are fully open with the interviewee determining their
own answers — a key distinction from questionnaires where normally the researcher
not only asks the questions but also provides the answers in some sort of choice
format.

(2) The relationship between interviewer and interviewee is responsive or interactive,
allowing some degree of adjustment (clarification, exploration etc.)

(3) There is a structure and purpose on the part of the interviewer even when the context
is natural or at least naturalistic in the sense of taking advantage of the arising
opportunities.

These criteria are most satisfactorily met in the semi-structured interviews, which, because of
their flexibility and the quality of the data obtained are the most effective ways to conduct

research interviewsn (Gillham, 2005).
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An interview can be conducted at a distance or face-to-face. Although distance
interviewing has some advantages (cost, including time and energy is lower and access may
be easier). The most frequent ways of distance interviewing are the telephone interview and
most recently the e-mail interview. In case of telephone interview the emphasis on the use of
relatively brief structured interviews, the results of which can be analysed in a standardized
format (Gillham, 2005). The number one advantage of telephone interviewing is clear: you
are talking ‘live’ to the respondent, so you can be reactive. Misunderstanding can be clarified
easily, prompts can be used, and there is a mutual responsiveness. People talk more easily
than they write, so they are more ready to conduct a telephone interview than an e-mail
interview, which involves writing. E-mail interview has three applications. The first one being
when the respondent is too busy to meet personally or lives in another city or country so
would otherwise be difficult to reach. The second one is, when it is the preferred option of a
respondent, who is reluctant to participate in a face-to-face interview. Finally, it can be a good
way to clarify minor factual details, as many people respond to e-mails more rapidly than to
traditional letters or messages left on answering machines. The e-mail interview’s greatest
advantage is its spee and flexibility (Lowndes, 2005). However, dealing with personal topics
via telephone or e-mail will probably lead to caution on the part of the respondent (Gillham,
2005). It is sometimees vulnerable or extraordinary what an interviewee may disclose to
someone they have not met before, so there are some ethical rules the interviewer should
follow. It is important not to encourage inappropriate disclosures, however, if they occur, the
researcher needs to know how to treat them.

Keeping to the basic ethical rules of interviewing helps the interviewer to avoid being
intrusive and to maintain a friendly, but not confiding tone. The most important elements that

help to set that tone are as follows (Gillham, 2005):

(1) Identify yourself as a researcher (e.g., a schoolteacher, a university student). This
identification should include the name of the institution you represent, and your own
role there (PhD student, research assistant etc.);

(2) Identify the purposes of the research and what is expected of the participants, which
may include signing a consent form with information about the research and what the
interviewees are asked to do;

(3) When storing and analyzing personal research data, the key points are (a)
confidentiality, (b) anonymity, if the interviewees ask for it; otherwise a real identity

increases the authenticity of the interview, (c) security both of paper and computer
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information, especially in case of highly sensitive data, (d) the possible publication of
the collected data or making it otherwise accessible, (e) exceptional uses, e.g., to use
the gained information for presentation purposes, for which explicit permission is
necessary and (f) data lifetime: data destruction when they served they purpose should
be a routine form of protection;

(4) Bear in mind the right of interviewees to review the transcript of their interview and to
modify them.

As with other research instruments, there are several stages of developing and using
interviews: (1) drafting, (2) piloting the questions, (3) selecting the interviewees, (4)
conducting the interviews, (5) transcribing oral data, (6) coding and (7) analyzing the
interview data (Wilkinson & Birmingham, 2003, p. 44).

Interviews are traditionally less structured than other research instruments. There are
three types of interviews: (1) an unstructured interview is the most flexible approach; (2)
semi-structured interviews allow the interviewer to direct the interview more closely but
questions can be changed and added on the go, and (3) structured interviews, according to the
literature, is “no more than a questionnaire completed face-to-face” (Wilkinson &
Birmingham, 2003, p. 45).

There is an agreement that unstructured interviews are controlled by the interviewee,
whereas semi-structured interviews offer predefined areas for open discussion. It is the
structured interview, which, with its predictability, provides the easiest dataset for analysis.

The number and also the types of the questions, as well as their sequence should be
clarified in the drafting stage. Each question must be phrased in order to gather as much
information as possible. As no research instrument is perfect, the piloting phase is crucial,
because it helps to eliminate ambiguous questions and provides useful feedback on the
structure and the flow of the intended interview (Wilkinson & Birmingham, 2003).

Selecting the interviewees requires extra care, mostly because interviews take a long
time to plan and also to conduct and analyze, including the transcription of the recorded data.
For these reasons, it seems to be sensible to work with a small and if possible, a representative
sample. The physical organization of the interview is also an important element in the
process; the setting and the arrangement of the interview situation should put both parties at
ease.

Using interviews has advantages and disadvantages. The greatest advantage is that,

because of the researcher’s indirect involvement, a 100 per cent response rate can be
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achieved. The researcher can decide on follow-up questions if the initial answer is not
satisfactory, can observe body language and interpret the tone of the response. However,
interviews are time-consuming. As a rule, two days’ transcription time should be allowed for
one full day of interviewing (Wilkinson & Birmingham, 2003). The other drawbacks are that
the information we get is filtered through the views of interviewees and is provided in a
designated place (Creswell, 2003, p. 186).

When preparing for the interview, as in the case of questionnaires, it is sensible to go

through a checklist (Wilkinson & Birmingham, 2003, p. 64), focusing on:

e What questions will be asked?

e How will the planned questions be ordered?

e What structure will the interview follow?

e What devices will be used to record the interview?

e Have any ambiguous questions remained after piloting?

e To what extent is the interview group representative of the examined population?
e Has a suitable place been arranged?

e How will you position yourself?

e How will you brief the participants?

e How will you thank the interviewees?

e How much time will be necessary?

The final stage of the interview process begins with drawing together the data and
making them ready for coding and analysis, for which the relevant literature (Mackey & Gass,
2005; Saldana 2009) offers a long list of methods, including first cycle coding methods,
second cycle coding methods and post-coding. In small-scale research this would involve
grouping the responses to each question from all participants. This will allow themes and
issues to be easily identified and quantified. When analyzing a large number of transcripts, it

may be necessary to use computer-based tools.

2.4.3 Documents: student essays
Documents can be treated as a source of data in their own right, as an alternative or an
addition to questionnaires, interviews, observations and other data collection instruments.

They are most frequently written sources, although there are alternative types of documents,
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including pictures, artefacts and even music (Creswell, 2003; Denscombe, 2014). The greatest
attraction of using documentary sources, most often written texts, is their accessibility. The
most frequent types of documentary data include: government publications, official statistics,
different reports, newspapers and magazines, minutes of meetings, letters, memos, diaries,
essays, website pages and data on the Internet (Denscombe, 2014, p. 229).

Letters, memos, diaries and essays including student essays are written by people
whose thoughts and behaviors the researcher wants to study. They usually contain an account
of personal feelings and emotions concerning the topic or event described, in this way they
provide rich information on the studied phenomenon. On the other hand, they may be
protected, unavailable to public access, and may require the researcher to search out the data
in places which are hard to find; a process that can make information mining time and energy
consuming (Creswell, 2003).

A collection of one’s students’ written work can be done easily by asking the students
to write an essay or a composition on a given topic, expressing their thoughts and their related
experiences. It offers easy accessibility, and also saves the teacher-researcher the time and
expense of transcriibing. A basic concern is that what is collected should be authentic (J.
Horvath, 2001). In case of student essays, written in-class or at home, their authenticity
cannot be questioned. Student essays also offer primary or ‘first-hand’ data, as they are
obtained from the original source as part of the applied aspect of research (Scheurich, 2007).
They also represent data that are thoughtful, in which participants have given attention to
compiling. In addition, they enable the researcher to obtain the language and words of
participants (Creswell, 2003).

To analyze the content of any document the most sensible method is to apply content
analysis (Creswell, 2003; Denscombe, 2014; Dornyei, 2007b; Mackey & Gass, 2005; Nunan
& Bailey, 2009), which is a logical and relatively straightforward procedure. Having an
appropriate sample of texts, we break them into smaller units (in case of short texts it is not
necessary). The unit of analysis can be each and every word, complete sentences or whole
paragraphs. Qualitative data analysis invariably starts with coding, which involves
highlighting extracts in a way that they can be easily identified, retrieved, grouped or
categorized. Dornyei (2007b) calls this procedure initial coding, usually followed by second-
level coding which helps the researcher go beyond the descriptive labeling of the relevant data
segments. For analyzing the data, the researcher has to develop relevant categories and count
the frequency with which the units occur. (It can be a tally of the times, when various units
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occur.) Another useful method is to produce a hierarchy of codes, e. g., in the form of a tree
diagram, which helps to clarify how the categories are related to each other (Dérnyei, 2007b).

Content analysis reveals what appear in the texts as relevant, the priorities portrayed
through the texts, the values conveyed in the text and also how ideas are related. The main
strength of this method is that at intial level it provides a means for quantifying the contents
of a text, whereas at second-level interpretive analysis the underlying deeper meaning of the
data. It also has a main limitation: it has an in-built tendency to dislocate the units and their
meaning from the context in which they were made (Denscombe, 2014; Dérnyei, 2007b).

As a summary, we can say that documentary research, both as an alternative method or
an addition to other methods, has compelling advantages. The first one is the relatively easy
access to data and the vast amounts of information on can find in documents. It is also cost-
effective and provides data which is permanent and easily accessible. Its main drawback is
that documents, including essays, can owe more to the interpretations and beliefs of those
who produce them than to objective reality.

2.4.4 Documents: syllabi

There are several conflicting views on what makes syllabus design and curriculum
development different. The “narrow” view draws a clear distinction between the two, stating
that curriculum development is concerned with planning, implementation, management and
administration of education programmes (Nunan, 1988), while syllabus design is concerned
with the selection and grading of content. Some language specialists, e.g., Allen (1984), Stern
(1984), Yalden (1984) believe, that syllabus and methodology should be kept separate, others,
like Breen (1984) and Widdowson (1984) think otherwise.

According to a rather traditional definition, a syllabus is a statement of content which
is used as the basis for planning courses; the task of the syllabus designer is to select and
grade course content (Nunan, 1988). Breen (1987a) also sees it as a plan of what is to be
achieved through teaching and learning. It can provide detailed information for students on
what is to be achieved in the course and therefore, it can act as an implicit contract. In
Brumfit’s definition, a “syllabus for a second language programme is not a guide for private
use by teacher and learner. It is a public document, a record, a contract an instrument which

represents negotiation among all the parties involved” (Brumfit, 1984, p. 13). Perhaps the
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most noted function of a syllabus is administrative: it provides an organizational structure to
the course (Cullinan, 2016).

From a learner perspective, the most important questions are: What does the learner
want to do with the target language? What activities will stimulate or promote language
learning? To be able to answer these questions a “needs analysis” can be performed, which, in
simple terms, refers to “the procedures used to collect information about learners”, including
motivation, expressed needs, likes, dislikes, learning styles with the aim of designing a course
that is tailored to the specific needs of the students involved (Cullinan, 2016, p. 58). Espinosa
underlines the necessity and the motivating nature of what he calls “autonomy-fostering
syllabus” (Espinosa, 2015, p. 114). A course, based on such a syllabus allows the students to
identify what they deem important to learn, what readings, texts they would welcome, and
also to plan how to get them; this is a process motivating in itself. Althouh the syllabi can
differ from teacher to teacher, the topics, covered in them, should be in accordance with the
overall content of the curriculum taught in the course.

Nunan (2003, p. 193) speaks of “learner-centeredness” and “learner centered”
curriculum development and syllabus design, when the syllabus is the result of a collaborative
effort between teachers and learners, since the latter are closely involved in the decision-
making process regarding the content of the curriculum and syllabus. Nikolov (2000), based
on a research conducted with young learners, also writes about the motivating force of
negotiated syllabus and classroom work. Christison and Murray (2014), when stating that
“motivation, as a many-faced aspect, can be successful only in a learning environment which
is student centered and meets the effective needs of students” (2014, p. 47), mean a similar
point. Those, who focus on the language learning process, emphasize that learners also should
contribute to that process, including syllabus planning (Breen, 1987b). Working on a process
syllabus can result in a pedagogical partnership between teachers and learners through a
teaching process in which learners become equipped with the knowledge, skills and attitudes
that enable them to play an active role in the planning, implementation and evaluation of their
own learning. A negotiated syllabus is created, which, on the one hand, motivates the learners

to carry out what they planned, and on the other, leads to a higher degree of autonomy.
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2.5 Summary

This chapter aimed to overview the literature on one of the main determinants of second /
foreign language learning, motivation, with special focus on a neglegted area, TS classes at
BA level, including the different means and methods of measuring this very complex
construct. Sections 2.1 and 2.2 discussed literature on motivation in general, comparing
different definitions of the construct, arriving at the conclusion that motivation, as an
imoprant ID factor, has a huge impact on language learning success. In order to show the
many-faceted nature of motivation, the most influential theories and models were listed
(Adolphs et al., 2018; Dornyei, 1994; (Dornyei & Otto, 1998; Dornyei & Ryan, 2015;
Dornyei & Ushioda, 2009; Gardner, 2010), arriving at the general conclusion that motivation
concerns the basic question why people act as they do.

Section 2.3 focused on motivation in BA translation studies classes, seeking the
answer to the ever-rising question: Why do students majoring in English choose translation as
a minor or a specialization? Why do they want to study a discipline, which still struggles for
recognition, but, at the same time, requires the high-level knowledge of at least two languages
(Baker, 2011; Doro, 2010; Flanagan, 2016)? The studies quated emphasized the importance
of mastery motivation (Jozsa et al., 2014) and of a relatively new conceptualization called
directed motivational currents (Henry et al., 2015). Other authors pointed out those aspects,
which make translation more difficult than the other language learning activities: its goal-
directed and energy consuming nature, the culture-specific knowledge it requires, the most
different skills that have to be developed and trained (Dor6, 2011; Klaudy, 1997a; Szegedy-
Maszak, 2008); traits which easily can result in demotivation.

Section 2.4 concentrated on different ways and methods, both quantitative and
qualitative that can be used to examine and measure motivation: questionnaires, interviews
and documents, including student essays and course syllabi as possible data collecting
instruments. The part on questionnaires (2.4.1) was based on Dérnyei’s (2003b; 2010a;) and
Gillham’s (2000b) book on developing questionnaires, which discussed each step of this
complex and tedious process, emphasizing the advantages and pointing out the drawbacks of
the tool. Other approaches also were studied (Creswell, 2003; Mackey & Gass, 2005; Nunan
& Bailey, 2009) in order to find out how qualitative research can add extra information to
quantitative findings; how interviews and documents can be used for deeper or background

analysis.
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The works listed in the literature overview in Chapter 2 confirmed that motivation is a
highly complex phenomenon. Although we know a lot about it, it is difficult to research, so
we have to be really careful and attentive when we decide on the research procedures,
including the instruments we want to use. Chapter 3 aims to examine BA students’ motivation
in translation studies classes based on a study carried out at the University of Pécs between

2016 and 2019.
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Chapter 3
Student motivation in Translation Studies BA classes

3.1 Translator training in Hungary

Formal training... can help enhance performance...

and develop translation skills more rapidly.”

(Gile, 2009, p. 7)

Following Pym’s (2013) suggestion to rethink the translation skills in translation training
programs, Hungarian researchers have attempted to map the most important fields and
directions, and define new foci for teaching (Koébor & Csikai, 2017). One of the greatest
merits of this recent inquiry is the fact that it also aimed to meet the professional needs of the
translation market (Kobor, 2017).

The question of competences has been an important and challenging research field for
Hungarian researchers during the last decades. The list of the necessary competences they
identified (competences connected to translation, as an activity; technology; the management
of the translation process) (Fischer, 2017) strongly corresponds with the categories offered in
the international literature (Chesterman, 2005; Dickinson, 2002; Risku et al., 2010). Some
features, which have been part of instruction at European universities for a long time,
appeared as a new phenomenon in discussions authored by Hungarian experts. The translation
market is more and more often referred to as “language industry” (Fischer, 2017, p. 24),
demanding new terminologies such as language service providers (LSP), language service
companies, (LSC), knowledge management instruments (KMI), project management (PM),
machine translation (MT), post editing (PE), etc .

The competences, important for the industry and also for the profession are best
highlighted when international models are compared. In a study, Krajcs6é (2017) compared
four well-known competence models (EMT, CIUTI, TransCert, ISO). Although the lists seem
to be similar, the grouping of competences is remarkably different (See Table 5). It is also
apparent that competences which can be connected to translation as a service are listed as
especially important ones in each presented model.

Linguistic competences create an independent group in each system, similarly to
intercultural competences, although different terms (intercultural, transcultural and cultural)

are used in the lists. Technological comnetences also are also named differently
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(technological, technical and thematic domain) and with slightly different emphasis.
Competences, which are regarded less important, are typically taught within another one,
mostly as part of language or linguistic competence. Krajcs6 (2017) points out that translator
training institutions mostly cover competences connected to translation, as an activity
(linguistic, intercultural, translation competences), while “domain competence” is typically
missing from their curricula. According to Droth (2017), there is another “underrepresented”
category: translation management, which she, in accordance with Kiraly (2000), discusses not

as translation, but as translator competence (see 1.2).

Table 5

Comparison of four international translator competence models (Krajcso, 2017)

EMT (European CIUTI (Conference TransCert (Trans- ISO (International
Master’s in Internationale Permanente European Voluntary Organization for
Translation) d’Instituts Universitaires de  Certification for Standardization)

Traducteurs et Interprétes )  Translators)

Translation skills Translation comp.
Translation service ,
- Translator’s competence . . .
provision Personal translation (within translation
management competence)

Native language
Language Language skills Linguistic competence
Foreign language

Intercultural Intercultural Transcultural skills Cultural competence

Information mining

Info mining (within foreign language) &terminology skills

Cultural competence

- . i h
(within foreign language & Competence in research,

Technological , Technological skills information acquisition and
translator’s competence) .
processing
Thematic (within foreign language) Domain-specific skills ~ Domain competence

After looking at what competences four formal translator training institutes cover, we can
move to the institutions (universities) which offer translator training programs in Hungary.
These programs have undergone substantial, possibly overdue changes during the last ten
years. The reasons are discussed by Valoczi (2010) as follows: (1) Due to Hungary’s
membership in the European Union, the demand for well-trained translators and interpreters

has significantly increased; (2) the content of translation and interpreter training had to be
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adjusted to the social and economic changes characterized by the diverse needs of the market.
The role of translators / interpreters has been re-interpreted: now they provide “services”,
based on high-level problem solving, negotiating, organizing and communicating qualities;
they are experts with thorough linguistic, professional and often interdisciplinary knowledge.
(3) Education policy has put an end to the ongoing debate about the place of translation
training in the education system.

As a result, training programs have become part of university curricula at BA level,
initially as complementary courses and specializations, later as independent subject blocks. In
response to the increasing demand for highly trained graduates on the market, translator and
interpreter training was introduced at MA level, as well, in addition to language schools
which also offer translator training courses.

The first translator and interpreter training program was introduced by Kinga Klaudy
at the E6tvos Lorand University in 1973 (Klaudy, 2013, p. 9). Since then other universities
have joined the successful and increasingly popular training form. A 2010 study by Valoczi
lists 21 faculties of 14 universities or colleges, which offer their prospective students 40
different, accredited training programs in Hungary. The list incudes Corvinus University of
Budapest; Budapest Business School; Budapest University of Technology and Economics;
University of Debrecen; E6tvos Lorand University; Kodolanyi Janos University of Applied
Sciences; University of Miskolc; University of Nyiregyhaza; University of West-Hungary,
Savaria Campus; Pannon University, PAzmany Péter Catholic University; University of Pécs,
University of Szeged and Szent Istvdn University in G6d6ll6. The programs differ in duration
(generally two to four semesters, ten to fourteen classes a week), content and fees. A 2016
summary (Vermes, 2016) mentioned 26 faculties of 17 universities offering translator training
(see Appendix C), which suggests that the demand is huge.

The number of institutions, which offer master programs, is still very low in Hungary.
In 2010, there were only three accredited translator training programs at this level: at E6tvos
Lorand University, at Pannon University and at University of Miskolc (Valoczi, 2010). The
admission requirements are high: a complex C level exam in one, a complex B level exam in
another foreign language plus passing a complex admission test. At MA level 300 contact
hours of instruction are offered every semester for x semesters. The master programs include
a 100-hours professional practice. The best graduates can carry on with their studies in
doctoral programs. Although there is only one doctoral school in Translation Studies in
Hungary (Eotvos Lorand University, lead by Kinga Klaudy), there are several doctoral

schools in linguistics which offer their students translation topics.
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The situation has changed a lot by 2017; Kébor and Lehmann (2018) describe it as
“everything at every level” (which is definitely true in international arenas, as well), referring
to the diverse opportunities prospective translation students can choose from, including BA
and MA levels and also special postgraduate programs (see Appendix C). In literal meaning
what they say suggests, that — concerning the skills — there is no difference between the listed
levels; the improvement is rather superficial, there is still a lot to do in order to optimize the
quality of the training.  Since 2010, new institutions have “joined the club”: Karoli Gaspar
University of the Reformed Church in Hungary, Eszterhdzy Karoly College in Eger and
Semmelweis University. In 2016, 17 universities offered 78 different training courses: 13 at
BA, 56 at post-graduate, eight at MA and one at PhD level (Vermes, 2016). The unique
feature of the Hungarian training system is that there is no professional translator training at
BA level; those, who are interested, can study translation in the frameworks of a 50-credit
specialization, as the part of their bachelor studies in a foreign language major. The admission
requirement for this program is B2 or C1 level proficiency in a foreign language, depending
on the applicants’ choice. However, the certificate the graduates get does not qualify them to
work as certified translators.

In March 2020 seven Hungarian universities offered MA level translation and
interpreting programs in the official site of Hungarian Oktatasi Hivatal (https://www.felvi.hu):
Eotvos Lorand University in Budapest, University of Debrecen, Eszerhazy Karoly College,
University of Miskolc, Pazmany Péter Catholic University, Pannon University, and
University of Szeged. The admission capacity of the seven universities was 208 alltogether,
including 152 state-financed and 56 self-financed positions (https://www.felvi.hu). (Table 6).

The tution fee in case of self-financed positions was betveen 250,000 and 375,000
Forints per semester. The published admission requirements were the same at each institution,
including one C 1 level, and one B2 level complex language exam in the chosen languages,
and an entrance test, consisting of a a written and an oral (interview) part. However, COVID-
19 restrictions rewrote the admission procedure for the academic year of 2020 — 2021. At
E6tvos Lorand University, for example, the applicants were expected to hand in a CV in
Hungarian language, including the applicants’ preliminary studies (800-1,000 characters) plus
a summary of their relevant achievements (publications, conference participations, grants, etc.
(800-1,000 characters), and also a motivation letter written in the target language (3,500-
4,000 characters). The oral exams were replaced by scheduled online interviews. At Pazmany
Péter University both the CV and the motivation letter were expected to be written in

Hungarian and in the chosen foreign language, and the applicants also had to hand in a
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summary of their BA portfolio (2,500 characters) in both Hungarian and the target language.

The procedure, with minor differences, was similar at each university.

Table 6
Translation and Interpreting MA programs in Hungary, 2020-2021 (Source: felvi.hu)

Degree: Certified translator and interpreter

Universit Admission capacity (max) Entrance exam Number of Number of
y State-financed  Self-financed semesters credits

University of 20 5 written 4 120

Debrecen

E5tvds Lordnd 50 6 written + oral 4 120

University

Esz_terhe}m Karoly 8 8 oral 4 120

University

University of 6 24 written 4 120

Miskolc

Pannon University 8 3 written + oral 4 120

Pazméany Péter .

Catholic University 25 5 written + oral 4 120

University of Szeged 40 5 written + oral 4 120

The so-called specialized post-gradual training courses, where the admission requirement is a
BA or MA degree, also occupy an important place in translator training in Hungary. The
duration of the training, similarly to MA level is three to four semesters. In the academic year
of 2017/2018 applicants could apply for specialized training programs at nineteen faculties of
fifteen universities (Kobor & Lehmann, 2018).

It is important to mention that in Hungary the translation training programmes should
accommodate the demand for two dominant languages, English and German. Some
traditionally important European languages (French, Russian, Italian and Spanish) are also
offered by some universities; all other languages remain marginal (Vermes, 2016).

Examining the most important features of translator training in Hungary we can
conclude that it is highly diverse; the offer prospective students can choose from is wide, and

hopefully creates a good basis for positive competition at every level.
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3.2 Translation Studies at the University of Pécs

Translator training at University of Pécs has significant traditions, which can serve as a good
example for a possible MA translation program. The four-semester long, 120 credit post-
gradual translation training programs in English (btk.pte.hu/angol_magyar_szakford), French
(btk.pte.hu/francia_magyar_szakford) and Italian (btk.pte.hu/olasz_magyar szakford) at the
Faculty of Humanities, as well as a similar program at the Faculty of Medicine of the
University of Pécs (UP) (aok.pte.hu/hu/egyseg/60/index/almenu/164 also may attract new
students.

Currently, BA students at the Institute of English Studies, Faculty of Humanities, UP
can choose translation as a specialization in the second year of their studies, after passing their
English proficiency exam. As it can be chosen instead of a compulsory minor, only a small
number of students takes it up. Table 7 shows how many students applied for the program
between 2014 and 2020, the years my research covers. It can bee seen that there was a
significant drop in 2015, which, concerning present study, is important, because it shows the

population from which | could recruit participants.

Table 7
The number of translation students between the academic years of 2014/15 and 2020/21 (Neptun data, retrieved
on 29/07/2020)

Academic year ~ 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21

Number of 35 10 11 10 11 17 18
students

The enrolling students can earn only 50 credits as opposed to the 120 credits of the
specialized post-graduate programs in the field of Humanities and Health Sciences (Kobor &
Lehmann, 2018, p. 25). It means that they have significantly fewer contact hours in the
subjects that comprise their curriculum than those who study in the other two forms of
program. The significance of different competences and the emphasis put on them is well
reflected in the corresponding credits (Table 8). As is apparent in the table, Translation and
interpretation techniques and the connected skills constitute a relatively large number of
classes in each program: one third of the total credit in case of postgraduate programs, and
two thirds of the total credit in the case of the BA specialization.

The credits, as they reflect the emphasis on the different components, speak for

themselves. There is hardly any emphasis on IT skills, and the difference is huge between the
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programs concerning language and culture. Special terminology also seems to be a neglected
area, although it should be a significant element in special translation programs. What is also
worth noting is the fact that the Language and culture component, which can earn high credits
even in the Health Sciences program, is not given a larger emphasis neither in the planned
MA program, nor in BA specialization. Those, who want to become translators in the field of
Health Sciences, typically do not have a degree in the target language, while the participants
of the BA level training learn target language culture, history and civilization in a relatively

high number of classes in the frames of their major studies.

Table 8
The representation of different components of translator training at UP, including the planned MA program; the
BA specialization and the two special post-graduate programs (Kébor & Lehmann, 2018, p. 25)

Translator and Translation . Special post-
. o Special post-
interpreter MA specialization graduate program
Components . graduate programs .
program (plan) (English, BA) Humanities (cr) Health Sciences
(credits) (cr) (cn)
jl'ranslatlorl and 810 5 10 1
interpretation theory
European stL_Jdles_; legal 6- 10 0 12 4
and economic skills
Translationand 44 — 46 33 45 49
interpretation techniques
Special skills 4-8 6 5 9
Special terminology 4-6 0 5 11
Language and culture 4-6 3 18 8
IT competences, tools, 1012 3 5 4
language technology
Credits 120 50 120 120

Having compared the program elements and the syllabi, we can state that there are significant
differences in proportions, however, we can detect a great degree of similarity between the
training programs at different levels. They basically include the same components, even if
they are weighted differently, and each of them puts the greatest emphasys on translation and

interpretation techniques, which cannot be learnt in any other classes.
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Table 9
Study plan for English Studies, BA translation specialization programme (4 semesters, 50 credits)

Code Name Type of Credit / Semester
theclass 1% 2nd 3™ 4th 5th 6"
ASNBO1 Introduction into translation theory lecture 2
ASNB02 English-Hungarian contrastive lecture 3
linguistics
ASNBO04 English-Hungarian / Hungarian-English translation skills
ASNBO04 English-Hungarian translation skills | seminar 3
01
ASNBO04  English-Hungarian translation skills Il seminar 3
02
ASNBO04 Hungarian English translation skills | seminar 3
03
ASNB04 Hungarian English translation skills 11 seminar 3
04
ASNBO5 Language technology and CAT seminar 3
ASVBO03 Text linguistics and Stylistics
ASVBO03 Text linguistics and Stylistics | lecture 3
01
ASVBO03 Text linguistics and Stylistics |1 lecture 3
02
ASVBO06 Specialized translation
ASVBO06 Translating political and legal texts E-H seminar 3
01
ASVBO06 Translating political and legal texts H-E seminar 3
02
ASVBO06 Translating business and financial texts seminar 3
03 E-H
ASVBO06 Translating business and financial texts seminar 3
04 H-E
ASVBO06 Translating IT texts E-H, H-E seminar 3
05
ASVB06 Translating Texts in the Social Sciences seminar 3
06
ASVBO06 Translating literary texts seminar 3
06
ASVBO07 Final exam 3
Tot. cr: 0 0 11 12 12 15
Source:

(https://btk.pte.hu/sites/btk.pte.hu/files/files/hallgatoinknak/golyahir/2016/ba_napp/szakfordito_anfranb2_09-10-
12267idoterv.html)

Table 9 contains the detailed description of the BA translation specialization programme on a

timeline, together with the credits. It clearly shows that the biggest emphasys is on the
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practical skills. The theory is concentrated in the first and the second semesters of the
programme, the third and the fourth semesters are totally devoted to practice.

Looking at Tables 8 - 9, we can see that the spectrum of the fields the students do
translations in is diverse. To be able to translate texts in them needs special background
knowledge in politics, law, business and finance, IT, social sciences and literature, which is
not offered in the study-plan (Table 9). Table 8 also reveals that there are no classes on
special terminology, either. This means that students, if they want to do proper translations,
have to do a lot of extra research. Perhaps an intriguing question is why English majors
choose this specialization, when the certificate they get does not qualify them to work as
certified translators. To find the answer to this question | conducted an empirical study on

students’ motivation to study translation at BA level.

3.3 Study 1: BA students’ motivation in Translation Studies classes

“Good research cannot be built on poorly collected data...”

(Gillham, 2000, p. 1)

3.3.1 Introduction

Although motivation seems to be a well researched area in the huge arena of applied
linguistics (Doro, 2010; Dornyei, 1994; 1998; 2010; 2014; Dérnyei et al., 2014; Dornyei &
Csizér, 1998; Dornyei & Ryan, 2015; Dornyei & Otto, 1998; Gardner, 2010; Heitzmann,
2014; Jozsa et al., 2014; Kormos & Csizér, 2014; Maclntyre, 2002; Nikolov,1999; Nikolov &
Mihajlevi¢ Djigunovié, 2006; Ushioda, 2016; Ushioda & Dérnyei, 2012), so far little attention
has been paid to English majors who choose translation studies as a specialization at BA level
at the University of Pécs (https://felveteli.pte.hu/kepzes pdf/618). This four-semester
program offers the applicants special knowledge, but no certification, however, it can prevent
them from getting their diploma if they fail the final translation test. According to 2019 data
(https://felveteli.pte.hu/ponthatarok), the required points for English Studies at BA level were
356, and between 10 and 65 applicants could be accepted. These numbers mean that the pool
is shallow, when it comes to choosing a minor or a specialization. In the academic year of
2016-2017, when the first part of the research was conducted there were only 30 students in

the program, including the second and the third year, so it was the total number to take into
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consideration for my research. It is small, but as my study serves local needs of starting
translation training at MA level, I did not want to spread my research to other institutions.
Although the literature offers several methods to study motivation, this complex and
dynamically changing phenomenon (21., 2.2, 2.3), regarding my small sample in phases 1 and
2, | decided on qualitative methods (student essays, follow-up interviews), while in the third

one | used a questionnaire.

3.3.2 Research questions
My research on motivation consisted of three phases, each aiming to look at the most

powerful motivating factors that lead students to opt for translation as a specialization, how
their learning experiences impact their motivation and development, and also to find out about
their language background, their strengths and weaknesses, what they regard most motivating

and demotivating in their classes. Consequently, four research questions were formulated:

(1) Why do BA students choose translation as a specialization?

(2) What language background do they have when they roll up for the course?

(3) Which are the most important contributing factors to student motivation in BA
translation classes?

(4) What do students find most motivating and demotivating in their classes?

(5) How do they want to use their translation skills after graduating?

The first and second phases were carried out in the spring semester of the 2016-2017
academic year with the aim of preparing a solid background for the third, more
comprehensive phase, implementing a questionnaire study, which was conducted in the fall
semesters of the 2017-2018 and 2018-2019 academic years. The research plan is shown in
Table 10.

Table 10 Research plan for Study 1

Phase = Semester Research questions _Research Numb_e rof
instruments participants

1 2016/17 Spring 1,34 Student essays 8 BA students

. Follow-up

2 2016/17 Spring 1,2,3,4,5 . . 3 BA students

interviews
2017/18 Fall Student
3 2018/19 Fall 12,345 questionnaire 24 BA students
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The first phase aimed to gather information on the resons of students’ enrollment in the
program, asking them why they liked translation classes. The follow-up interviews in the
second phase focused on the patterns that emerged in the student essays. Motivating and de-
motivating factors were identified and grouped, which helped to create the initial question

pool for the student questionnaire to be carried put in the third phase of the research.

3.4 Phase 1: Student essays

3.4.1 Participants

The participants in the first phase were eight anonymous second-year BA students majoring
in English who took up translation in the third semester of their studies, after passing their
proficiency exam (C1 level) in the end of their first academic year. However, heir estimated
level of English proficiency was between B2 and C1 on the six level scale described in the
Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR, Council of Europe, 2001) and the
Hungarian school-leaving examination all students had passed at advanced (B2) level before
being admitted to university. (423/2012. Korm. rendelet).

3.4.2 Data collection instrument

To be able to establish a baseline for a motivation map, in this phase the participants were
asked to continue the first line of a short composition: “I like translation classes because...” |
chose this simple writing task as my data collection instrument because this kind of short task
was familiar to them from their previous studies, it was easy to complete, and | assumed it
was suitable to gather basic information on the participants’ main motives to enroll in the

specialization.

3.4.3 Procedures

The written task was completed in-class, and the allocated time was 15 minutes. As a result, |
got eight compositions, which were short, and to the point. To examine the data | conducted
content analysis based on the main principles of qual research (Creswell, 2003; Ddornyei,
2007b; Saldana, 2009). The reasons, given by the students, were identified and, in order to

group them, categories were set up. The results are shown in Table 6.
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3.4.2 Results and discussion

The reasons the students gave in their compositions typically could be organized into six
categories: (1) language use, (2) teachers, (3) fellow students / peers, (4) texts, assignments,
instruments, (5) atmosphere, and (6) personal goals (Table 11: The numbers in brackets refer

to the number of students who mentioned the given reason in their composition.)

Table 11

Motivating factors mentioned by students in their compositions (frequency)

Motivating factor Examples

A) Language use (7) improving skills, vocabulary and grammar
differences in structure

similarities and differences between the two (Hungarian and
English) languages

B) Teachers (5) the feedback they give
assessment
personality

C) Peers (3) meeting of different viewpoints

discussing solutions

D) Texts, assignments, tools (7) diversity of the texts / topics
new vocabulary, web pages, technology

E) Atmosphere (4) interactive
funny
“not as boring as other classes”

F) Personal goals (3) becoming a professional translator
preparing for the challenges ahead

Seven students liked translation classes, both seminars and lectures, because they improved
their different skills, vocabulary, and grammar, and highlighted the similarities and
differences between the source language and the target language. Five students mentioned
teachers as motivating factors, most often because of the usefulness of the feedback and the
assessment they give, and for other personal reasons (“they are between tolerable and
awesome”). Three students found important that they could discuss the solutions of their peers
and meet different viewpoints in translation classes. Nobody referred to peer-assessment,
either because it is not used in the classes or they did not recognize it as something worth
mentioning. The texts the students had to deal with, the assignments they got and the

instruments they used were mentioned in seven compositions. The diversity and the
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interesting nature of the texts and assignments were emphasised; whereas the instruments they
used were mentioned because they were either “new” or “ancient.” Interestingly, in both cases
they were described as motivating. The working environment (the atmosphere) was
mentioned by three participants. One found it motivating because it was interactive, one
because it was funnier than other classes and one because it was not as boring as other classes.
It was also described as safe: an environment where “nobody gets hurt”. The personal goal of

becoming a professional translator was mentioned by three students out of the seven.

3.5 Phase 2: Follow-up interviews on student essays

3.5.1 Participants

As a follow-up to the written task, | invited participants to interviews through their tutor. The
interviews happened in two sessions. In the first session (30/04/2017), | interviewed two
volunteers, a female (P1) and a male (P2), in the second session (05/03/2017) my interviewee
was a male student, (P3) all from the group who wrote the texts (second-year group from
2016-2017).

3.5.2 Data collection instrument

| planned to conduct structured interviews focusing on surfacing patterns in the written texts,
setting up categoried for the aspects of learning translation, each because of the motivating
force they may have on someone’s decision when it comes to choosing a field to study: (1)
Background, learning environment and language competence, (2) Translation as a skill and
specialization, (3) Course content, (4) Feedback and assessment.

| also wanted to pinpoint what students found motivating, demotivating or neutral concerning
the four listed aspects.

As Rubin and Rubin say, “qualitative interviewing requires intense listening, a respect
for and curiosity about what people say, and a systematic effort to really hear and understand
what people tell you” (Rubin & Rubin, 2005, p. 17). As | always regarded myself a good
listener, and | wanted to collect as much information as possible by the simple means of
listening, | found the interview the perfect tool for this part of my research. It also ment that I
sometimes let my interviewees (and even myself) take side-tracks, and as a result, the

interviews turned out to be semi-structured in the end.
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3.5.3 Procedures

First, | asked the interviewees if they wanted to use English or Hungarian. As they chose their
mother tongue, the interviews were conducted in Hungarian language, recorded by a
dictaphone, transcribed and translated to English afterwards. Both sessions took
approximately one hour, and the interviewees were asked the same questions (see section
below). The venue in the first case was a café, a silent room with perfect privacy, mineral
water, coke, and coffee. The second time we were in a seminar room at the university, with an
open window and chirping birds outside. As it turned out, the difference between the places
did not really count; the atmosphere was relaxed in both cases, and, perhaps because they

were volunteers, the interviewees were open and talkative.

3.5.4 Results and discussion

(1) Background, foreign language competence

The questions of the first part of the interview aimed to find out what foreign language
background the interviewees had, including their first encounter with English as a foreign
language, the other languages they had studied, the main sources of influence when it came to
choosing English studies as a major and translation as a specialization at university. | also
asked them about their expectations and their first experiences at university, their weaknesses
and strengths, and how much they thought they improved during their studies.

The first thing that became clear was that the interviewees were the children of the
generation that studied Russian at school, both at primary and secondary level. Although their
parents were taught this language, they did not like it, did not become fluent speakers of it and
after leaving school they did not use it for any purpose. They did not learn another language
either, however, their children, who started school after the 1990 change of regime, were
offered the freedom of choice when it came to language learning. Russian was not
compulsory anymore, and English, followed by German, became the two most popular
foreign languages in a very short time. Thus, the family background, more precisely the
parents’ low level of foreign language competence was not a factor in the case of my three
interviewees that would have encouraged them to study foreign languages. It was the change
of paradigm in educational policy, the freedom of choice concerning foreign languages, which
played a motivating role at schools.
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Following the trends, two of the three participants chose English as a foreign language
at primary school, although they started learning it in different classes. In the first interview
the female participant (P1) took it up in the first, the male (P2) in the fifth class, so their first
encounter with English as a foreign language happened quite early. They both studied English
for several years before entering university: P1 for twelve and P2 for eight years. P3, on the
other hand, took it up only at the age fourteen, however, before starting secondary school he
went to a language preparatory class, where they had twelve English lessons a week — much
more, than in an ordinary class. By the time they enetered university, all of them had had a B2
level language exam. When preparing for the language exam, P1 had extra classes in English
with a private teacher, whereas P2 and P3 were coached by their teachers at school. They also
studied a second foreign language, which was German, the second most often chosen foreign
language in Hungary. All three respondents gave it up temporarily due to the lack of time and
for financial reasons, but they were well aware that they would have to continue learning it if
they wanted to carry on with their translation studies at MA level.

Arriving at university, they all found that they were at a similar proficiency level in
English with their fellow students, and they faced the same difficulties. The most striking was
the fact that they had to do and learn everything in English, whereas at primary and secondary
level they used English only in the English lessons. What was a difficulty at the beginning
soon became a motivating force for them: their vocabulary grew very fast and they became
much better readers in English.

I also wanted to know if all their expectations were met concerning the translation
programme. “If it takes much time to come up with an answer, it means that you cannot come
up with anything. No, | cannot say | found anything disappointing. What we have not learnt
so far, will learn in the next two semesters. | think | basically get what | expected before”,
said P3, who had already experimented with law and teacher training, but he gave them up,
because he “did not like what he got”. “I initially thought we would have more practice, but
now | see that what we do is enough. Even seems to be too much sometimes. Right now we
have assignments for three different classes”, said P2. “I think the programme is good as it
is”, added P1. “I did not expect more. As we are only eight in the group, it is homely. | did not

think it woult be this informal. And we cover so much. I am satisfied indeed”.

(2) Translation as an activity, a skill and specialization
The second part of the interview focused on translation, which they chose as a specialization

in their sophomore year. | was curious if they could define the construct of the discipline they
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chose to study. What did it mean for them? Why did they choose it? What experience did they
have in translation before applying for the programme? What qualities did they think a
translator needed? Did they plan to continue their studies at MA level? How did they want to
use their special knowledge and skills after graduating?

I had a common experience with my interviewees, which seemed to be a good starting
point. Just two weeks before the interviews were conducted, we all listened to the renowned
translator’s, Peter Czippott’s engaging lecture about translation at the University of Pécs,
where he, as an invited lecturer, presented a long list of definitions of the construct
(https://btk.pte.hu/esemenyek/peter_czipott_mufordito_eloadasai). However, the participants
in the present study were not able to define translation either in a sophisticated or in a
practical way. They did not remember that translation, in Czipott’s poetic understanding,
meant the two sides of a tapestry, and they could not bring up any of definitions given by
scholars in relevant literature (see 1.1, Table 2). Translation for them, as it turned out, meant a
simple practice; a task, where they had to give back the words of the source text in the target
language the best way they could. They all rejected ‘word-for-word’ translation, they voted
for ‘content’ translation, even in the case of special (e.g., legal) texts.

All three chose translation as a specialization because they saw it as a potential career
that they could pursue in the future not only in Hungary, but anywhere in the world. The other
reason to choose it in the cases of P1 and P2 was the fact they learnt Hungarian literature in
an increased number of classes at grammar school, and they felt they were good at it.
Therefore, an additional motivating factor was their good knowledge of the mother tongue,
which relevant literature also mentions as basic as the good level knowledge of the target
language (Chesterman, 2005; Gile, 2009, 2010; Gouadec, 2007; Kelly, 2005; Laver & Mason,
2018; Limon, 2010; Nida, 1981; Pym, 1992, 2003; Risku et al., 2010; Robinson, 2012).

They did not really have any experience in translation before choosing the
specialization except for activities they did for fun. One interviewee, P3 acted as a family
interpreter once, and cited an experience when he translated a longer text for his brother, and
the idea that he could do it as a bread-winning job started to formulate after that. “My teacher
said that I could get good money for such a translation, and what to say... I was motivating”.
P2 experimented with translating comics and subtitles for TV series.

Answering the question “What kind of knowledge and skills do you think a translator
needs?” they mentioned the reasonable knowledge of the source language and the target
language and factual knowledge (special technology, resources available). Only P3 argued

that “the good knowledge of the mother tounge is enough. My English vocabulary is poor, but
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that does not prevent me from translating”. Perhaps, because they were at the very beginning
of their translation studies, they did not know too much about the theory of problem solving
(options for translating — direct, literal, oblique translation, etc.), or strategies and techniques
(“We discuss these when a problem comes up”.) They did not even think that translating texts
could be physically exhausting; no wonder, so far they had translated only short texts. Only
P3 mentioned that the “ability to sleep” was important. “If you do not sleep enough, you
cannot be effective”. They laughed when | asked them if they were ready to sit 10 hours a day
in front of the computer. “We do that anyway”, was their answer. What was pronounced by
all three participants was creativity in finding the best equivalents for even the most difficult
turns of speech in the source text, like “torpe bogre gorbe bogre”, mentioned by P3 or “Mézga
Géza”, brought up by P1, or in case of so called “law frequency words” and collocations
(Kenny, 2014, p. 128). Translating culture specific texts held considerable difficulties for
them, although P3 said that “we can look up these things quite easily”.

They all agreed that choosing translation as a specialization was a good decision for
them, most of all because it gave them knowledge, which was useful in their English studies
classes, as well. P1 and P2 planned to continue studying it at MA level, and later to do it as a
career, either in Hungary or abroad. P3 also wanted to become a professional translator, but,
because of financial reasons, he was not sure if he wanted to do MA studies. “I do not have
any state-financed years left, so I can do it if | can collect enough money for the tution fee”,

he said.

(3) Course content

The questions of the third part were aimed at the course itself. What and how many classes
did they have? What tasks and activities did they do in these classes? Which of these did they
find useful for developing their translation skills? How many teachers did they have, and how
were the classes by different teachers taught? How were they instructed about course content
and course requirements? What tools did they use in classes and when doing their home
assignments? What forms of assignments did they like doing?

As the three respondents belonged to the same study group of eight, they all had four
different classes in the third semester of the translation programme, typically one lecture and
three practical seminars. Although it was in accordance with the official study plan, non of
them could name the classes. The lecture, P1 and P2 said, covered cultural differences and

similarities, comparative grammar (in the study plan it was comparative linguistics) and, due

58



to the low number of students in their group, it tended to be interactive with practical tasks in
the end.

Concerning course content, they named two tasks they regularly did: translating from
one language into the other and discussing the translations they did. In the first term of the
first year of the programme (in the second year of their BA studies), they translated from
English into Hungarian, but from the third term they did it in the other direction, as well. P1
and P2 found translating from Hungarian into English rewarding. The teachers had warned
them that it would be more difficult, and now they were motivated by the mere fact that they
could cope with this task. “Translation itself is motivating for me, especially if 1 can cope
with it”, said P2, who had the strongest mastery motive (Dornyei, 2010b; Jozsa et al., 2014)
of the three. They got weekly assignments (“a one-page translation for each lesson”); they
often started doing them in class and if they did not get to the end, they could continue at
home so that the next time they could discuss their texts. P1 and P2 found discussion the most
enjoyable and useful part of the course. P3 did not like it so much, because it took much time,
and he was not interested in other students’ translation problems, although he admitted he
“could learn from them”. At the beginning of the semester they always got the syllabi for each
class, so they knew what to expect. Sometimes they could negotiate: they could choose the
texts for translation, and, as was pointed out by P1 and P2, choice was a strong motivating
factor, because it involved their interests (Nikolov, 2000). However, it did not really count for
P3.

The classes were practice oriented and taught by four teachers according to the study
plan (3.2, Table 7). Strategies, techniques and methods were discussed when a problem arose,
and they all found this helpful, because the explanations were connected to concrete texts in
this way.

Concerning the instruments, they used their unanimous answer was “Google is our
best friend.” They consulted dictionaries only if their Google search was unsuccessful. If they
used a dictionary, it was typically an online, bilingual one. Only P3 liked using traditional,
printed dictionaries, because “they were reliable and it was a good feeling to keep the book in
my hands and turn the pages”. P1 and P2 referred to a software (MemoQ) they were learning
how to use, but they still were at the basics. They all have heard about corpora from their
teachers, but they have never relied on them so far, and haven not been encouraged to use
them; no wonder they could not name any.

They typically had a written a one-page assignemment for each class, but that was not

a problem for them: “We are here to practice as much as we can”, said P1 in total agreement
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with the others. They sometimes were late with their assignments, but they always did them in
the end. In case of one teacher, they always started to do the assignment in class. “We do a
kind of oral translation by turntaking”, said P2. If they did not get to the end of the text in
class, they could finish the translation at home. They liked doing it that way, because they got
instant feedback, which, according to literature, significantly enhances motivation (Ryan &
Deci, 2017).

(4) Assessment, feedback
As for assessment, all three students found weekly in-class assessments of their assignments
(including the discussion of the identified problems) really useful and inspiring: “We become
aware of our errors, and we can learn from each other’s mistakes”, said P1 and P2. They also
agreed that the feedback they got from their teachers was essential for their development,
even if it was negative. Only P3 had ethical problems with it: “They seem to forget that the
unlucky sod, whose translation is being torn apart, is also sitting there, ashamed”. Once, due
to a teacher’s illness, P1 and P2 got the grades for their translations without feedback, so they
could not decide what mistakes they had made, and they felt at loss. “Luckily, it happened
just once, because it was really demotivating” said P2. The feedback is sometimes general,
and concerns common mistakes, other times it is labelled, that is aimed at a person. “The
teacher projects one of the translations, and we take it apart”, said P3. “We analyze, discuss
every sentence, every phrase. The teacher makes comments, helps us to find better solutions,
and if we have questions in connection with our own translation, we can ask it”, summarized
P1 the way they were given feedback in class. “In the end of the semester everybody in the
group gets a detailed, personal feedback”, added P2. All three participants found both
forms/approaches useful, because they highlighted the strengths and weaknesses of the
individual students, and showed which fields and tasks needed more practising. “We are
confronted with mistakes we would not be able to see on our own”, added P1. As they had to
hand in their translations through dropbox, they had access to each other’s work, could read
anyone’s translation, but they never did peer assessment. “Reading our mates’ translation is
also a kind of help, because we might fight solution for a problem we could not solve”,
argued P2. P3 found the idea of peer assessment “really odd”.

When | asked them to highlight three really motivating things in their classes, after a
telling pause P1 listed interesting texts, the teacher’s personality and translating business and
legal texts. “If the texts are interesting or humorous, they are easier to translate, as well. And

it is good to have attentive, motivating teachers”. The third most motivating thing she named
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was rather instrumental: “I am inclined to do business or legal translations, because they pay
better than literary translations. That is why these classes are so motivating for me”. As P2
pointed out, boring tasks sometimes resulted in demotivation in his case, but if the texts were
enjoyable, the translation itself was joyful for him. “That was the main reason I chose this
specialization”, he explained. “And the teachers themselves can be motivating, too, although
knowing how little they earn is rather demotivating”. For P3 it was difficult to find three
motivating elements in his classes. His main motivation to study translation was instrumental:
“I want to become a professional translator and make money with it”, he said. After some
thinking, he found one of his teachers motivating: “I really do not like to miss out on his
classes. He has great knowledge, an inspiring personality and he is fair. His opinion is
important to me”. However, he mentioned another teacher who taught a very difficult class. “I
cannot stand this teacher. He literally irritates me. He also failed me in his subject, which was
not a problem, because he was right. But... he knows what he teaches. In the end, | decided |
had to forget about my negative feelings towards him, and learn from him as much as I can.
Once we even had a great talk. So it is not the teacher’s personality which is important. It is
his knowledge”. P3 listed one more other thing, which he — in contrast with P1 and P2 —
found neutral concerning translation classes. The texts for him were not that important. “The
topic is given. It is not the teacher’s mistake, if the text is boring.”

Analyzing the answers to my questions | grouped what stood out as motivating,
neutral or demotivating for my interviewees’ in their studies (Table 12). As it is quite evident,
the participants have experienced just a few neutral, and hardly any demotivating factors so
far. In some cases, because of its nature, the same factor could turn out to be motivating,
neutral and demotivating. (E.g. an interesting text is motivating, whereas a boring one is

rather demotivating or neutral.)

Table 12 Factors listed by the three interviewees as motivating, neutral or demotivating

Factors Motivating Neutral Demotivating
family background \
[5]
§ paradigm change in education policy (1990) \
g qé-’. first school experiences \
€3 school teachers \/ V
X o
§ 2 number of languages studied \
>
g language proficiency at entering university \
improvement in skills and language use \
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previous experience in translation
good level of Hungarian proficiency

the interesting nature of the source text

2. 2 2 2

the creative nature of the activity

Transltion as a skill

the direction of translation N

seeing translation as a potential career \

previous expectations were met Y

number of translation classes per week
tasks / texts \

teachers \

Course content

opportunity to negotiate \/

tools /instruments used

e e -

teacher assessment / feedback
peer assessment (very rare)
group discussion of an assignment

feedback, concerning the whole group

e e

personal feedback

Assessment, feedback

lack of feedback v

good grades \

Key: \ marks the category the listed factor belongs to.

The participants of the interviews thought their expectations had been met in translation
classes. In the end | asked each of them to rate the programme and themselves, as well. On a
scale of 1 to 5, P1 and P2 awarded 5 points to the classes and to their teachers, P3 gave 4
points; and they put themselves or rather their knowledge and the skills they learnt between 3
and 4. They said would not change anything concerning the course, however, P2 would

appreciate one more class on cultural topics.
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3.6 Summary of findings

The first two phases of the study aimed to examine a seemingly well researched topic:
motivation in learning English as a second language. However, there was not one in the rich
reservoir of previous studies, which would have dealt with motivation in translation studies as
a specialization at BA level. To start to examine this many faceted phenomenon, | chose two
closely related ways, and | think it turned out to be beneficial. What was written in the
compositions (3.4.2 Table 9) was reinforced in the interviews (3.5.4 Table 10), which, at the
same time, offered a great deal of new information concerning the background, the language
competence, and other things that lie behind a choice of this nature.

Knowing that the research involving a single group of eight students cannot be
regarded as representative of all BA students in the translation program, it is easy to identify
its shortcomings. What surfaced as a neutral factor in this study (e.g., family background) can
easily turn out to be a motivating one with a larger sample (e. g., in families, where both
parents speak foreign languages or make their living using them) or even demotivating (in
case of students with disadvantaged family background). However, it pointed out several
factors, which have to be taken into consideration when examining BA students’ motivation
in translation studies. It highlighted those ones, which motivate students to achieve better
results in what they do, and also those aspects which have to be changed. The students’
answers underlined the importance of language proficiency, the course content, the teachers’
personality and knowledge, the assignments they did, the amount they practiced, the way their
work was assessed and the feedback they got. The interviews proved the importance of
mastery motivation (“the simple fact that I can do my assignments is motivating for me”; “the
teachers warned us that translating texts into English would be difficult, but I see | can do it
and it makes me satisfied”; “it develops my vocabulary, so I can make better translations™).
Instrumental motivation (“It seemed I would be able to make money with it”; “I want to do it
because it pays better than literary translation”) also got significant emphasis. It also turned
out that the effect of the background depended on different, seemingly unrelated factors, for
example the politically dependent educational system of the period when the parents of the
participating students went to school: they did not have the freedom of choice in learning
foreign languages, which was demotivating for them. Now they children have a huge scale of
foreign languages to choose from, an opportunity which is motivating itself.

The results of these two phases were helpful in the design of the third data collection

phase and instrument used with a bigger sample — a questionnaire. The findings highlighted
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the areas to be included, identified the questions which should be studied in more specific
ways, for example, questions concerning family background, (e. g., parents' level of education
and uses of a foreign language), and the aspects which emerged in the course of the
interviews (concerning translating instruments, for example) also had to be taken into

consideration.

3.7 Phase 3: Student questionnaire

3.7.1 Constructing the questionnaire

After discussing the previously reviewed relevant literature, | started to construct a
questionnaire (Appendix B). Based on the procedures recommended by Doérnyei (2010a),
first 1 decided about the format. I considered and rejected the electronic format, because in my
own experience both as a student and a teacher, | am convinced that students are more willing
to do something in-class, under their teacher’s supervision than at home, sacrificing their
precious free time. | also considered the paper format more user friendly, although more
difficult to process. However, as the number of participants was not too high (the number of
students who study translation as a specialization is not more than 20-22 a year (see 3.2 Table
7), including both the 2™ and 3" year groups) | judged it as a small challenge. The main parts,
as well as the questions and the items were prompted by the results of the previous stages.
Following Gillham’s (2000) advice, | tried to use a variety of different question types, so that
the respondents would not get bored.

3.7.2 Piloting

After writing the instructions and giving the necessary examples, the questionnaire was ready
for piloting in the spring semester of 2016-2017. The plan was to involve four sophomore BA
students and two professors for feedback on how the questionnaire worked. | recruited the
students through their teachers again. They got the questionnaire electronically, so they could
comment on it, and after analyzing what they wrote we also discussed some points on Skype.
In their comments, the students identified topics (e.g., in-class activities, translation tools,
assignment and feedback related questions) which were included in different forms more than
once. They also measured how much time it took to fill in the questionnaire: it was between
25 — 40 minutes, so | assumed that after removing the unnecessary questions and items it

would not take more time than the suggested 30 minutes (Dornyei, 2010a; Frary, 1996).
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After making the changes | thought necessary | asked two of my professors for their
feedback. One of them was the head of the doctoral school (T1), an applied linguist who had
considerable knowledge in the field. The other one (T2) was also an applied linguist with
experience in translation, who taught in the programme. They read the second draft of the
questionnaire, and also gave invaluable tips what scales or question types to use, and how to
re-word questions to make the questionnaire more to-the-point and user-friendly. (See
examples for changes in Table 13.)

T1 identified a few “double-barreled” and redundant items, which I removed, and
suggested me to “stretch” respondents, i. e. encourage them to reason their answers. She also
pointed out topics to include, e.g., questions concerning the other languages the respondents
studied (which languages, how long). Following their advice, | changed the wording of quite
a few questions, and changed the question types (instead of numerical ranking I used Likert-
scale or the open-ended questions were replaced by checklists etc.). The greatest alteration
was suggested by T2. She encouraged me to enclude a part an autonomy, which, according to
literature, goes hand-in-hand with motivation (Benson, 2007; Christison & Murray, 2014;
Csizér & Kormos, 2009; Dornyei & Ushioda, 2009; M. Lamb, 2011; Little, 2007; Murray,
Gao, & Lamb, 2011; Nikolov, 2000; Nunan, 1997; Reinders & Lazaro, 2011; Sade, 2011;
Ushioda, 2011), and an important aspect of translation as a profession or an activity (Baer &
Koby, 2003; (Benson, 2007; 2008b; 2011; Gile, 2009; Kiraly, 1995; Klaudy, 1997; (La
Ganza, 2008; Venuti, 2013). It made a lot of sense, so | included questions on autonomy, too.
The process resulted in an eight-page questionnaire with five parts including 36 questions: (1)
Language competence (5 questions); (2) Translation as a specialization (6 questions); (3) The
content of the courses (6 questions); (4) Learner autonomy (10 questions); and (5) Feedback
and assessment (9 questions). It became a bit longer than the four-six pages suggested in
literature (Dornyei, 2010a), which can be attributed to two reasons: (1) the added section on
autonomy and (2) the explanatory tables, e. g., a CEFR scale, which the questionnaire

includes.
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Table 13

Examples for alterations in the questionnaire after piloting

Questionnaire pilot version

Questionnaire final version

Alteration

4 parts with 30 questions

Why did you choose translation as a
specialization?

Do you have any experience in
translation? If so, please specify it by
circling the answers that fit you most.

Did you do any translation studies
before?

What do you find the most difficult
when translating a text? Rank the
activities from 1 (the easiest) to 10
(the most difficult).

Is the number of the classes enough
to improve your skills?
Would you like to have more classes?

Give your reasons, please.

Name the activities / tasks you do in
your translation classes.

How often do you get feedback on
what you do in classes / out of class?

How do you treat your mistakes made
in tests?

5 parts with 36 questions

What other languages and how long
have you been learning?

Why did you choose translation as a
specialization? List three reasons.

Did you have any experience in
translation before you began studying
translation at university? If so, please
specify it by circling the answers that
fit you most.

Please, mark on a scale of 1 to 4 how
difficult you find the listed activities.
Circle the answers that fit you most.
(1 — the easiest; 4 — the most difficult)

Is the number of the classes provided
int he programme enough to improve
your skills?

In what ways do you think the
courses could be more useful?

How often do you get feedback on
what you do in classes

How often do you get feedback on
your home assignments?

How do you benefit from the
evaluation received for your exam
tasks?

added a part on autonomy

added a a question

reworded the question

reworded the questin

removed the question

reworded the question and
changed the question type

reworded the question

removed the question

removed the question

added a question

turned a two-item question to

two one-item questions

reworded the question
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3.7.3 Participants

The questionnaire was aimed at BA students studying in the translation specialization. In the
fall semester of 2017, there were 21 students in the programme: eleven in the first, ten in the
second year of their translation studies. As the return rate was law, the questionnaire was sent
to the sophomore (1% year translation) students in the 2018 fall semester, as well. In the first
round, 14 out of the 21 students returned fully filled-in questionnaires, whereas in the second

round ten of the eleven students sent it back resulting in 24 filled-in questionnaires.

3.7.4 Procedures

The paper-and-pen questionnaires were administered in translation studies classes by the
teacher, and the students who were present filled it in. The first round took place in the last
class of the fall semester, 2017. The procedure, due to the low return rate, was repeated once
with a different group in the beginning of the fall semester, 2018. This time only one of the
eleven students did not return the questionnaire. There was no allocated time, the filling-in

process was approximately 30 minutes.

3.7.5 Results and discussion
This section presents the analysis of data collected by the student questionnaires. The return

rate, due to the relatively low number of students per group (see Table 6) was also low (24
altogether, including eight 2" year and sixteen 3" year students). As 75 % (24 of out 32
students) filled it in, the findings can be regarded as representative for the population of BA
students with translation studies specialization at the University of Pécs. The data was

analyzed manually.

A) Language competence

The first part of the questionnaire addressed the issue of language competence, focusing on
how long the respondents studied English before entering university; what their level of
English language proficiency was on the CEFR scales; what other languages they had learnt
and for how long; and how they perceived their strengths and weaknesses concerning English.

The CEFR Companion Volume (2018, p. 114) states that “professional translators are
usually operating at a level well above C2”. From the curriculum of the program we know,
that passing the proficiency exam is a basic requirement to taking up translation as a

specialization; therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the admitted students are at C1 level.
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As the length of the program is four semesters, this, theoretically, should be a solid base, as
two years should be enough to reach the required level. However, it turned out to be a very
optimistic assumption, as quite a high number of students in the programme are well under
C1, as the findings for the relevant part of the questionnaire and the interviews with their
teachers will show.

Answers to the second question revealed that the respondents, before being admitted
to university, had studied English for 3 to 13 years (Table 14). Despite the fact that a foreign
language is compulsory for all Hungarian students from grade 4 (age 10), very few students
indicated that they had started learning English at a young age. The number of years suggests
large differences in their knowledge, especially knowing that the students have only one year
to reach the desired C1 level at the university, which is the prerequisite of getting into the
translation program.

Table 14
Number of years learning EFL before admission to university (N=24)

Number of years 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Number of students I 8 | 2 | 2 3 | | 3 |

Concerning their self-perceived English language proficiency level (Figure 2; Table 15)
almost half of the students (46%) identified themselves as C1 level users, whereas six (25%)
marked B2 and seven specified C2 level (29%) (Figure 2). Interestingly, the only student who
had studied English for three years marked C2 as his/her proficiency level, similarly to 50 %

of those who had learnt English for four years.

m B2
mCl
C2

Figure 2
The respondents’ perceived English language proficiency level (N=24)
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Table 15
CEFR global scale descriptors for B2, C1 and C2 levels (Council of Europe, 2001, p. 24)

Level Characteristics

e Can understand the main ideas of complex text on both concrete and abstract topics,
including technical discussions in his/her field of specialisation.
e Can interact with a degree of fluency and spontaneity that makes regular interaction with

B2 . . . . . .
native speakers quite possible without strain for either party.
e Can produce clear, detailed text on a wide range of subjects and explain a viewpoint on a
topical issue giving the advantages and disadvantages of various options.
e Can understand a wide range of demanding, longer texts, and recognise implicit meaning.
e Can express him/herself fluently and spontaneously without much obvious searching for
expressions.
c1 P

e  Can use language flexibly and effectively for social, academic and professional purposes.
e Can produce clear, well-structured, detailed text on complex subjects, showing controlled
use of organisational patterns, connectors and cohesive devices.

e Can understand with ease virtually everything heard or read.
e Can summarise information from different spoken and written sources, reconstructing
C2 arguments and accounts in a coherent presentation.
e Can express him/herself spontaneously, very fluently and precisely, differentiating finer
shades of meaning even in more complex situations.

In Hungarian public education some children start to learn a foreign language at kindergarten
age, however, the number of kids whose parents choose to do so is low and no official data
can be found (Medgyes & Nikolov, 2014). According to Hungarian National Curriculum
(NAT 2020), learning of the first foreign language begins in grade 4 at primary school, but
depending on local curricula, it can start in the first grade, if it is a special language class and
the required conditions are given. That explains the difference in years concerning the length
of foreign language studies (Table 13). The number of lessons varies, also depending on the
type of class a child attends, which means that two students, learning the chosen foreign
language for the same number of years can arrive at different levels by the end of their
studies, depending on the number of lessons they had throughout the years. In case of the
Hungarian secondary-school leavers it is minimum 984 lessons (3 lessons a week for nine
years, starting the language in the fourth class of primary school). The average number of
lessons at grammar schools is 1,363, at technical schools is 1,240 (Nikolov, 2011, p. 1051).
The typical grammar-school student from age 15 tends to learn a second foreign language, as

well, usually in two lessons a week.
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If we look at Table 14 again, it is easy to see that English was the second foreign
language for many respondents, more exactly for those, who learnt it for three, four or five
years, presumably taken up at secondary school. This assumption was reinforced by the
answers given on the question aimed at other foreign languages learnt by the participants.
English was the first foreign language for 14 students and the second foreign language for the

ten participants (Figure 3).

mEnglish - FL 1
mEnglish - FL 2

Figure 3
The ratio of English selected as FL1 or FL2 (N=24)

Each of the 24 students had learnt at least one other foreign language, typically German (19),
followed by Italian (3), French (2), Latin (1) and Japanese (1). Only two of the participants
had learnt a third foreign language: Spanish (1) and Portuguese (1) (Figure 4). Ten
respondents had studied German as their first, nine as their second foreign language, however,
when applying to university, they dropped it for the sake of English, which is the most
frequently learnt foreign language in Hungary. According to a brand new study, it is chosen
by 71% of secondary school students as their first foreign language, followed by German,
chosen by 28%, and only 1% learn French (SZIE, 2019, p. 8). The same ratio was 50-50
percent twenty years ago (Csap6, 2001). This trend is supported by the findings of this small-
scale study: about half of the participating students gave up German when they majored in a

foreign language — typically English — at university.

70



= German
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= French
m | atin

H Japanese
= Spanish

= Portuguese

Figure 4
Other foreign languages learnt by the participants

As Figure 5 shows, 21 out of 24 participants learnt two foreign languages, including English,

their major; two students learnt three languages, whereas one claimed to have studied four.

M Four FLs

M Three FLs

W Two FLs

Figure 5
Number of foreign languages learnt (N=24)

Table 16 shows data on the number of years the 24 students devoted to the languages they
chose to learn as a second or third foreign language. It is evident that the number of years
particpants spent learning a third foreign language, as well as the number of the students
doing so, are low.
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Table 16
The number of years devoted to foreign language learning

Years / learner

Language

1 1,5 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
German - - - - 3 6 - 1 3 - 1 1 4
Italian - - - - 3 - - - - - - _ -
French - 1 - 1 - - - - - - - -
Japanese - 1 - - - - - - - - - - -
Latin - - - - 1 - - - - - - - -
Portuguese 1 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Spanish 1 - - - - - - - - - - - -

The fifth question in the first part of the questionnaire addressed the strengths and weaknesses
of the participants’ English language competence (Figure 6). The four skills were listed, plus
a few factors that may have a significant influence on their language education. Responses
reflect that the participants perceive themselves really good at the two skills which are
relevant if they want to become translators: the majority of the respondents marked reading
and writing skills as their strengths. The fact that they are less good at listening, or they are
not satisfied with their pronunciation, is not significant in this respect — even a person with
hearing or speaking difficulties may be a highly qualified and excellent translator. On the
other hand, low proficiency in reading comprehension and writing skills, poor grammar or
vocabulary can be problematic: being familiar with the grammar and vocabulary of both
languages (the source language and the target language) is a basic requirement. Lexical
variation and density are the best predictors of lexical richness (Laufer & Nation, 1995;
Nation, 2006), so poor or inadequate vocabulary can result in low quality translation.

The fact that the very same students, after admitting that they had average grammatical
and vocabulary knowledge, consider themselves exceptionally good at translation in both
directions seems controversial. It suggests that either their self-assessed proficiency is higher
than it is, or they overestimate their written production (in this case translation), relying on
their ideal L2 selves (Adolphs et al., 2018; Dérnyei & Ushioda, 2009).
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Students’ self-perceived strengths and weaknesses (N=23)

Summarizing the findings about the participants’ self-assessed language competences, we can
state that the picture is diverse; studying in the same course or belonging to the same study
group does not mean equal level of knowledge and skills. Figure 6 shows what different
participants felt to be their strengths (blue) or weaknesses (red). This question was not
answered by one student, so the respondents’ number dropped to 23 from 24. 21 of the 23
claimed they were good at reading, which is basic, especially when one wants to become a
literary translator. To write well is also important, and 19 respondents felt they were good at
this skill. The figure also shows that they thought they had been better at translating from
English to Hungarian than at translating to the opposite direction. Although most of the
students estimated their English language proficiency to be at C1 or C2 level on the CEFR
scale there were a few who admitted having poor grammar (11) or vocabulary (9); skills
which have to be mastered if someone wants to become a translator. Research emphasizes
that a student with this aim has to be linguistically well prepared (Dor6, 2010, 2011), because
the success of translation often depends on the translators’ confidence in recognising the
structures and layers of the foreign language they work with (Baker, 2011). Not being good at
speaking or having pronuncaiton problem does not really matter in this case: thes qualitites do

not really affects one’s translation abilities.
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B) Translation as a specialization

Six questions in the second part of the questionnaire focused on translation as a BA
specialization: the reasons underlying the students’ choice, the curriculum and the activities
the students are required to do in the courses, as well as their future plans concerning
translation. As one student gave up answering the questions after finishing the first part, the
number of respondents dropped to 23, which, with the exceptions of one or two questions,
remained the same throughout the questionnaire.

The most important question was why participants chose translation as their
specialization (Table 17) and they were asked to list three reasons for their choice. Nearly
60% (14) of the respondents were planning to become translators, or at least hoped to have a
job where translating texts was a requirement. Twenty found translation enjoyable or
interesting. Other reasons were mentioned only once or twice, so they seemed to be less
prominent to students.

Table 17
Reasons for choosing translation as a specialization (N=22)

Reasons Number of
students

I like / enjoy it. / | find it interesting / challenging / It is fun. 20
I would like / plan to be a translator. / | would like to do it_in the future._ / Future career 11
plans. / | want to translate books (texts). / It offers a good job opportunity.

I like / love English / I am good at English. / I like working with languages. 4
Itis practical / useful. 3
Personal curiosity / hobby. 3
| found it more interesting than / not as boring as other specializations / minors. 3
Interest in translation techniques. 2
Writing is my strength. / I am good at writing. 1

When giving their answers, the students often repeated themselves, so the two or three
reasons they gave most often counted as one:

S1: I love the English language. / | love working with languages.

S2: It seemed interesting. / It seemed challenging. / | find it interesting.

S3: Fun / challenge.

S4: | am interested in it. / It can be fun.
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S5: 1 was curious. / | was interested.
S6: | am interested in it. / It does not bore me.

S7: Interest in the field / personal hobby factor.

Quite a few (17) participants chose this specialization for practical reasons; either because
they had plans with translation concerning their future careers (14) or because they found it
useful in general (3). Some of them described it as a possible hobby (3), or an activity they
were simply interested in (20), which corresponds to what the interviewees mentioned in the
earlier phase of the research: they had to take up a specialization, so they voted for something
they found interesting, hoping it “will not be as boring as the other subjects”.

The next question was aimed at the participants’ experience or, as it turned out, the
lack of experience in translation. The answers they gave clearly indicated that they were not
familiar with the true nature of the activity: the most serious experience they had was doing
translation in English classes, which usually meant translating sentences, paragraphs or short
texts (Figure 7). Four students did some interpreting activities for school or informal (family,
friendly) events, and four students did some “other” activities: one translated web articles as a
hobby, one translated subtitles of TV shows for fun, one occasionally helped out in projects,

and one did some translation at work.

E Doing tranlsation tasks in
English classes

® Translating / interpreting
for events

Other

Figure 7

Students’ previous experience in translation (N=21)

Next, they were asked to mark on a scale of 1 to 4 how easy they found translation (1 — very
easy; 4 — very difficult) and also to explain their choice. The answers revealed that the
majority (18) found translating from English into Hungarian (EN — HU) easier than
translating in the other direction (Figure 8).
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m EN-HU: easier

® EN-HU: more difficult

Figure 8
Perceived difficulty of E — H direction vs. H — E direction (N = 23)

When giving the reasons, the majority (15) of respondents referred to Hungarian being their
mother tongue, e. g., “I use my mother tongue more confidently.” “It is easier to translate a
text into your native language.” “It is easier for me to express myself in Hungarian”. Others
mentioned the richness of vocabulary knowledge (4), and two respondents explained their
choice by having “more experience in it” (Figure 9).

The five respondents who found translation from English to Hungarian more difficult
explained their choices by the “nuances and differences which make the proper translation
beyond reach”. Others typically attributed their difficulties to their inadequate vocabulary and
grammar in the target (Hungarian) language: “My Hungarian grammar is not that good.”
“Hungarian [grammatical] structures are more difficult for me.” “I can express myself better

in English than in Hungarian.”

= Mother tongue /
native language

® Having richer
vocabulary

Experience

® No reasons

Figure 9
Reasons for perceiving translating the EN — HU direction easier (N=23)

As for how difficult the respondents found translation from English to Hungarian (EN — HU),

the majority (78%) marked it easy or relatively easy, and only four students found it difficult
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and one very difficult (Figure 10). These findings correspond with what they claimed earlier
(see Figure 5): they perceived translation from English into Hungarian as their strength.

2 [ 16 " Number of students

0 5 10 15 20

Figure 10
Perceived degree of difficulty of EN — HU direction (N=23)
Key: 1 = very easy; 4 = very difficult

Translation from Hungarian to English (HU — EN) (Figure 11), as over half of the students
(14, which is 60%) claimed, was much more difficult than translation into their mother
tongue. Only five out of 23 said that the other direction, i. e. translating from Hungarian to
English was the easier task, and four stated there was no difference in degree of difficulty
between the two directons, they both were easy for them.

mHU - EN: more
difficult

mHU - EN: easier

No difference

Figure 11
Perceived difficulty of HU — EN direction vs. EN — HU direction (N=23)

Their explanations were similar in nature to those they gave to the previous question. Out of
the 14 who claimed that HU — EN direction was more difficult six pointed out that the target

language, English, is their second language, thus, it is more difficult to use. Four students
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attributed their problems to their lack of experience, another four to insufficient knowledge of
both grammar and vocabulary, and seven respondents mentioned equivalence and culture
specific problems. One student complained about the low number of Hungarian — English
translation classes, and one pointed out not being able to use the necessary strategies and

produced word-for-word translations (Figure 12).

m equivalency and culture
specific problems

m traget / second language

= |ack of experience

m insufficient knowledge

® Jaw number of classes

= having no strategies

Figure 12
Reasons why HU — EN direction is more difficult (N=22)

Only two students found translation in this direction easy and three marked it
relatively easy, giving vague, non-committal explanations: “I have been doing it for years.” “I
got used to it.” “I cannot explain why, but I find it easy.” “If you know the correct word order
and the suitable collocations all you have to do is to put them in the sentence.” Thirteen of the
respondents defined this direction difficult, and one found it very difficult (Figure 13). The
four students, who said there was no difference in degree of difficulty between the two
directons, gave reasons, which did not tell us a lot: “I have been doing it for years” or “I got
used to it” (for both directions). “It is not hard as Hungarisan is my mother tongue” (for E — H
direction) and “It is not hard either because we have been reading so much in English (for H —
E direction). There was one respondent, who marked both directions rather difficult, giving
them both 3 on a scale of 4, reasoning that E — H direction was difficult because “my
Hungarian grammar is not that good”, whereas the other direction (H — E) because having
“trouble on focusing the meaning of certain phrases and words”.

Comparing what the participants claimed about their strengths and weaknesses (see
Figure 5), there is a mismatch: while 16 students regarded translation from Hungarian into
English their strength, in response to another question, 14 of the same respondents declared it
difficult or very difficult. They were either inconsistent in their answers or they thought they

were good at it but realized it was also difficult. ~ As is evident both from the research
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literature (Baker, 2011; Kenny, 2009; Nida, 2012) and the responses, the degree of perceived
difficulty greatly depends on the language one translates into (the target language): it is easier
to translate into one’s mother tongue than to a second (third, etc.) language. The level of
knowledge (concerning anything that is related to translation — vocabulary, grammar, set
phrases, etc.) was also listed as an important factor by the respondents, as well as the lack of
experience. The ways the students formulated their reasons suggest that they are not familiar
with the problems they have to overcome when translating, or even if they are familiar with
them, they do not know what the different concepts (e.g., genre characteristics, register,

addressing, equivalence at different levels, etc.) mean.

4 h 1
3 I s
2 _ 7 = Number of students

Figure 13
Degree of difficulty of translating from Hungarian into English (N = 23)
Key: 1 = the easiest; 4 = the most difficult

Question 9 aimed to explore how difficult different activities and problems were perceived
when translating a text (Figure 14). The respondents were asked to mark the difficulty level
on a scale of 1 to 4 again. Based on the findings of the previous research phases nine activities
were listed, and those activities, tasks, and problems proved to be the most difficult ones,
which could be characterized as “translation specific” activities, like “expressing cultural,
social and professional differences”, marked 1 by one, 2 by one, 3 by eleven and 4 by 10
respondents. It was closely followed by “preserving genre and register characteristics” (1 by
two, 2 by eight, 3 by twelve and 4 by one student) or finding the equivalents for idioms or
other set lexical phrases (1 by two, 2 by five, 3 by 13 and 4 by 3 students). These belong to

the categories relevant literature defines as translation knowledge and country and cultural
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knowledge (Risku et al., 2010), or, in case of idioms, equivalence above word level (Baker,
2011).

spelling

addressing

word order

translating specific words

expressing formality

sentence structure

genre characteristics

set lexical phrases

cultural, social, professional differences

Figure 14
Degree of difficulty of translation tasks / problems (N=23)
Key: 1 = very easy, 8 = very difficult

Spelling was marked as the easiest task (1 by twelve, 2 by seven and 3 by four students).
Word order (1 by seven, 2 by eleven and 3 by five students) or translating specific words
(finding the equivalents at word level; 1 by two, 2 by 16 and 3 by four students) were marked
as rather easy tasks, supposedly because they were frequent in the participants’ FL classes
throughout their language learning experience. There were surprising findings, as well.
Addressing, which can be quite tricky in literary translations, was marked as the second
easiest activity (1 by ten, 2 by seven and 3 by six students), whereas preserving formality was
positioned on the border of “easy” and not so difficult (1 by three, 2 by 16 and 3 by 5
students). Sentence structure, which is set in English, so it is closely connected with word
order, was marked as problematic (1 by two, 2 by 13, 3 by five and 4 by three students). It
was in line with an earlier finding where grammar was marked as weakness by eleven
students (Figure 6).

The last two questions in this part of the questionnaire inquired about the future plans
of translation specialization students. First, they were asked if they wanted to continue their
studies at a higher (MA) level. Thirteen of the 23 students had such plans, seven said no, and

three were undecided (Figure 15).
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mYes
mNo
Haven't decided

Figure 15
Plans concerning further studies at MA level (N=23)

Eight participants wanted to become professional translators. Two students simply enjoyed
the activity, whereas two others wanted to improve their translation skills and knowledge.
Seven of the remaining ten respondents had entirely different plans or did not want to move to
another city which would have been the case if they had opted for continuing their studies, as
University of Pécs does not offer an MA in translation studies.

When answering the question about the ways they thought they would be able to use
their translation skills after graduation, over half of the respondents (14) stated that they
wanted to use them as translators, or, at least, to make translation an essential part of their

future work. The others wanted to continue it at hobby level mostly for fun (Figure 16).

M s a translator
H as a hobby, for fun
at social events

m in further studies

= to help out others

Figure 16
Plans for using the acquired translation skills after graduation (N = 22)

This section focused on four aspects: the respondents’ reasons for choosing translation studies
as a specialization at BA level, their previous experiences with translation, their attitudes
towards the tasks and activities they were required to do in their different classes, and their

future plans. The answers revealed that the majority (63%) of the participants chose
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translation as a specialization because they had plans with it in the future; they wanted to
become professional translators, although they were inexperienced in the field. They had done
translation tasks at school or different translation activities as their hobby for their own
pleasure.

The participants perceived translating from English into Hungarian easier than
translating in the other way, claiming that it was easier for them to express themselves in their
mother tongue. The other direction was more difficult for them, in their view, partly because
of their insufficient knowledge of grammar and vocabulary. As translation is about making
choices and decisions at different levels (Baker, 2011; Klaudy, 1997; Wilss, 1998), there are
other aspects which have to be taken into consideration: some features of the texts are rooted
in the culture and the society of the speakers of the two languages. Dealing with genre
characteristics, equivalence above word level, including set lexical phrases, and texts with
cultural, social and professional references were perceived difficult for the majority of the
participating students.

As for their plans for their future, 56% of the respondents want to continue studying
translation at MA level, even if it means that they have to move to another city. The fact that
over half of the students intend to invest in their special field of expertise indicates that they
take their studies seriously.

C) The content of the courses

The third part of the questionnaire with its set of open-ended questions was more demanding
for the participants than the previous two. Here, except for one question, they were required to
give extended answers, which turned out to be quite laconic. The six questions were aimed to
elicit information on the content of the courses, including the students’ expectations, the
number of classes provided in the program, the activities and tasks the respondents found
useful or less useful for developing their translation competence.

Concerning their expectations (Figure 16), 50% of the students thought they would
learn how to translate different types of texts (legal, political, business, literary), or how to
become successful translators by practicing a lot. Also, almost half (45%) expected to learn
useful skills, techniques and strategies, 18% wanted to expand their vocabulary, including
specific words and expressions, 13% hoped to learn theory or do literary studies. Only one
student thought that there would be an IT component in the curriculum, one student expected

that translation studies would improve their style, and one respondent expected to learn a lot
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of grammar. Each student could list as many expectations as they wanted, but the typical
answer contained only one or two. As figure 17 shows, the 22 respondents listed 31

expectations.

| Startegies, techniques, skills
® Translating texts
= New vocabulary
® Theory
m Stylistics
B Grammar
IT

Figure 17
Students’ expectations concerning course content (N=22)

When answering the question on how the curriculum met their expectations, half of the
respondents said that “just as expected”, or they “(almost) got what they wanted”. Six
students had mixed feelings about what they learnt, meaning that their expectations were only
partly met, because they hoped to get more feedback, more meaningful tasks and also to have
more classes. Although five students were not totally satisfied, stated without elaboration that
they “learnt a lot of useful / practical things”.

Twenty-two of the 23 respondents found the number of classes provided in the
program enough to improve their translation skills; however, they would have liked to see
them structured differently. They would include more practice, more time for discussion,
more classes on strategies, techniques and cross-cultural topics. To get better chances to
develop, they would like to have more frequent, better and more detailed feedback, and they
would welcome more focus on their individual development. Only two students said that the
program “is good as it is”, and one opted for more tests.

In response to questions 15 and 16, the participants named the activities and tasks they
found the most and least useful for developing their translation skills and they added their
explanations (Table 18). Discussing translations, translation problems and mistakes, and
doing translation tasks turned out to be the most useful activities, both stated by nine students.
Concerning the translation tasks, the respondents referred to the texts, as well. Translating
different genres, contemporary topics, special texts, longer pieces were regarded to be useful

by five students, watching and translating TV shows by two, and home assignments by other
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two students. The other useful activities mentioned included reading in English, vocabulary
tasks, learning about software, history of language and cultural studies. One student did not

name any task or activity as ‘most useful’.

Table 18
Activities/tasks marked as ‘most useful’ for developing translation skills and the explanations (N=22)
L Number of .

Activity / task students Explanations

translation tasks / practice 9 “practice makes us better”

discussing translation problems 9 “we can learn from each other’s
mistakes”; “helps us to develop”

meeting different texts and genres 4 helps to understand text structures
helps to learn special terminology

home assignments 2 “improve our translation skills”

watching tv shows 2 “I translate in my head.”

reading in English 2 improves vocabulary and grammar

history of language and cultural studies 1 “expands my knowledge”

expanding vocabulary 1 useful for translation in general

learning about software (MemoQ) 1 makes translation easier

The twelve activities / tasks the respondents found the least useful included: meaningless
tasks (they did not specify them), texts with boring or irrelevant topics (sports, gastronomy
and history), doing too easy translations, translating in class (instead of discussing home
assignments), reading, comparing articles, and reading aloud one’s own translation.
Translating with no or insufficient feedback also was mentioned as a negative component,
although w know from literature that “even negative feedback can be useful, provided it is
offered with support” (Ryan & Deci, 2017, p. 148). Seven students said there were no
activities which would not be useful; they could learn from everything they did in their
classes. Three respondents did not answer this question, hopefully because they also were
satisfied with everything (Table 19).
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Table 19
Activities/tasks marked as ‘least useful’ for developing translation skills and the explanations (N=20)

Activity / task Ngtjurggre];’sof Explanations
all activities / tasks are useful 7 “we can learn from everything”
meaningless tasks 2

demotivating
boring / irrelevant texts 3
too easy translation tasks 2 “You cannot learn from them”
reading 2 “does not develop your skills”
comparing articles 1 meaningless
translating in-class 1 “discussing translations is more useful”
reading out one’s translation 1 “the others might think it’s my best”
translating with no or insufficient feedback 1 “does not improve our skills”
just talking about translation 1 “not as useful as translating”
not discussing a translation 1 “we don’t know what we did wrong”
learning about the structure of the text 1 boring
home assignments 1 “It is better translating in-class”

The findings of the third part of the questionnaire are in accordance with the literature
(Alderson, 2000; Alderson, Clapham, & Wall, 1995; Alderson, Figueras, & Kuijper, 2006;
Ryan & Deci, 2017) on giving students meaningful tasks and assignments, texts which are
interesting for them, frequent and sufficient feedback and discussions which help solve
potential translation problems and avoid the mistakes translation students are inclined to
make. If we examine the listed activities and tasks along the motives, we can find examples
for intrinsic motivation, when something, an interesting text or a reading task was found
valuable by themselves; for mastery motivation in case of tasks students found enjoyment in
and felt in control (watching tv shows in English and translating “in head”). However, the
motivation behind the listed tasks was mostly instrumental: “practice makes us better”, or “the
more we practice, the better translators we will become”, suggesting that anything they did

should prepare them for the job.
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D) Feedback and assessment

The last part of the questionnaire addressed feedback and assessment in translation studies
classes. As has been shown, both play crucial roles in student development and in student
motivation. Earlier findings and literature (Heitzmann, 2014; Wilkinson & Birmingham,
2003) implied that meaningful and frequent feedback can be conducive to students’
development, so can a good grade. Insufficient feedback or a lack of feedback, on the other
hand, can result in demotivation. Although feedback and assessment are traditionally regarded
to be teachers’ responsibilities, peer assessment, although used rarely, also has become part of
the evaluation process.

The first question in this section was aimed at the frequency of different types of
evaluation in TS classes. The students had to mark their answers on a five-point (0-4) Likert
scale (0 — never; 4 the most frequently). As it turned out, most of the evaluation was still done
by the teacher, but participants were also invited to express their opinion regarding the work
of their fellow students (Table 20).

Table 20
Frequency of different types of evaluation in TS classes (N=23)

Evaluation Frequency

0 1 2 3 4 Mean
by the teacher 0 0 0 2 21 3.91
by peers 5 6 6 6 0 1.56
by someone else 21 2 0 0 0 0.08

Key: 0 = never; 4 = the most frequently

Comparing the means of the findings it is not difficult to see that teacher evaluation happens
most often (21 students marked so): nearly three times more often than student (peer)
evaluation, and very rarely the translations are assessed by someone else; although | asked,
the students who marked so did not clarify who this person was.

As a next step, the students were asked how useful they found the different types of
evaluation concerning their development. Their answers were given on a five-point Likert
scale (0 — not useful at all; 4 — the most useful) (Table 21).

The mean scores concerning this question show that teacher evaluation is the most
useful, which is also the most frequently applied type of evaluation. The relatively high mean

of the usefulness of peer evaluation indicates that this kind of practice should get a more
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prominent role in the evaluation of student translations. Involving experienced translators,
“who have proved their translation skills and reliability over time have all the knowledge and
skills necessary for correcting and evaluating the work of others” (Robin, 2016, p. 46), even if
only occasionally, might be a helpful technique. This would give new dimensions to the

students’ mastery motivation, as well.

Table 21 The usefulness of different types of evaluation in TS classes (N=23)

Type of evaluation Number of students

0 1 2 3 4 Mean
by the teacher 0 0 0 3 20 3.86
by peers 2 0 8 7 6 2.65
by someone else 16 0 4 3 0 0.73

Key: 0 = not useful at all; 4 = the most useful

The third question concerned the feedback students got on their progress (Figures 18-19). As
the figures show, the participants claimed to get regular feedback on their in-class tasks
(Figure 18); only one student claimed they got feedback rarely. The situation is a bit different
with the feedback on home assignments (Figure 19), which is not that frequent. Although
nearly half of the respondents (10) claimed they got feedback every time, the responses of the
other students moved on a wide scale between hardly ever and frequently. They either do not
get home assignment in every class or students get feedback at different frequency or they do

not perceive what is meant by feedback the same way.

<{

Emonthly

= weekly = weekly

mevery class = frequently

almost every class mrarely

u frequently ® hardly ever

Hrarely mwhen | have it
done
every time

Figures 18-19
Frequency of feedback on work in class (N=23) and home assignments (N=22)
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When answering the question how the feedback they got helped their development, the 23
participants gave a wide range of responses, a total of 14, most of them by multiple students:

e points out my weaknesses and mistakes so I can learn from them (6)

e helps me understand my mistakes, work on them avoid them in the future (6)

e offers solutions and answers (4)

e shows me what to improve (3)

e shows me ways to understand and correct my mistakes (2)

e helpsa lot (in general) (2)

e | can improve my style (2)

e | learn how to do my translations better (2)

e other: boosts my experience (1), strengthens my self-consciousness (1) provides

guiding points and comparison (1), makes me experienced to realize what | did wrong

(1), helps my development (1) and answers my questions (1).

As we can see, feedback, especially when it is frequent and meaningful, can help learners in
multiple ways and at various levels and they tend to be aware of the role feedback can play.
Besides offering them practical guidance to become better at what they do, motivating
feedback also helps them overcome difficulties they face as individuals, which most often
cannot be expressed in the number and the types of their mistakes.

Motivation, as we overviewed in the literature, is the primary impetus to initiate L2
learning; as the driving force to sustain the learning process, it can make up for low language
learning aptitude and learning conditions (Dornyei & Ryan, 2015). The last few questions
aimed to find out how all this worked in TS classes: what students found the most motivating
and the most demotivating in their studies.

As Figure 20 shows, they listed several (nine) factors which they defined as
motivating, but nothing boosted their motivation as much as meaningful, helpful, and frequent
feedback. The other motivating factors were connected to course content (interesting,
meaningful texts, in-class activities, assignments), to the learning environment, including the
teacher and the other students (peers). The participants also liked to be appreciated, which
shows the importance of the objective, righteous assessment of their work, and they, although
very subtly, referred to the motivating force of autonomy (being able to make good choices,
finding good solutions for translation problems and work on their mistakes). All this shows

that different students are motivated in different ways. Some of them are driven by extrinsic
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motives, including other persons’ attitudes (a motivated teacher) or value judgement (good
feedback, good grades), some are by intrinsic ones (interest in the texts they translate, finding
interesting solutions. Mastery motivation appears in the form of home assignments and also

seeing and appreciating the progress they make.

Motivating factors

getting good, helpful feedback
interesting texts

good grades

finding interesting solutions ® Mention by
working together students

seeing my own progress
motivated teacher

the chance to become a translator

home assignments

Figure 20
Motivating factors in TS classes (N=23)

The students’ actual answers to the question what they found the most motivating in their
classes, grouped according to types of motivation included:
e Intrinsic:
o “Interesting materials.”
o “Translating texts that [ am interested in.”
o “Texts.”
o “Interesting texts with unique problems.”
e Extrinsic:
o “Regular feedback.” “Frequent feedback.” “Getting feedback.” “Meaningful
feedback.” “Helpful feedback.”
o “Sharing thoughts with each other.”
o “When the teacher is motivated.”
o “To be appreciated.”

o “A grade 5.” “Good grades.”
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e Mastery:
o “The peculiar solutions I can come up with.”
o “To see my own progress.”
o “The home assignments.”
o “When my translation is close to prefect.”
e Instrumental:

o “That I am practising for something I want to do in the future for a living.”

The demotivating factors (Figure 21) were as many as the motivating ones: eight were listed,
with boring and irrelevant texts topping the list (intrinsic motives), followed by things which
earlier were defined as student responsibilities, including the quality of their translation
assignments and the mistakes they made (mastery motives). Other demotivating factors were
connected to the teacher (boring or demotivated person who could humiliate and judge
students who gave wrong answers and translations without helpful explanation; extrinsic
motives), to fellow (irritating, annoying) students and the lack of feedback (extrinsic
motives). There were only three participants who found the classes motivating in every
respect. One respondent disliked classes starting early in the morning, but did not specify

what early meant.

Demotivating factors

boring texts / tasks
my own bad translation / mistakes
no or bad feedback
nothing ® Mention

some of my fellow students by
being humiliated or judged wrong students
assignments

boring/unmotivated tachers

early classes

Figure 21
Demotivating factors in TS classes (N=23)

The students’ actual answers to the questions what they found demotivating in their classes,

grouped according to types of motivation included:
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e Intrinsic:
o “Translating texts [ am not so much interested in / that are not relevant.”
o “Boring and long texts.”
o “When I have no interest in the topic.”
o “When the teacher is boring.”
e Extrinsic:
o “When there is no feedback at all.”
o “When te feedback is not useful at all.”
o “Tests.”
o “Humiliation because of my mistakes.”
o “When the tutor does not warn you that you do something completely wrong.”
o “If you are told to be wrong, but there is no explanation.”
o “Too many classmates.”
o “Working with fellow students who have not passed the proficiency exam yet.”
o “8a.m. is too early for a class. It is very demotivating!
e Mastery
o  “When I cannot grasp what I should change to be better.”
o “The stupid mistakes [ make.”

o “When I completely mistranslate something.”

In the next question, the students were asked if they had ever lost interest in translating. It was
answered by seventeen students: twelve said, ‘Yes’ and five responded, ‘No”. The surfacing
reasons for ‘Yes” could be grouped into four categories:
e quality of tasks and assignments (too long, too difficult, too frequent, boring,
irrelevant) — five students;
e inappropriate feedback (infrequent, no opportunity to discuss problems and mistakes)
— three students;
e translator as a profession (low prestige of the activity, low payment, difficult aspects
of the job — translating 20 pages a day) — four students;
e students’ own performance and attitudes towards the activity (“I did not think it was

worth it”) — five studens.
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All these points reinforce how important it is to emphasize and build on those things which
respondents defined as ‘motivating’, to include them in the curriculum and the syllabi and the
assessment system, otherwise students can become demotivated, as it was documented in
about half of participants’ answers, at least once. Although they could overcome the
occasional loss of their interest, when demotivation turns into a tendency, it may result in a-
motivation and complete refusal in the end (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Dornyei & Ushioda, 2011).
Twenty-one of the 23 respondents would welcome changes in their TS classes,

concerning:

e the organization and management of classes, including their structure (should start
later, should be more time for evaluation) — five students;

e the number of practical classes (there should be more) — six students;

e the quality of texts (more genre-specific, more technical, more interesting, definitely
shorter) — six students;

e the number of tests and assignments (there should be less home assignments and
more in-class assignments) — one student;

o the feedback (should be more frequent, more detailed) — two students;

e the assessment (getting grades based on in-class work and home assignments) — one
student;

e the methodology of instruction (teachers should give handouts, offer more visuals) —
two students;

e the terms of application and acceptance to program (“Only those people should be
accepted who want to learn translation”) — one student;

e the learning environment (more motivating, more challenging, more interesting) —
one student;

e translation as a profession (more information about the job itself and about career

opportunities) — two students.

3.7.6 Summary

The 5-part questionnaire included 26 questions on motivation and some interrelated aspects,
including language background, translation skills, evaluation, feedback, materials, procedures,

etc., each aimed at four different aspects of learning English and translation as a specialization
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program. The first part examined the respondents’ language competence. The answers
showed that the participants, although they belonged to the same study groups, claimed to be
at different levels (between B2 and C2) concerning their English proficiency. The reason for
it seems to be twofold: although they were offered the CEFR scale to define their English
language proficiency level, based on their language use, some of them were overconfident and
put themselves well above their actual level. The other reason can be attributed to the fact that
there was a significant difference between the numbers of years the individual respondents
devoted to studying English before entering university (ranging from 3 to 13). It must be
noted that quite a few of them learnt English as a second foreign language at secondary
school; which partly could explain why the picture the questionnaire revealed is diverse.

The second part of the questionnaire included six questions on the motives of choosing
translation as a specialization, what experience respondents had in the field and how difficult
they found translation. The answers clearly show that most of them chose this program
because they wanted to become professional translators, although they had hardly any
knowledge of the profession and only very little experience concerning the activity.

The questions of the third part aimed to elicit participants’ evaluation of the course and
program content. The students could express their opinion on how their expectations were
met, what they found motivating and demotivating, useful or not very helpful in their classes.
The answers revealed mixed views and experiences; on average, 50% of the participants were
satisfied in every respect with what they learnt. Their list of what they missed or found
demotivating can be useful information for improving the curriculum of the translation
program, the content of the syllabi, and the way courses are delivered and the program is
implemented.

The fourth part of the questionnaire included gquestions on learner autonomy, to which
the next part of the dissertation is devoted. The fifth and last part addressed feedback and
assessment in translation studies classes, with a special focus on their effect on student
performance. As expected, both were crucial concerning motivation: if they were positive or
critical, but helpful, they were found to be overwhelmingly motivating, whereas negative
feedback impacted learning in unfavorable ways and its demotivating effect also was
documented.

The questionnaire was a good choice to elicit data on motivation: the questions
fulfilled their goals, although the simplicity and the superficiality of the answers seemed to be
annoying in some cases. There were examples for the so called social desirability bias: some

respondents had a fairly good guess about what the desirable answer is and they will give that,

93



even if it is not true (Dornyei, 2010a). Overall, the findings, despite the low number of
respondents (nearly everyone in the programme) and the identified caveats, can contribute to

make translation training better.

3.8 Conclusions

As the findings show, motivation is a complex, many-faceted phenomenon, which, at the
same time, plays a crucial role in second language acquisition, including second language for
special purposes, in this case — translation. To examine it, | applied three, closely related
ways that proved to be beneficial. The data obtained from the compositions was supported by
the interview data, which, at the same time, offered a great deal of new information
concerning the background and the language competence of the respondents, and other things
that underlie their choice to join the translator program. The findings from the qualitative
inquiries and the emerging questions provided a solid basis for creating a questionnaire on
student motivation and autonomy, which, as it involved a bigger sample of respondents,
helped identify factors that play key roles in translator training.

Although the research involved only a relatively small group of participants, it can be
regarded as representative for the BA translation program at the University of Pécs, even if it
is easy to identify its shortcomings. However, the investigation pointed out several
components which should be taken into consideration when examining motivation to study
translation. It highlighted those ones, which motivate students to achieve better results in what
they do, and also those aspects and patterns which have to be changed in the curriculum, in
the courses and in the ways they are taught. The students’ answers underlined the importance
of the level of L1 and L2 proficiency, the course content, the way students’ work is assessed
and what feedback they are given. It also turned out that there are more important motivating
forces than one’s family background.

The study underlined that translation studies is a neglected field when we examine
motivation. Although most of the parameters and components discussed in the works on L2
motivation can be applied to translation studies, there are quite a few elements which are
completely overlooked in research, and which should be part of translator training programs,
which are, at least at BA level, mostly chosen for intrinsic motives. The enrolling students are
interested in a discipline they are not always ready for linguistically and hardly know
anything about. Unfortunately, the study plan of BA level translation specialization (3.2,

Table 9) does not fill in the gaps with elements, which could enhance mastery and
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instrumental motivation. There is not any among the relatively many practical courses which
would teach students the competences described in the EMT model (EMT, 2009) of
translator competences (except linguistic and technological competences), offered for

adaptation for translator training institutions in Europe (Eszenyi, 2016; 1. Horvath, 2016).
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Part 11
Chapter 4
Autonomy in language teaching and learning

“All genuinely successful learning is in the end autonomous.”

(Little, 1994, p. 4)

4.1 Introduction

Interest in the role of autonomy in language teaching and learning has increased considerably
since the turn of the 20™ century. In terms of quantity, the literature published since 2000
exceeds the literature published in the 25 — 30 years prior to the date (Benson, 2006; 2008;
Borg & Al-Busaidi, 2012; Esch, 2009; Everhard, 2016; Gao & Lamb, 2011; Holec, 2008;
Ramos, 2006). The idea of autonomy in language learning is often framed as a learner-
centered focus. As a result, most theorists of autonomy in learning are concerned with
learners’ active participation in the day-to-day process of their learning, focusing on their
ability and willingness to seek out and to make choices independently. This participation is
seen as being both essential to the development of personal autonomy and beneficial to the
learning process itself (Benson, 2007; 2008; Littlewood, 1996).

The theory and practice of autonomy in language learning was first developed
systematically in the 1970s in the context of Council of Europe’s Modern Language Project,
and since the early 1980s, autonomy has become an increasingly important concept in foreign
language education (Benson, 2007). Since its introduction into the field of language
education, it has been moving across time and space (Lamb & Murray, 2018, p. 1).

“To be autonomous meand acting in accord with one’s reflective considerations...
autonomus actions are those that can be self-endorsed and for which one takes responsibility”
(Ryan & Deci, 2017, p. 51). The first section on autonomy (4.2) aims to give an overview on
learner automy, which in simple words means the sence of volition and choice in one’s

foreign language studies.
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4.2 Learner autonomy

“It depends on the students themselves.”

(M. Lamb, 2004, p. 1)

4.2.1 Definitions of learner autonomy

The history of autonomy research in language education started with Holec’s report in 1981,
where he gave a robust definition of learner autonomy. Most of the later definitions have been
based on or referred to what he stated then (See Table 22).

Table 22
Definitions of learner autonomy

Theorist Year Definition Keywords
Holec (1981, “the ability to take charge of one’s own ability; taking charge of
p. 3) language learning”
“the complete responsibility for one’s responsibility
learning, carried out without the
L (1987, involvement of a teacher or pedagogic
Dickin . o .
cKinson p. 11) materials; the situation in which the

learners are totally responsible for all the
decisions concerned”

“... a constantly changing but at any time  self -development

Allwright (1990, optimal state of equilibrium between

p. 12) maximal self-development and human
interdependence”
Candy 5)1969)1’ “self directed learning” self-directed
“a capacity for detachment, critical capacity; decision
(1991 reflection, decision making and making; independent
Little 4) ’ independent action”; in common usage: action
- “a significant measure of independence
from the control of others”
(1992 “An attitude towards learning in which attitude; taking
Dickinson N 330’) the learner is prepared to take, or does responsibility

take, responsibility for his own learning’
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“an independent capacity to make and
carry out choices which govern our

capacity;

. 1996 . . . i ices:
Littlewood ( 428,) actions; this capacity depends on two maklpg chmces,_ .
P- main components: ability and car_ryerg C?Ut_ choices;
willingness” ability; willingness
“autonomy is not an ability that has to be -
1997 . not an) ability; a way of
Breen and Mann ( ’ learnt, but a way of being that has to be ( . ) Y, y
p. 134) } . ” being
discovered or rediscovered
“an ability which is learnt through
learning how to make decisions about the - .
Macaro (1997) . ability; make decisions
self as well as being allowed to make
those decisions”
Harrison (2000, “self-managed learning” or “learner self-managed, learner-
p.312)  managed learning” managed
“the development and exercise of a
capacr_[y for de_ta_lchmenti critical capacity for detachment:
reflection, decision making and .. .
. . . decision making;
. (2000, independent action; assuming . .
Little - . independent action;
p. 69) responsibility for determining the -
responsibility for
purpose, content, rhythm and method of ..
. LT determining sg
learning, monitoring its progress and
evaluating its outcomes”
(2007, “... learners’ active participation in the . .
Benson . L active participation in
p. 733)  day-to-day process of their learning
(2009, “a composite of abilities, attitudes and .
Benson . e ability
p. 18) dispositions
Esch (20009, “the capacity to exercise critical thinking  capacity; critical
p. 33) about learning” thinking
(2011 “language learner autonomy is ...a
Benson ’ specific form of personal autonomy personal autonomy
p' 16) : . ”
within the field
“the metacapacity of the learner to take
. (2012,  control of their learning process to (meta)capacity;
Tassinari . .
p. 28) different extents and ways according to take control
the learning situation.”
“a way of being and a sense of self
2016, achieved through acquiring the abilit - .
Everhard ( g f g , y ability to make decisions
p.558)  to... make decisions about one’s own

learning”

98



The definitions in Table 22 show a remarkable degree of consensus with Holec’s (1981) idea
that learner autonomy involves learners taking control over their own learning. In recent
works this definition is often linked to the philosophical idea of personal autonomy (Benson,
2011; Breen & Mann, 1997), referring to people struggling for greater control over their life.

If we look at the keywords in Table 22, we can see that the different definitions really
revolve around the same ideas, even if labeled differently. Most researchers call it either
ability or capacity to make choices and decisions, to take responsibility for determining
something, e.g., one’s objectives, progress, method and techniques of learning, the content of
learning, the pace and rhythm of learning and the evaluation of the learning process
(Everhard, 2016; Macaro, 1997). Pemberton, Li, Or & Pierson (1996) list various terms which
are mostly used synonymously with autonomy in literature (self-instruction, distance learning,
individualized instruction, flexible learning, self-access learning, self-direction). The
definition has been constantly refined; authors who have returned to it from time to time
added some extra feature to it (Benson, 2007; 2009, 2011, Little, 1991; 2000).

Littlewood (1996), when examining the word capacity, breaks it down into two main
components of ability and willingness: an ability to make independent choices and the
willingness to exercise these choices. We can speak about autonomy only in the case when
both components are present. Ability and willingness can themselves be divided into two
components: in the case of ability, to possess knowledge which helps you make choices and
skills to carry out the choices. Willingness depends on having both the motivation and the
confidence to take responsibility for the choices to be made. Littlewood calls it the “anatomy”
of autonomy (Littlewood, 1996, p. 427), and as it is quite evident, the listed components echo
the keywords of definitions by the different scholars (see Table 14).

In formal educational contexts, learner autonomy means reflective participation in
planning, implementing, monitoring and evaluating learning in the whole learning process.
However, its scope is always restricted by what learners can do in the language they study,
which means that it develops together with the learners’ knowledge as a target language user.
Concerning this development, Little (2009) distinguishes three guiding principles: (1) learner
involvement, (2) learner reflection, and (3) appropriate target language use. Benson (2011)
also concentrates on the underlying principles of autonomous language learning and the
different approaches to fostering learner autonomy, emphasizing that language learners
naturally tend to take control of their learning. Learners, who lack autonomy are capable of
developing it, and autonomous language learning is more effective than non-autonomous

language learning.
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As Littlewood (1996) analyzed the meaning of autonomy, he distinguished different
levels, putting low-level choices that control specific operations at the bottom of hierarchy,
and high-level choices, which are responsible for controlling the overall activity at the top.
According to this model, autonomous language learning could be divided into phases,
depending on what learners are able and willing to do. Their progression can be manipulated
so that learners gradually increase the scope of their independent choices and become totally
autonomous in the end.

Some researchers emphasize that language learning is not limited to the formal
conditions we usually call classroom environment; it can take place at any time and in any
place, implying that willingness to use their language skills outside the classroom can be
crucial in terms of the learners’ second language development (Hyland, 2004). Out-of-class
learning, according to Benson (2001), is mostly self-instruction, where learners themselves
plan to improve their target language knowledge and search out the resources they need,
developing a learning process which is not only autonomous, but, at the same time, highly
purposeful and enjoyable. It can be assumed that a heightened level of self-determination will
increase motivation to learn both in and out of classroom, often resulting in learning activities
that happen beyond any formal course requirements or beyond directions given by an
instructor (M. Lamb, 2004). A “self-managing learner” is an autonomous learner, the “one
who is self-aware, capable of exercising choice in relation to needs, of taking an active self-
directing role in furthering his or her own learning and development” (Harrison, 2000, p.
315). The ultimate manifestation of self-directed learning requires no teacher at all, it
describes a situation in which the learner is responsible for everything, “in full autonomy
there is no need of a teacher or an institution” (L. Dickinson, 1987). This means that the
“teacher” has to refocus his or her teaching, direct it at supporting the development of learner
autonomy (T. Lamb, 2008).

4.2.2 Models of learner autonomy

Several attempts have been made to define learner autonomy, so we can only agree with
Nunan (1997): “autonomy is not an absolute concept” (p. 193). It has different levels, as
“most learners do not come into the learning situation with the knowledge and skills to
determine content and learning processes which will enable them to reach their objectives in

learning another language” (p. 201).
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Nunan describes learner training and autonomy in a nine-step program, as a continuum
“from total dependence on the teacher to autonomy” (Nunan, 2003, p. 196), which can be

done by including a series of steps into the educational process. These steps are:

(1) Make instruction goals clear to learners;

(2) Allow learners create their own goals;

(3) Encourage learners to use their L2 outside the classroom;

(4) Raise awareness of learning processes;

(5) Have learners identify their own preferred styles and strategies;
(6) Encourage learner choice;

(7) Allow learners generate their own tasks;

(8) Encourage learners to become teachers;

(9) Encourage learners to become researchers.

Some of the steps overlap; this is particularly true for steps 4 — 9, which focus on learning

processes, and can be introduced along steps 1 — 3 which are more content oriented.
Concerning autonomous learner behavior, Nunan reduced the nine steps to five

degrees or levels: (1) awareness, (2) involvement, (3) intervention, (4) creation and (5)

transcendence (See Table 23).

Table 23
Nunan’s degrees of autonomous learner behavior (Nunan, 1997, p. 200)

Degree / Learner action Content Process
level
Learners are made aware of the !_ear_ners_ identify strateg_y
. implications of pedagogical tasks
1 Awareness pedagogical goals and content of L '
: : and identify their own preferred
the material they are using. learni X
earning styles / strategies.
Learners are involved in selecting .
. Learners make choices among a
2 Involvement their own goals from a range of .
. range of options.
alternatives.
Learners are involved in
3 Intervention modifying and adaptlng_the goals Learners modify / adapt tasks.
and content of the learning
programme.
4 Creation Learner s create their own goals Learners create their own goals.
and objectives.
Learners go beyond the Learners become teachers and
5 Transcendence

classroom.

researchers.
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As Table 23 shows, there is a long path to cover between “awareness” and “transcendence”,
and there are phases, especially at the beginning, where learners need the guidance of their
teachers, and an encouraging, autonomy supporting classroom environment. The greater
degree is achieved, the more autonomous the students become.

Littlewood (1999) proposed a distinction between two levels of autonomy, which he
referred to as “self-regulation” (p. 75). The first level, proactive autonomy regulates the
direction of activity and the activity, as well. Here, the keywords are action words, implying
that learners are “able to take care of their own learning, determine their objectives, select
methods and techniques and evaluate what they have acquired” (Holec, 1981, p.3). The
second level, reactive autonomy regulates the activity once the direction has been set. It may
be a preliminary phase before the first goal or any goal in its own right: a kind of autonomy
which, once a direction has been stated, helps learners to organize their resources in order to
reach their goal. This form of autonomy works similarly to or interacts with motivation: it
stimulates learners to learn, practice, collect information, or prepare for papers and tests on
their own initiative, without being pushed. This model is mirrored in Flannery’s (1994)
distinction between cooperative learning strategies (group-oriented form of reactive
autonomy) and collaborative working strategies (group-oriented form of proactive autonomy)
(p. 76).

Tassinari’s dynamic model of autonomy (Tassinari, 2012 pp. 24-28); (Figure 22), is a
tool designed to support self-assessment and evaluation of learning competences, entailing
various dimensions and components, allowing learners to focus on their own needs and goals:

(1) cognitive and metacognitive component: cognitive and metacognitive knowledge,
awareness, learners’ beliefs);

(2) action-oriented component: skills, learning behaviors, decisions);

(3) affective and motivational component: feelings, emotions, willingness, motivation;

(4) social component: learning and negotiating with partners, advisors, tutors.

The model itself was developed on the basis of Holec (1981), Dickinson (1987), Little
(1991), Littlewood (1996; 1999) and Benson’s (2001) definitions of learner autonomy,
described in Table 22, referring to learner autonomy as a complex construct.

The components of the dynamic model are spheres of competences, skills and actions
expressed by verbs, which focus on the action- and process oriented character: structuring
knowledge, dealing with learners’ feelings, self-motivation myself, planning, choosing
materials and methods, completing tasks, monitoring, evaluating, co-operating and managing

their own learning.
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Figure 22
Tassinari’s dynamic model of learner autonomy (Tassinari, 2012, p. 29)

Tassinari’s model is both structurally and functionally dynamic: structurally, because all
components are related to each other, and functionally, because learners can decide to enter
the model from any component and move freely from one component to another. Each
component of the model entails a set of descriptors, formulated as “can-do” statements, which
serve for the orientation of learners’ self-evaluation process, which is an important element of
autonomous behavior.

The model has been tested and validated with experts in different workshops,
including Université Nancy 2, France and the Freie Universitit Berlin, Germany, and is
currently used at the Centre for Independent Language Learning at the Freie Universitdt

Berlin for language advising (Tassinari, 2012, p. 24).

4.2.3 Learner-centered syllabus

While curricula in language teaching are concerned with making general statements about
language learning, learning purpose and experience, and contain banks of learning items and
suggestions about how these might be used in class, syllabi are more localized. They deal
with what actually happens at classroom level, as teachers and learners apply a given
curriculum to their own situation, focusing on selection and grading of content (Candlin,

1984; Nunan, 1988).
103



Learner- centeredness and learner autonomy can be represented in the curriculum and
in the syllabus, as well. The learner-centered curriculum “is a collaborative effort between
teachers and learners, since learners are closely involved in the decision-making process
regarding the content of the curriculum and how it is taught” (Nunan, 1988, p. 2). This kind of
involvement increases the learners’ interest and motivation. It is also an effective way of
developing the learners’ learning skills by fostering a reflective attitude toward the learning
process (Candlin, 1984).

Flutter researched the ‘student perspective’ for more than two decades, and spoke
about students as “stakeholders whose opinions and ideas are sought and often acted upon”
(Flutter, 2006, p. 187). She also emphasized the link between student participation and
effective learning.

Fielding offered a four-level typology of learner involvement in designing classroom
processes: (1) students as data source; (2) students as active respondents; (3) students as co-
researchers; and (4) students as researchers. If student voice is taken into consideration it
fosters not only their awareness and interest in what they learn, but their autonomous
behavior, as well.

“Capturing student voice” (Ahmadi & Hasani, 2018, p. 1) can be projected into
syllabus development in advantageous ways, where students appear as decision makers,
bringing about critical changes to the syllabus. In the realm of student voice initiatives, the
question of how to share power with students is the most challenging one. However,
negotiating with students and finding the right balance may result in more interesting classes,
greater student involvement and they help students take responsibility and control over their
own learning. Little (1995, p. 175) suggested that true negotiation in pedagogical dialogues
demands a symmetrical autonomy, that is “the development of autonomy in learners

presupposes the development of autonomy in teachers”.

4.2.4 Relationship between motivation and learner autonomy

Motivation has traditionally been described as an individual difference variable which plays a
crucial role in the success of learning. However, in recent research it has been acknowledged
that motivation is a basic characteristic in autonomous learning (Benson, 2007; Gao & Lamb,
2011), and several researchers argue that motivation, autonomy and identity are interrelated
(Dérnyei & Ushioda, 2009; M. Lamb, 2011; Murray, 2011; Murray, Gao, & Lamb, 2011,
Reinders & Lazaro, 2011; Ryan & Deci, 2017; Sade, 2011).
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In language classrooms promoting autonomous learning processes, students are
encouraged to develop and express their identities through the language they are learning.
This identity perspective on motivation suggests close connections between motivation and
autonomy, particularly what Little (2007) refers to as language learner autonomy. By enabling
students to speak as themselves in the target language, to negotiate, to struggle, to participate,
to share ideas and to evaluate them, we create an environment which promotes autonomy
(Ushioda, 2011a). Ehrman (1996) and Sade (2011) also argue that self-efficacy leads to
motivation, and, ultimately, to autonomous learning. Those, who investigate the complexity
of SLA systems based on Larsen-Freeman’s theory (1997) also emphasize that motivation,
identity and autonomy are interconnected.

A three-year study by Murray (2011) investigated the experiences of students enrolled
in a self-directed language course. According to the findings, this course provided students
with autonomy, as it needed “willingness, freedom, energy, and time to move around, try new
identities and explore new relations” (p. 84). It also supported students’ exploration of
learning opportunities by offering instruction in strategies and activities, and by encouraging
them to experiment. From the viewpoint of motivation, the most important thing was that the
self-directed learning processes facilitated the learners’ L2 selves, which is discussed as a new
motivational construct in recent research (see Adolphs et al., 2018; Dornyei & Ushioda,
2009).

Based on these trends and findings in the literature we can conclude that classroom
practices that promote language learner autonomy are likely to contribute to learners’
identities and motivation by enabling them to speak as themselves in the target language.
Those learners, who employ their capacity for autonomy by making conscious decisions and
choices regarding their learning, enhance their motivation, as well. At the same time, we must
not forget that “it is largely the teachers’ responsibility to motivate students” (Csizér &
Kormos, 2009). It is their task to try to generate positive student attitudes toward L2 learning.
Dornyei (2001) defined five groups of facets which help teachers to achieve this goal:

(1) Enhancing the learners’ language-related values and attitudes;
(2) Increasing the learners’ expectancy of success;

(3) Increasing the learners’ goal-orientedness;

(4) Making the teaching materials relevant for learners;

(5) Creating realistic learner beliefs.
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All these will result in what researchers call a student-centered classroom environment, which
can be motivating, and may direct students to become autonomous in their in-class and out-
of-class language activities, as well.

So far only learner autonomy was discussed; in the next section our focus is on teachers

and teacher autonomy.

4.3 Teacher autonomy

“Teachers reflect on their role and find ways to change it.”

(Thavenius, 1999, p. 160)

4.3.1 Definitions of teacher autonomy

The concept of teacher autonomy is of fairly recent interest but it has been around for as long
as learner autonomy has been studied (Ramos, 2006; Smith & Erdogan, 2008). Although the
early developments in the field began in self-access learning, this quickly shifted to research
and practice in classroom contexts, introducing a new focus on the teacher and the construct
of teacher autonomy (Hoyle & John, 1995; T. Lamb, 2017).

It is important to state that learner autonomy, especially when the learning process takes
place in the classroom, is bound to the teachers’ own learning, their teaching experiences and
also their beliefs about autonomy. The development of learner autonomy depends on the
development of teacher autonomy, according to Little (2000). To be able to arrive at this
finding, he examined the learning process as a “dialogue” between the learner and the teacher
in formal (classroom) contexts, emphasizing the importance of the shift in the role of the
teacher (Little, 1995). In such contexts, teachers and learners become co-producers of
language lessons, where the teacher’s task is to bring learners to the point where they start to
exercise equal responsibility for the choices to be made. Learner autonomy and teacher
autonomy become interdependent: the promotion of learner autonomy depends on the
promotion of teacher autonomy. Finch (2001) also claimed that teachers can develop learner
autonomy only in the case they themselves are autonomous and act as facilitators of learner
autonomy.

Being the “product” of the 1990s, the idea of teacher autonomy has had a relatively short
history (T. Lamb, 2008). However, it remained a problematic, even opaque concept for a long

time, mainly because it is difficult to define independently of learner autonomy and the
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classroom context, and also because it is hard to examine from an empirical perspective
(Benson, 2006; Usma Wilches, 2007).

Table 24

Definitions of teacher autonomy

Theorist Year, p. Definition Keywords
“a teacher’s freedom to construct a
personal pedagogy which entails balance
Hoyle and John (1995, p.92) between personality, training, freedom, personal
experience and the requirements of the
specific educational context”
“having a strong sense of personality,
exercising via continuous reflection and . .
. (1995, p. _g_ . personality, reflection,
Little the cognitive control of the teaching
179) . . control, freedom
process, exploring the freedom that this
confers”
“the teacher’s ability and willingness to
help learners to take responsibility for - -
|_0 . P y ability, willingness,
their own learning; an autonomous . -
. (1999, p. : taking responsibility,
Thavenius teacher is the one who reflects on the
160) , . reflect on,
teacher’s role and who can change it, independent
who is independent enough to let his or P
her learners become independent”
“critical reflecti i . .
Lamb, T. (2000, p. 17) critica e ection, Proposing & ,, critical, reflection
progressive professional development
the ability “to exploit their professional
. skills autonomously, applying to their ability, reflective, self
Little (2000, p. 45) . us1y, applying fo Y,
teaching reflective and self managing managing
processes”
(2000, p. “self directed professional development” .
McGrath self-directed, freedom
100) and “freedom from control by others”
willingness “to pass control over the
Lawson (2004, p. 3) 'g P . ,, control over
learning process to those engaged in
competence, self-
the co_mpetencc-e to develop ?s a self- determined,
Raya, Lamb and (2007, p. 1) determined, socially responsible and responsible, critically

Vieira

critically aware participant in (and
beyond) educational environments”
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“the ability to develop appropriate skills,
(2008, p. 97)  knowledge and attitudes for oneself as a
teacher, in cooperation with others”

Smith and
Erdogan

ability to develop,
cooperation

“the ability to help learners make
Benson (2011, p. 17)  decisions about their learning without
making those decisions for them”

ability to help make
decisions

As research findings show, teacher autonomy has several dimensions (Table 24) and is
influenced by ideas relating to learner autonomy. It can be described as: (1) a capacity of self-
directed professional action or development; (2) freedom from control by others with a
general aim to promote learner autonomy (Smith & Erdogan, 2008). The first one refers to the
extent to which teachers have the capacity to improve their own teaching through their own
efforts, whereas the second one concerns the freedom to be able to teach in the way one wants
to teach as the manifestation of autonomy from another angle. In another conceptualization,
the autonomous teacher is “willing to pass control over the learning process to those engaged
in, so that learning becomes a collaborative effort, rather than the imposition of knowledge
from above” (Lawson, 2004, p. 3). Other authors, when debating teacher autonomy, speak
about work autonomy (maintaining control over activities and theoretical knowledge);
professional autonomy (grounded in ideals we reject or claim our own); engaged autonomy
(autonomy is not equal with isolation); responsible autonomy (facilitating workplace
independence in accordance with state requirements); regulated autonomy (teachers’
autonomy exists in a vacuum of limited scope); occupational autonomy (one’s own
determination with the destination set in stone) (Parker, 2015, pp. 92-93); all referring to the
degree of autonomy exercised by or granted to the teacher.

Speaking about multiple voices, Sinclair (2008, p. 245), distinguished the aspects of
teacher autonomy from a slightly different angle, describing them as (1) control of teaching
and teaching context, when the teacher appears as a manager, and (2) control of own
professional development with the teacher as a reflective practitioner. La Ganza (2008, p. 71)
coined an interrelational construct with for dimensions: (1) autonomy in relations to the
teacher’s own internal dialectics with teachers, mentors, or significant others; (2) autonomy in
relation to learners; (3) autonomy in relation to those who could make decisions influencing
the teacher’s freedom in the institution where he or she is teaching; (4) autonomy in relation
to those who could make decisions influencing the teacher’s freedom in the institutions and

the society at large. This model suggests that the teacher’s perceptions of autonomy are
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affected by interrelational dynamics.

The broadening interest in teacher autonomy involved new areas of practice,
especially in pre-service teacher education and in in-service teacher development (Benson,
2011). What really matters in this respect is the teacher’s ability to help learners make
decisions about their learning without making those decisions for them. There is a clear link
between the two types of autonomy (La Ganza, 2008; T. Lamb, 2008; Reinders & Lewis,
2008), which prompted Raya, Lamb & Vieira (2007) to come up with a common definition
for the two concepts (see Table 16), emphasizing the self-determined, socially responsible and
critically aware nature of both participants: learners and teachers.

Teacher autonomy is important for more than one reason. It plays a crucial role in the
development of teacher professionalism, it has a motivating effect, and, according to research,
it results in improving standards (Parker, 2015). MacBeath (2012, p. 91) wrote about creating
“opportunities for children to learn for themselves, in contexts other than school” and “freeing
teachers to teach in new ways and to learn together with their students” in and beyond their
own classrooms. They must be given professional autonomy, the chance to “take
responsibility for the knowledge they organize, produce, mediate and translate into practice”
(MacBeath, 2012, p. 104). On the one hand, it is important for their development as
professionals, on the other hand, it can mark the starting point for solving current school

problems.

4.4. Autonomy in the classroom: the interdependence of learner and teacher
autonomy

“The educational context, with the classroom at its center,

is viewed as a complex system.”

(Van Lier, 1996, p. 148)

In addition to learner and teacher autonomy, a third expression appeared in research on them:
classroom autonomy, which refers to a place where the “seeds of autonomous learning
already exist” (Finch, 2001, p. 8) and presumes a degree of autonomy of both participants.
Classroom autonomy has been the prime focus of research in language education for many
years (T. Lamb & Murray, 2018), where the teacher’s main role is to encourage their
students’ autonomous classroom behavior. Nunan (1997) also regarded the language

classroom to be the place for promoting learners to move towards autonomy, which is a slow
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process, as learners in formal contexts do not easily accept responsibility for what they do. It
is the teacher’s task to provide them with appropriate tools and opportunities to practice
(Little, 1995). The role of teachers, as Dickinson (1992, p. 2) pointed out, is enormous
concerning the ways they can promote greater learner independence. The most important ones
are: (1) encouraging learners to become more independent; (2) convincing learners that they
are capable of greater independence in learning; (3) giving learners opportunities to practice
their independence, (4) helping learners to develop learning techniques that equip them with
more independence; (5) helping learners to become more aware of language as a system; (6)
sharing with learners what teachers know so that they have a greater awareness of what to
expect from the language learning process.

The keyword of classroom autonomy concerns the changing role of the participants,
which is, in case of learners, manifests itself in acquiring the ability to take charge for one’s
own learning (Finch, 2001; Holec, 1981). The success of empowering learners to become
actively involved in their learning largely depends on the teachers’ ability to redefine roles, to
become aware of their task which has two functions in this new context: (1) management
function and (2) instructional function (Finch, 2001, p. 13). In this view, the teacher becomes
a skilled manager of human beings (the learners); a helper, who is warm and loving; accepts
and cares about the learner and about his problems, described by Dickinson as a person “who
is willing to spend time helping, who is approving, supportive, encouraging and friendly, and
regards the learner as equal. As a result, the learner feels free to approach him and can talk

freely and easily with him in a warm and relaxed atmosphere” (Dickinson, 1987, p. 122).

4.5 Autonomy in translation

“It is time to offer translators tools, not rules.”

(Robinson,1991, xvi)

The attempt to bring the real world into the classroom is the common feature of those new
pedagogical initiatives in which teachers function as facilitators, guiding learners in the
completion of real-world tasks (Baer & Koby, 2003, viii). Influenced by these trends in
foreign language instruction, researchers called for a more process-oriented, learner-centered
approach in translator training (Gile, 2009; Kiraly, 1995).

Throughout the 1990s, the greatest problem was what Kiraly (1995, p. 5) called a

“pedagogical gap” in translation skill instruction reflected in a “lack of clear objectives,
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curricular materials and teaching methods”, creating a classroom environment which did not
promote autonomous learning. This situation could be the result of what was discussed in a
previous chapter: the majority of translator teachers did not have any pedagogical training;
they often came from a range of different sectors in the world of industry (Gile, 2009;
Gouadec, 2007) and they had to pick up formal pedagogical training while doing the job
(Baer & Koby, 2003, viii). It had not been recognized until the 2010s that formal training was
the most effective way to teach skills and test abilities to train reliable professionals (Gile,
2009; 2010; Koskinen, 2010). The most intriguing question was how the existing programs
could help students to learn to translate. The answer to this question was provided by the last
25 years, when there was a shift in language education, and the instructors in translation study
programs were offered a variety of new teaching methodologies. This period was the birth of
the learner-centered, autonomous learning environment, in which teachers, giving up the “old
school” methodology started to act as facilitators (Baer & Koby, 2003).

As it is proven by the listed definitions by the experts of the field, we cannot speak about
autonomy without the learners’ active participation in the day-to-day process of their learning,
in which the most important element is their ability and willingness to make choices
independently (Benson, 2007; 2008b; 2011; Littlewood, 1996). What translation involves is
making choices and decisions all the time. Klaudy (1997, p. 21), examining the character of

the activity, emphasized the immense scale of choices translators face.

The result of this activity — the corpus (text) created in the target language — is the result
of numberless choices and decisions... When comparing the different translations of the
same text, we always find identical and different solutions, suggesting that the subjective
decisions of the translator have an objective base.

Baker (2006), emphasizing that translation is a highly complex activity, also discussed a
myriad of different potential translation problems students of translation may be confronted
with. In this sense, text production can be seen as a problem-solving activity. Baker (2011)
and Kenny (2009) discussed translation problems arising from the lack of equivalence at
different levels (word level, above word level). Baker (2011) also examined grammatical
equivalence, textual equivalence, pragmatic equivalence, and issues beyond equivalence:
ethics and morality, which all represent difficulties, or at least challenges a translator has to
fight. Venuti, similarly to Klaudy (1997), wrote about personal preferences and the choices a
translator has to make, which can result in words even the translator “hates” or ones “that

sound wrong” to him (Venuti, 2013, p. 33).
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Wilss (1998, p. 57) argued that decision-making processes, which are particularly
complex in translation, are “inextricably connected with problem-solving activities. To solve
a problem, any human being must possess declarative (knowing what) and procedural
knowledge (knowing how)”. This kind of knowledge can be acquired best in an autonomous
learning environment, where the role of the teacher is to encourage learners to learn how to
apply strategies which help them arrive at the best solution in every individual case (Baer &
Koby, 2003).

Ushioda (1996) and Heitzmann (2014) definitely argued that autonomous language
learners are by definition motivated learners, and the motivating role of the autonomous
teacher is also indisputable (Dornyei, 2001; Gardner, 2001; Nikolov, 1999; 2000). We cannot
neglect the importance of the classroom atmosphere, either, as it definitely helps the learners
achieve their goals (Doérnyei, 1994; 2007; Nikolov, 2000). A successful learning environment
is “student centered and promotes learner autonomy... supports collaborative learning and
meets the effective needs of students” (Christison & Murray, 2014, p. 42). The teaching
process itself is always based on a curriculum, which, similarly to the teaching environment,
should focus on students’ needs. According to Christison and Murray (2014, p. 189), the
negotiated curriculum is “the most all-embracing manifestation of a learner-centered
curriculum”, letting the teacher negotiate with students on materials, content, methodology,
even evaluation. However, it expects the teacher to have curriculum design skills and
negotiating skills and it expects learners to be aware of their own learning needs and desires.

Promoting autonomy, however, is not simply a matter of teaching strategies; it can take
place both inside and outside the classroom (Szdcs, 2016). In the case of translation, it is an
activity most often confined to solitary rooms, often without the physical presence of the
teacher. Once the task is given, and the translator faces the first problem, a sensible choice has
to be made, followed by a decision, often with the help of a tool (dictionary, encyclopaedia,
corpus, etc.). Without having the necessary skills and strategies (leaned in class or
autonomously), and without institutional constraints the choices and decisions could not be
made (Benson, 2007).

As has been discussed, learner autonomy depends on teacher autonomy (La Ganza,
2008; Raya et al., 2007); therefore, the role of the teacher is crucial in this respect. Dérnyei
lists the “ingredients” of an autonomy-supporting teaching practice (Dornyei, 2001a; Dornyei,
2001b; Dornyei & Csizér, 1998), including increased learner involvement in organizing the

learning process, based on the curriculum.
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4.6 Study 2: Learner autonomy in Translation Studies BA classes

Learner autonomy involves learners taking control over their own learning (Holec, 1981).
Translation is definitely an autonomous activity, as translators, when working, have to make
their own choices and solve their translation problems alone (Baker, 2011;Wilss, 1998). This
is a kind of reality translation students also have to learn about and adjust to. The fourth part
of the student questionnaire (see Appendix B) investigated how the BA specialization
program supported the autonomous learning environment and how autonomous the students

Were.

4.6.1 Research questions

In order to examine the autonomous behavior of the target group | focused on four research
questions:

1) How autonomous are BA students specializing in translation?

2) How does the BA specialization program support learner autonomy?

3) How do syllabi integrate and support autonomy and motivation in TS classes?

4) How does teacher and learner autonomy affect student motivation?

4.6.2 Participants

The participants of this part of the research project were the same 23 second- and third-year
BA students who filled in the other four parts of the student questionnaire discussed in section
YY. They all majored in English and studied in the translation specialization program. As
their answers in the questionnaire revealed nearly 50% of respondents, eleven of 23 want to
become professional translators. This means that they would work in a field where autonomy

is both essential and motivational.

4.6.3 Data collection instruments and procedures

To find the answers to my research questions | included ten questions on autonomy in the
student questionnaire: six were open-ended, where the participants had to give reasons for
their answers. Three of the other four questions used sets of Likert-scale items and one was a
ranking task. Similar to the other parts of the questionnaire, these were completed in-class. In
order to highlight the relationships between what students said in their responses and what the

courses involved, | examined what reference the course syllabi included on autonomy.

113



4.6.3 Results and discussion of questionnaire data

To find out how the participants preferred working in their translation studies classes, they
were offered four choices: (1) on my own, (2) in pairs, (3) in groups, (4) directed by the
teacher (Figure 23). In addition to making their choice, they were asked to explain their
answers. Ten respondents said that they liked and needed their teachers’ guidance, mainly
because of the immediate help and feedback they could get this way:

e ltis easier this way. (2)

e He/she can correct me and give feedback immediately. (2)

e They can give me professional opinion about my translation mistakes. (1)

e They help me identify particular problems. (1)

e They know more about translating than I do. (1)

By pointing out their mistakes and drawing their attention to particular problems,
students felt that the teachers helped them to cope with their translation tasks better.
e They can guide me when I am lost. (1)
e We can learn the most from them. (1)

e They encourage us to share our thoughts. (1)

= On my own
B |n pairs
In groups

H Directed by
the teacher

Figure 23

Students’ preferences of work in translation classes (N=23)

The answers indicate that these eleven students are not ready to make their autonomous
decisions concerning translation tasks.
Nine students liked doing translation tasks on their own for a range of different

reasons:
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e [tisaone-man job/ I cannot work with others. (2)

e | cannot concentrate/work with others around me. (2)
e | can make my own decisions. (1)

e | am not a team-player. (1)

e | can allocate as much time as | need. (1)

e | am like that. (1)

e Itis easier to translate on my own. (1)

Althoug only one student claimed to be able to make his own decisions, eight other
students preferred working alone, a finding, which suggests that they were able to do problem
solving and make choices concerning methods and tools without teacher guidance, on their
own.

Three participants liked working in a group because of getting peer-feedback on the spot,
the opportunity to learn from each-other’s errors and also because of the opportunity to share
the task, thus making their work more effective. Only one participant preferred pair work,
because “two people guaranteed two times more good ideas.”

To reveal patterns in their problem-solving strategies, the participants were offered
eight different options to choose from (Table 25). They were asked to give their answers on a

5-point Likert scale (0 = never; 4 = generally).

Table 25
Translation students’ problem solving strategies (N=23)

Distribution of scores
Problem solving strategy Means

0 1 2 3 4

1. I ask one of my teachers. 1 13 3 5 1 1.65
2. | ask another student. 6 5 8 3 1 1.48
3.l aska professional translator. 19 2 0 2 0 0.35
n (Ijltglécr)];rl;d the best equivalent in a printed 4 5 4 6 7 243
5. 1l use online tools (Google, dictionaries) 0 0 0 5 18 3.78

I consult a corpus. 10 4 2 1.30
7. I simply omit the word/expression. 7 7 7 2 0 1.17
7. 1 simply omit the word/expression. 7 7 7 2 0 1.17
8. 1 use my own words to give back the essence 1 3 7 7 5 2.52
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According to data in Table 25, the most frequently applied strategy to solve a translation
problem is using online tools, including Google searches: 18 of the 23 respondents circled 4,
which marked the highest frequency. It is in full accordance with what the students had said
in the interviews discussed in section 3.1: “Google is our best friend.”

What respondents claimed about consulting a corpus contradicts what their fellow
students had said in the interviews: they had heard about corpora, but they hardly ever used
any. However, there is another possibility: those students who claimed they used corpora are
the exceptions rather than the rule.

The most frequently used strategies — using online tools (3.78) and dictionaries (2.43)
— assume a certain degree of autonomy. In contrast, asking a teacher (1.65) or a fellow student
(1.48) indicate that students apply for help by using social strategies; these indicate a lack of
autonomous behavior.

The next question aimed at the translation instruments students used when they did
home assignments (Table 26). To mark the frequency of using a given tool they were asked to
number options on a Likert scale from O (never) to 4 (generally). If we look at the mean
scores we can see that online tools and Google were used most often. The fact that the
participating 23 students gave only eleven examples for the tools they allegedly used in
homework tasks suggests that their use is occasional at the best. (Eight students gave no
examples at all; five gave only one, the linguee.)

Table 26
Translation tools students use when they do home assignments (N=23)

Translation tool Mean Example(s)
printed bilingual dictionaries 1.30 Kiss Laszl6’s dictionaries
printed monolingual dictionaries 1.43 Oxford English Dictionary

online dictionaries: linguee, babla,
online tools 6.91 Sztaki, glosbe, dicitionary.com,
magyar-angol szotar

Google 5.69 translator; using a searchword
a software 143 MemoQ
a corpus 1.43

As a next step, students were asked about the usefulness of typical classroom activities and
home assignments. They could give their answers by circling the options that fitted them most

(0 — not useful at all; 4 — the most useful). Table 27 shows the distribution of their answers.
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Overall, shorter assignments were found to be much more useful than longer ones. The latter
as typical home assignments require not only more time, but also a higher degree of
autonomy, including decision making concerning every aspects of the work.

Table 27
Usefulness of classroom and home assignments (N=23)

Distribution of answers

Activity / assignment Mean
0 1 2 3 4
1. Alonger home assighement 2 7 6 4 4 2.04
2. Several shorter pieces throughout the course 0 0 2 4 17 3.65
3. Analyzing translations with teachers 0 0 5 13 5 3.0
4.  Analyzing peer translations 1 3 3 11 5 2.69
5. Comparing translation strategies 0 0 5 8 10 3.21

Collective classroom activities such as analyzing translations with teachers, comparing
translation strategies or analyzing peer translations were found more useful by the participants
than home assignments, which, compared to the typical classroom tasks, assume individual
work and autonomous decision making about what tools to use or how much time to allocate
to the given task. They also have to make choices about translation problems such as
equivalence at word level and above word level, grammatical equivalence, textual
equivalence, pragmatic equivalence, and issues that are beyond equivalence: ethics and
morality, which all represent difficulties even for an experienced translator (Baker, 2011,
Venuti, 2013).

Another important aspect concerns the fact that classroom work usually involves
working with teacher guidance, which was found useful in an earlier question (Figure 23),
first of all, because of the immediate help and feedback students can get on their work.
Among the activities offered in the list the respondents did not mark any as completely
useless.

The students were also asked about the reasons for marking one task or activity more
useful than others. Doing several shorter pieces throughout the course, marked by 17

respondents as the most useful of all, was ranked so because:

e it provided them regular practice; (4)
e students could follow their progress / improvement; (2)

e more tasks offered greater variety of texts and topics; (2)

117



e students could immediately see their strengths and weaknesses; (2)

e they could discuss their choices and correct their mistakes in class, guided by the
teacher; (2)

e they could get frequent feedback; (1)

e itwas fastto do. (1)

Home assignments involving longer texts, typically to be submitted at the end of the term
were deemed to be the least useful tasks, because they were time consuming (9), there was no
opportunity to discuss the choices in class (2), and although the students’ mistakes were
marked, they typically did not get detailed feedback on their work (2). This task was marked
very useful by four students only, mainly because they “could focus better when working
alone”.

The five participants who opted for analyzing peer translations as the most useful
activity said that this task offered them great opportunities to see not only their own, but also
others’ mistakes, and they could learn from them. Being engaged in this task they could see
how others managed to solve a problem they were not able to cope with.

Comparing translation strategies and techniques was found to be most useful by five
respondents, who said seeing and discussing different ways of problem solving helped them a
lot with their assignments. When explaining their choice to mark analyzing translation with a
professional translator as “most useful” the general idea was that students, when doing this,
“could learn from the best”.

When asked how they used the translation skills they learnt out of classroom, the
participants’ typical answers involved:

e translating short texts for family, friends (6);

e translating for pleasure (3);

e helping siblings or friends with their homework (3);

e while reading a book in English checking the translator’s work (1).

Four of the respondents did not give any answer, presumably because they did not
practice theit skills out of classroom. Three wrote something, but that did not answer the
question.

Summarizing students’ choices, we can state that the majority prefers working with
other people, including teachers, fellow students, and, if possible, professionals. Out of the

classroom, they do not use the skills they learnt in class. If they do, it is for instance helping
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siblings doing their homework, or translating short texts for friends or family. These answers
imply that a safe working environment is more important for them than autonomy.

Students preferred preparing for exams on their own: 22 of the 23 respondents chose
this option as fitting them the most. None of them claimed to rely on a tutor, and only one
participant liked learning for tests together with fellow students.

The respondents seem to benefit from the evaluation they receive for their exam tasks
in the most different ways (Figure 24). In eleven cases, this final feedback pushed them
towards autonomous decisions: it helped them identify their own strengths and weaknesses
and motivated them to work on them. Six students used the assessment they got to improve
their skills. Two others claimed they learned to correct their mistakes and seeing their results
they could compare their personal achievements. Two students said the evaluation helped
them to see their progress, whereas two other respondents claimed that they did not benefit
from it because the evaluation is typically expressed in grades only, without offering any
comment or explanation, and according to one student, he did not check the mistakes he had

made in the test.

12 11
10
8
6
6
4 ® Number of
students
2 2 2
2 . .
0 T T T T .:
Helps to Improves ~ Theycan They can see They do not
identify their skills  correct their their progress benefit from
strengths / mistakes it
weeknesses
Figure 24

Perceived benefits of assessment of exam tests (N=23)

The aim of the next question was to find out what helped students become more autonomous
in their translation studies. Autonomy cannot be discussed without the learners’ active

participation in the day-to-day process of their learning (Benson, 2007; 2008; 2011,
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Littlewood, 1996), and the fact they could define what would help them indicates they are
ready to take steps to become more autonomous in what they do. The question was answered
by 19 respondents; five of them claimed that doing more translation tasks would definitely
help their autonomous behavior. The other answers included being more experienced (2);
guided correction of their mistakes (2); learning (2); more reading (2); more home
assignments (1); more background knowledge (1); richer vocabulary (1); working together
with professional translators (1); knowing what degree of “free translation” was acceptable
(1); doing an MA program in translation (1), and one respondents did not know. The diversity
of the answers imply that the respondents were aware of the complex nature of autonomous
behavior, and it already assumes a degree of autonomy that they could identify their needs.
The teacher plays a key role in creating a learner centered environment and is “ready to meet
the effective needs of students” (Christison & Murray, 2014, p. 142).

Previous research on English majors also found that learners’ autonomous beliefs did
not always result in autonomous behavior (Edes, 2008; Szécs, 2016). Assuming there were
mismatches between students’ thoughts and the extent to which they manifest various aspects
of autonomous behavior nine closed items on a four-point Likert scale asked them how
responsible they thought they should be for doing translation activities on their own. (1: not
responsible, 2: a little responsible, 3: responsible to some extent, 4: mainly responsible), and
to how often they acted autonomously (1: never, 2: sometimes, 3: often, 4: in general).

Respondents felt the most responsible for identifying their own strengths and
weaknesses (3.73) and the least responsible for evaluating their own learning process (2.43)
and offering opinions about what to learn in the classroom (2.56) (Table 28). As data show,
when asked to what extent they practiced autonomy concerning the related statements,
students answered that they were the most autonomous in becoming more self-directed in
doing translations (3.26), which contradicts to what they believed about their behavior (3.08),
claiming they were more autonomous concerning this aspect than they thought they were.
Identifying their own strengths and weaknesses, which topped the list of their perceived
responsibilities (3.73), came only third when they defined the extent to which they claimed to
practice this (3.04). The table also shows considerable differences between the means of the
examined behaviors (how responsible they thought they were and to what extent they really
were responsible; 3.19 and 2.58).
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Table 28
Students’ beliefs and claims about their responsibilities concerning TS classes (N=23)

How responsible To what extent
they perceived they acted
themselves autonomously
Means SD Statement Means SD
3.43 728 identifying my own strengths and weaknesses 3.00 .905
3.52 790 setting my own learning goals 2.87 .968
3.22 795 deciding what to learn outside the classroom 2.96 .878
2.83 778 evaluating my own learning process 2.09 733
3.22 .850  stimulating my own interest in translation studies 2.52 .846
3.09 900 learning from my peers, not just from the 265 385
teachers
313 757 becoming more self-.dlrected in doing 201 793
translations
facing difficulties in translations on my own
3.30 .876 rather than waiting for solutions from my 3.04 .928
teachers
957 896 offering opinions about what to learn in 178 671
classroom
3.13 Total 2.58

Comparing the means of the extent to which students believed it was their responsibility to act
autonomously (3.13) and the extent to which they claimed to act autonomously (2.58)
revealed a mismatch in favor of beliefs. The same can be said about the spread of the answers:
the SD values for the same statements show considerable differences in most cases. This
result implies that students’ autonomous behavior lagged behind their perceived

responsibilities.

4.6.4 Teacher and learner autonomy in the syllabi

As research has shown, autonomy in the classroom presumes a degree of autonomy of both
parties involved: the teachers and the learners (L. Dickinson, 1992; Finch, 2001; Holec, 1981,
2008; T. Lamb & Murray, 2018; MacBeath, 2012; Nunan, 1997; Parker, 2015). If teachers are

not autonomous, they will not be able to create autonomous learning environments and, more
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importantly, will not be able to foster learner autonomy. To explore this area in my research, I
studied twelve course syllabi designed and applied by four teachers during the academic
between 2016 and 2018 (Table 29). The syllabi appear here according to the sequence they

are expected to be taken by students.

Table 29
Course syllabi for Translation Studies, 2016 — 2018
Name of the course Type (I)\Ifutz]t?)?fg Term Credit

1 Introduction to translation studies lecture 1 3 2
2 Text linguistics and stylistcs lecture 1 3 3
3 English-Hungarian translation skills | seminar 1 3 3
4 Language and style seminar 1 3 3
5 Hungarian-English translation skills | seminar 1 4 3
6 English-Hungarian translation skills 11 seminar 1 4 3
7 Translating political and legal texts seminar 1 5 3
8 Hungarian-English translation skills 11 seminar 1 5 3
9 Translating texts in the social sciences seminar 1 5 3
10 Translating economic and financial texts (E-H) seminar 1 6 3
11 Translating IT texts seminar 1 6 3
12 Translating literary texts seminar 1 6 3

The structure of the syllabi was very similar, although they contained differences, too. Each
had a heading with the name of the course, the name of the tutor with contact information and

the semester, followed by the main parts:

e Course requirement

e Aim/ Goal of the course

e Course plan/ Course calendar

e Assessment / Grading policy

e Readings / Literature

e Recommended readings / Suggested sources / Additional literature

e (Learning outcomes)
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Syllabi 1 and 3 were written by the same tutor (T1), so they practically contained the same
elements with different contents. After declaring the aim of the course they followed the same
steps in the “Course plan” section, giving the dates and topics of the weekly lectures. While
syllabus 1 focused on theory and concepts that make up the dynamic interdisciplinary field of
translation studies, syllabus 3 offered an overview on different aspects of style with a reading
task for different styles for each class, suggesting that the lecture contained practical elements.
The students in this class also had home assignments (translation, analyses), had to complete
reading quizzes, do research on selected topics and were expected to document everything in
a folder to be handed in for evaluation at the end of the course. The course closed with a final
test based on selected readings and a glossary. It did not say anything about the assessment, so
the students did not know what to expect in this respect (unless they were told by the tutor).
Syllabus 1 offered a similar overview of classes, however, it did not expect the students do
practical tasks. It also offered a detailed assessment policy, where final grades were calculated
in the written examination as follows: 0-49% = 1; 50-59% = 2; 60-75% = 3; 76-89% = 4; 90-
100% = 5. Syllabus 2, written by another tutor (T2), was not as detailed as syllabi 1 and 3; it
just contained a list of topics and another list of suggested readings. Concerning assessment
and grading, it contained only one sentence: “The course concludes with a written test.”

Syllabi 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 were designed to offer the students ample practice to
improve their translation skills by translating and proofreading advanced texts taken from
major English and American daily and weekly papers, magazines. 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 were written by
the same tutor (T3), so they followed the same structure again. The “Course calendar” part of
these seminar syllabi defined the length of the texts students had to translate every week,
which were of roughly 2000 characters in case En-Hu and Hu-En translation skills, as well as
in the legal and political texts seminar. The course ended with a final translation assignment
of about 2000 characters. The requirements and grading, expressed in percent, also were
uniform in these five syllabi:

- The weekly translations were accounted for — 25%

- Participation in classroom discussions were — 25%

- End-of-term translation assignment weighed — 50%.

The syllabus for “Translating economic and final texts” (10) was designed by T1. The weekly
translation assignment in this case was 200-300. As these were home assignments, the
students were offered the opportunity to choose the translation tools themselves, however,

they could not negotiate on the text or the topic. The students also were required to compile a
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glossary of financial and economic terms. Compared to the two syllabi om theoretical classes
(1, 3) by T1, this one was less detailed and did not say anything about assessment and
grading.

The syllabi on texts in the social sciences, IT and literary texts (syllabi 9, 11, 12) were
designed by a forth tutor (T4), who also taught the classes, so they followed a uniform pattern
again, but they contained tasks which were not part of any other syllabus. In each class the
students had weekly assignments and were required to present their version of the weekly
translating task in groups, focusing on problematic issues, reveled by the group, and they also
had to proofread each other’s translations. These syllabi did not contain a section on weekly
topics or readings; it promised to send the materials via Neptun (the electronic administration
system at Hungarian universities), and the students were required to send back their
assignments in the same way. The assessment and grading policy contained a detailed
description of the format requirements, strict instructions concerning deadlines. The grading
was different in the three classes. Syllabus 9 on texts in social sciences stated that “Marking
and correction of the translations will be based on the requirements and rules of correction of
the complex translation exam.” In case of IT translations (11) the syllabus said that two
assignments had to be handed in in hard copy (these tasks are designated during the semester).
The third assignment was the correction of one of these translations. The grade was based on
these three assignments (75 per cent) and the presentation (25 per cent). Syllabus 12 on
literary translations offered another grading policy again, in which the grade was based on the
translation tasks, a final translation individually assigned and a presentation of a translation
task. Table 30 aims to show how similar and how different the syllabi by four tutors on 12
courses were.

Except meeting the basic formal requirements, all syllabi gave the students
opportunity to make their voice heard concerning the translations they made: in the classroom
they either were offered to take turns to project their translations each week, or the teachers
chose a translation to discuss. The students were invited to make comments on the given
translation, compare their own choices to what was discussed, and suggest alternative
solutions and improvements. In literary translation classes the routine included interpreting
the text, analyzing the problems the translators and proofreaders faced during work,
discussing terminology, the concept and context of the text, style, intention etc., and rework
the translation. This practice helped develop their critical thinking and fostered their

autonomous behavior.
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Table 30
Similarities and differences between the examined syllabi

Features

Course Course Course  Class Assessment, Learning
number Tutor Heading Aim  plan calendar activity grading  Readings outcomes
1 T1 V V V V V V

2 T2 V V V V

3 T1 V V V V V

4 T3 V V v v

5 T3 v v v v v

6 T3 v v v v v

7 T3 V V v V V

8 T3 v v v v v

9 T4 V V ol v v

10 T1 V V ol v

11 T4 V V ol v v

12 T4 V V ol v v

By doing weekly translations the students were offered enough practice to learn to work on
their own, to learn to make autonomous decisions concerning the length of the time they
wanted to devote to fulfilling their tasks, the tools and background materials they wanted to
use and their choices they had to make when translation problems arose. The practice
described in the syllabi, together with discussing the end product of students’ efforts in class
theoretically offered what literature calls a motivating, student-centered learning environment,
which fosters student and translator autonomy (Benson, 2006; Little, Ridley, & Ushioda,
2003; Nunan, 1997).

It is also obvious that the syllabi offered a fair evaluation of student work; with the
exception of syllabi 3 and 7 they knew in advance that the weekly assignments and participate
in classroom would also be assessed, which, if they took them seriously, could represent
significant motivating force to show their best competence in the end-of-the term translation

assignment.
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The last part in each practice-oriented syllabus included a list of suggested sources to
use. The word suggested implies that the students could make their own choices concerning
sources and background material, thus fostering autonomy.

The course syllabi on texts in the social sciences (9), IT (11) and literary translations
(12), parallel with individual work, offered an option to work in groups; the students could
decide which form they preferred to prepare their assignments. In case of teamwork, one team
member translated the text; then they sent it to the other members for proofreading, then
during the class the students interpreted the source text and analyzed the problems the
translators and proofreaders faced during preparing their work. This method promoted not
only autonomy, but also cooperation by putting emphasis on important elements (time
management, keeping deadlines, using different channels of communication, etc.). This was a
good example for teacher autonomy: while the teachers worked along mutually agreed
guidelines, they could adopt new forms or activities if they wanted to; breaking the typical
pattern could result in more motivating activities.

The syllabi for theoretical courses (1, 2, 3), where the students got new knowledge in
the frames of lectures were designed along stricter guidelines. Here the instructor strictly
defined what students had to read for each class, but also offered a shorter list of optional
readings.

Only syllabus 1 (Introduction to translation studies) defined the learning outcomes,
promising that on completion of the course, students will be able to

- discuss essential themes in translation theory;

- apply basic translation theory to explain aspects of translation practice, and

- critically observe the relationship between translation and culture.

It is an important feature, because knowing what they are expected to achieve, the
students are able to create the ideal L2 selves they want to become by the end of the course.
While learning new things, they are given the opportunity to adapt to it, which, according to
research, enhances their L2 motivation (Adolphs et al., 2018; Dérnyei, 2020; Dérnyei &
Ushioda, 2009).

The negative side of the syllabi by the same tutors (except T4) is the complete
uniformity of the design. Although they meet the basic expectation, which says that a
syllabus is a statement of content which is used as the basis for planning courses and the basic
task of the syllabus designer is to select and grade this content (Nunan, 1988), knowing in
advance that students will follow the same routine in each class of a given tutor can result in a

boring, monotonous system, even if the texts are different. It is clear that designing a syllabus
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is easier in this way, but it is also dangerous, as it may suggest that the teacher is not
motivated enough to offer new ideas, new methods, and demotivated teachers never show
good examples, and do not promote the motivating classroom environment (Little et al.,
2003).

4.7 Summary

As has been discussed in previous chapters, the BA students at the University of Pécs can
choose to take on the translation specialization program in the second year of their studies,
after passing the proficiency exam. It means that up to this point they are preoccupied with
studying a range of course and developing their four skills (reading, listening, writing,
grammar and vocabulary) with the help and guidance of their teachers.

The respondents to the questionnaire were at the very beginning of studying their
chosen special area — translation — which, if one wants to do it successfully, demands a great
deal of autonomy, starting with identifying one’s strengths and weaknesses, goal setting,
choice making concerning tools, words, ways of expression etc. At the beginning of their
studies, they were quite dependent on their teachers’ guidance. However, their answers
suggest that they were on the path of becoming autonomous both in their beliefs and in their
practices. Although their responses revealed a mismatch between their beliefs and their
autonomous behavior, a comparison of their answers (4.6.3, Table 28) to Nunan’s five-level
model of autonomy (Nunan, 1997; see 4.2.2, Table 23) indicates that many of them have
reached the first two levels (awareness and involvement): eight of the 23 respondents felt to
be able to identify their strengths and weaknesses, face difficulties rather than waiting for
solutions from teachers and set their own learning goals. Seven students said they could
decide what to learn out of class. We can find examples for students who are already close to
the third (intervention) and fourth level of creation. Three of the 23 participants felt they
could evaluate their own leraning process, and three that they were able to stimulate their own
interest in TS. These rare examples are not only able to choose their goals from a list of
alternatives, but they are able to set their own definite goals and work independently in order
to achieve them. However, as their number shows, these students belong to the minority; the
most, 15 out of 23 are still teacher dependent and just have started to learn how to become
autonomous.

The syllabi suggest that the respondents learn in student-centered learning

environments, where they are offered the freedom of choice and in the form of class
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discussions they have ample opportunities to make their voices heard. How autonomous they
will become by the end of the course, which level of Nunan’s model they will reach... “It

depends on the students themselves” (M. Lamb, 2004, p. 1).
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Part 111

Chapter 5
Assessment in Translation Studies BA classes

“The assessment of any learning should be linked directly
to the objectives or intended outcomes.”

(Kelly, 2005, p. 132)

5.1 Introduction

When designing an instrument, one of the crucial steps is the definition of the construct,
which has to include a clearly described definition of what a test designer intends to include in
a given skill or ability, what the name of the construct is, and what knowledge and behavior
are operationalized, that is what the elements that formulate the given construct are, and how
they can be captured and measured by a rubric (Fulcher, 2014).

Based on Angelelli’s (2009, p. 31) definition of a measurable construct, translation
competence comprises:

(1) linguistic competence in its narrowest sense, including grammatical competence,

control of vocabulary, morphology and syntax;

(2) textual competence, the ability to string ideas together, including cohesive

competence, the ability of using linguistic devices to connect ideas, and the ability to

organize the text appropriately;

(3) pragmatic competence, which can be divided into illocutionary competence which

is used to perform functions (e. g., addressing, apologizing, complaining), and

sociolinguistic competence (knowledge of linguistic variations, and cultural
references, figures of speech and registers);

(4) strategic competence, including the ways a translator approaches a translation task

and instrumental-professional competence.

All these reflect what was discussed in the previous chapters, that translation is a
multi-dimensional and complex phenomenon, which may explain why there have been few
attempts to validly and reliably measure translation competence (Angelelli, 2009; Eyckmans,
Anckaert, & Segers, 2009; Williams, 2009). It involves discourse and grammatical

competence in two languages, the source language and the target language, also knowledge, a
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variety of skills, both analytical and strategic, as well as attitudes, therefor developing reliable
tests raises a whole series of questions (Angelelli, 2009; Cohen, 1994). What aspects of
translation competence should be assessed? What is the purpose of assessment? How will the
assessment instruments be developed and validated? Should the test be a norm-referenced or a
criterion-referenced one? How will the candidates’ translations be scored? How will the
results be used? How will the results impact test takers and score users?

Some of the most important interacting factors a researcher needs to consider when
looking at a translation are listed by House (2015, p 2) as follows:

e the structural characteristics, the expressive potential and the constraints of the two
languages involved,;

e the extra-linguistic world which is interpreted in different ways by the speakers of
source language (SL) and target language (TL);

e the source text with its linguistic, stylistic and aesthetic features belonging to the
lingua-cultural community;

e the linguistic, stylistic and aesthetic features of the TL community;

e the TL norms internalized by the translator;

e intertextuality of the text in TL culture;

e traditions, principles, ideologies and history of TL community,

e the translational “brief” given to the translator by the person or institution
commissioning the translation;

e the translator’s workplace conditions;

o the translators’ knowledge, expertise, attitudes;

e the translation receptors’ knowledge, expertise and attitudes.

Although translation quality, which is hugely affected by the listed factors has long
been the focus not only of academic, but also industrial attention, and the relevance of
translation quality assessment (TQA) is stronger than ever, there are still no “generally
accepted objective criteria for evaluating the quality of translations” (Williams, 2009, p. 3).
Most researchers, even if they take different approaches of assessment agree that reliability
and validity are essential when it comes to testing quality (Eyckmans, Anckaert, & Segers,
2009; Eyckmans & Anckaert, 2017).

Reliability, in practical terms, means the consistency or reproducibility of test scores
(Bachman, 1990; Bachman & Palmer, 1996). However, it is not just about test scores but also

about different factors which impact reliability: (1) variation in test administration settings,
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(2) variations in test rubrics, (3) variations in test input, (4) variation in expected response and
(5) variation in the relationship between input and response types (Bachman & Palmer, 1996).
From the viewpoint of the present paper, one of the most important areas that may affect
reliability is the manner in which the test-takers’ responses are scored. Ideally, assessors give
their scores based on fixed and objective criteria; each instance of scoring by a grader should
be similar to other instances of scoring by the same grader, a quality known as intra-rater
reliability. Inter-rater reliability, on the other hand, means that the same test, graded by
different graders using the same scoring criteria should yield similar results (Bachman, 1990;
Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Any consultation among graders threatens inter-rater reliability.
Graders can pull each other one way or another, arriving at a consensus in the end. The means
of all the scores are often used as the final score. For the sake of reliability, however, each
scoring should be done independently of the others, ensuring the integrity of grading criteria,
intra-rater and inter-rater reliability (Angelelli, 2009; Eyckmans et al., 2009).

Validity in general refers to the appropriateness of a test or any of its components. A
test is said to be valid to the extent that it measures what it is supposed to measure (Alderson,
Clapham, & Wall, 1995; Henning, 1987), however, “it is not possible for a test to be valid
without first being reliable” (Henning, 1987, p. 90).

There are several kinds of validity. The first distinction should be made between
empirical and non-empirical validity (Henning, 1987, p. 93), or internal and external validity
(Alderson et al., 1995, p. 172). Empirical or internal validity involves criterion related
validities, the non-emprical or external validity involves face or content validity and response
validity. Content or face validity is concerned with whether or not the content of the test is
representative and comprehensive for the test to be a valid measure of what it is supposed to
measure (Henning, 1987, p. 94). Alderson at al. (1995, pp. 172-173) make a distinction
between face validity and content validity: the first one refers to the “surface credibility or
public acceptability of the test” (p. 172), whereas the second one to the “representativeness or
sampling adequacy of the content” (p. 173). Response validity describes the extent to which
test-takers responded as expected by the test developers (Alderson et al., 1995; Henning,
1987).

Empirical, criterion-related validity, referred to by Alderson at al. (1995) as external
validity includes concurrent validity and predictive validity. Concurrent validity measures
how well a new test compares to a well-established test. It also can refer to testing two groups
at the same time (concurrently). Concurrent validity is closely related to predictive validity,

which requires comparing test scores to a subsequent targeted behavior (e.g. entrance exam
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scores to successive annual grades), meaning that the external measures will be gathered some
time after the test has been given (J. C. Alderson et al., 1995). Predictive validation is
common with proficiency tests, which predict how well the test-taker will perform in the
future.

Construct validity is empirical in nature, because it involves data gathering, however,
it does not have any particular validity coefficient associated with it. The aim of construct
validation is to prove that the constructs being measured are valid (Henning, 1987), or,
according to the explanation provided by Alderson and al. (1995, p. 183), “is measuring how
well test performance can be interpreted as a meaningful measure of some characteristics or
quality”.

Most researchers and translation tutors would agree that translation evaluation lacks a
general framework (Colina, 2008; 2008; Garant, 2009), although in recent years it has become
“an up and coming topic within the field of translation studies” (Garant, 2009, p. 5).
Translation products are most often assessed holistically or analytically, based on rating
scales. A rating scale, also referred to as scoring rubric is defined as

...a scale for the description of language proficiency consisting of series of
constructed levels against which a learner’s performance is judged... Typically
such scales range from zero mastery to an end-point representing the well-
educated native speaker. The levels or brands are characterized in terms of what
subjects can do with the language and their mastery of linguistic features (such as
vocabulary, fluency, syntax, cohesion)... Raters and judges are normally trained
in the use of scales so as to ensure the measure’s reliability (Davies et al., 1999,
pp. 153-154).

There are different types of rating scales for scoring tests. A traditional distinction is between
holistic and analytic scales. The classic definition of holistic assessment in the context of
writing assessment is

any procedure which stops short of enumerating linguistic, rhetorical, or
informational features of a piece of writing. Some holistic procedures may specify
a number of particular features and even require that each feature be scored
separately, but the reader is never required to stop and count or tally incidents of
feature (Cooper, 1977, p. 4).

When using a holistic approach, the assessor reads the translated text and scores it on the
basis of a global impression, and decides how it reads in the target language, how true the

content is to the original. Optimally, the assessors are provided detailed instructions:

As you grade, you will underline anything in the translation that ‘does not sound
right’, in line with holistic method, without giving specific information about the
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nature of the error or applying any kind of scoring parameter. At the end, you will
supply a grade between N1-N2 (two end points of scoring), which you feel
corresponds to the impression you obtained from the translation as a whole”
(Eyckmans et al., 2009, p. 91).

This is highly subjective in nature: personal opinions, feelings or tastes influence the

interpretation, so the assessment of the same translation may result in diverging scores from
different assessors (Eyckmans, Anckaert, & Segers, 2016a; Garant, 2009). In Garant’s (20009,

p. 10) understanding, the term ‘holistic’ refers “to a systematic way in which the teacher

arrives at an overall impression of the text as opposed to relying on a discrete points-based

scale”. Instructors approaching assessment at discourse level break down the text to paragraph

level for better results. The emphasis is on the content, not on the mistakes, assuming that

focusing on errors can be counterproductive, whereas rewarding good performance, focusing

on what test-takers can do may result in a translated text which feels, reads, makes sense like

a text written in the target language, and is true to the original.

Table 21

Waddington’s scale for holistic assessment (Waddington, 2001, p. 315)

Level  Accuracy of transfer of ST* Quality of expression in TL** Degree of task Mark
content completion
5 Complete transfer of ST Almost all the translation reads like a Successful 9/10
qur_matlon; only minor piece originally written in TL. There
reV|fS|or_1 neelded tg rzach may be minor lexical, grammatical or
professional standard. spelling errors.
4 Almost complete transfer; there  Large sections read like a piece Almost 718
may be one or two insignificant  originally written in TL. There are a completely
maccurtac;es; f_eqwrfs certc;l]ln number of lexical, grammatical or successful
amount of revision to reac :
. lling errors.
professional standard. SPetling errors
3 Transfer of the general idea(s) Certain parts read like a piece Adequate 5/6
but with a number of lapses in originally written in TL, but others read
accuracy; needs considerable like translation. There are a
revision to reach professional considerable number of lexical,
standard. grammatical or spelling errors.
2 Transfer undermined by serious  Almost the entire text reads like a Inadequate 3/4
inaccuracies; thorough revision  translation; there are continual lexical,
required to reach professional grammatical or spelling errors.
standard.
1 Totally inadequate transfer of The candidate reveals a total lack of Totally 1/2
ST content; the translation is not  ability to express himself adequately in  inadequate

worth revising.

TL.

*ST: source text; **TL.: target language
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Waddington (2001) designed a 5-level assessment scale which conceptualizes translation
competence as a whole, at the same time it requires the assessor to consider three aspects of
the translator’s performance. For each level, there are two possible marks, offering the
assessor the freedom to distinguish between candidates within five levels (Table 21). This
scale treats the translated text holistically, and even if it uses descriptors for the different
levels, the possibility to consider three different aspects of performance still let the assessor
rely on his or her personal interpretation, thus making the assessment rather subjective.

Analytical evaluation instruments, on the other hand, are based on the number of
errors (sometimes good decisions), which are often categorized according to importance and
nature (Conde, 2013).

Researchers, who are aware of the fact that measuring translation quality is a
subjective process, as it relies on human judgment, propose to base the assessment on
analytical grids which, in their opinion, represent objective evaluation criteria (Orlando,
2011). Their proposal is supported by scholars who believe that there is no universally
accepted evaluation model in the world of translation, see e.g., Pym (2014). The grids
traditionally consist of a detailed taxonomy of different kinds of inaccuracies in grammar, text
cohesion, word choice, etc.

However, the analytical approach does not adequately reduce the subjectivity of
evaluation, mainly because of disagreements between raters on the weighing of translation
mistakes (Eyckmans et al., 2009; Eyckmans, Anckaert, & Segers, 2016), and there is a
negative bias: raters look for errors rather than strengths in the text. The instructions for the
analytical graders are also different:

The analytical method entails that the translation be marked according to the
evaluation grid provided. This method implies that the corrector underlines every
error and provides information in the margin (or in the word in the proofing area)
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 X points for each error found, e. g. —2/CT error; —0,5/GR mistake,
etc. (Eyckmans et al., 2009, p. 91).

When discussing analytical scales of assessment, first we have to look at the model of
communicative competence devised by Bachman and Palmer (1982, p. 451), in Table 32,
which provided the basis for their classic analytical scale, and most of the other analytical

scales devised later.
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Table 32

The model of communicative competence by Bachman and Palmer (1982, p. 451)

COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE

/ | \
GRAMMATICAL SOCILINGUISTIC
COMPETENCE PRAGMATIC COMPETENCE COMPETENCE
/ \ / | \ / | \
morphology | syntax vocabulary | cohesion organization register | nativeness r}gg;&gg'

Their operationalized assessment instrument (Tables 33, 34, 35) consisted of three separate

scales for each of the main traits of linguistic, pragmatic and sociolinguistic competence,

clearly, highlighting what to measure. Analytic scales of this type require the rater to pay

attention to specific features of the trait; their basic aim is to find out what the candidates

know and how they can perform demonstrating the tested competence.

The usefulness of a scale is always based on the careful and detailed definition of both

linguistic and functional terms of the points included (Fulcher, 2014). Bachman and Palmer’s

scales seem to meet this requirement almost in every respect, however, what counts as

“extensive”, “large”, “small” or “limited” vocabulary, or what the difference between

“extensive” and “large” or “small” and “limited” mean, is undefined.

Table 33

The Bachman and Palmer scale of sociolinguistic competence (1982, pp. 456-457)

Main trait Distinction of . . . Cultural
- - Register substantive Nativeness
rating formulaic references
control of both formal no non-native but
4 . X ; full control
control of both and informal registers grammatical structures
formal and informal  ayjidence of two )
3 registers registers, and control of [aré non-native but
- grammatical structures
formal and informal
evidence of two some control
5 registers, and control  evidence of two
of formal and registers frequent non-native but
informal grammatical structures or
evidence of two impossible 0 judge
1 reqisters ) because of interference
9 evidence of only one  from other factors no control
0 evidence of only one ~ egister

register
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Table 34
The Bachman and Palmer scale of linguistic competence (1982, pp. 456-457)

Main trait Range Accuracy
rating

6 complete range of morphologic and no errors not acceptable of a native speaker
syntactic structures

5 large, but not complete range of control of most structures used with few error
morphologic and syntactic structures types;

4 control of some structure used, but with many

error types;

3 limited range of both morphologic and
syntactic structures, but with some

2 control of few or no structures; errors of all or

systematic evidence;

most possible types frequent

1 no systematic evidence of morphologic
0 and syntactic structures
Table 35
The Bachman and Palmer scale of pragmatic competence (1982, pp. 456-457)
Main trait  Vocabulary Cohesion Organization
rating
4 extensive vocabulary excellent cohesion using a excellent ability to organize
variety of appropriate devices consciously
3 large vocabulary good cohesion, including moderate ability to organize
subordination consciously
2 moderate vocabulary moderate cohesion, including
coordination
1 small vocabulary very little cohesion; relationship  Natural organization only (i.
between structures not e. not consciously imposed)
adequately marked or poor ability to organize
o - nsciousl
0 limited vocabulary (a few language completely disjointed consclously
words and formulate
phrases)

The use of analytical grids is nowadays widespread in the field of translation assessment
(Martinez, 2014), where scoring is based on fixed criteria (see Table 36). As it has been
pointed out, he main aim of using such grids is to move away from the potential subjectivity
of holistic assessment to a replicable system based on the identification of errors. However,
decisions on weighing the errors also involve subjective judgement, and as research has
shown, pointing out the wrong solutions, focusing on errors is not necessarily the best way to

assess a translation product (Garant, 2009; Phelan, 2017).
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Table 36

An analytical grid used by the NAATI* for product-oriented evaluation (Orlando, 2011, p. 302)

Criteria

Grades

Descriptors

Overall comprehension of
source text (misinterpretations
with more or less effect on
accuracy)

Overall translation accuracy
(mistranslations with more or
less effect on accuracy)

Omissions / Insertions (with
more or less effect on
accuracy)

Terminology / Word choices
(affecting more or less the
localized meaning)

024681012

024681012

02468

02468

0-2: Inadequate grasp of information; major
misinterpretations with very significant effect on accuracy;

4: Information misunderstood; misinterpretations with
significant effect on accuracy;

6: Adequate level of understanding; some misinterpretations
with some effect on accuracy;

8: Adequate level of understanding; some misinterpretations
with little effect on accuracy;

10: Good understanding of the text, its register and its
nuances; only slight misinterpretations with a very slight
effect on accuracy;

12: Very good understanding of the text, its register and
nuances;

0-2: False transfer of information; major mistranslations
with great effect on accuracy;

4: Some mistranslations with significant effect on accuracy;

6: Adequate command of the text despite some
mistranslations or changes in emphasis;

8: Adequate command of the text despite a few
mistranslations or changes in emphasis;

10: Good command and transfer of the text with only one or
two mistranslations or changes with a very slight effect on
accuracy;

12: Very good command and transfer of the text;
0: Major omissions / insertions or large number of

omissions / insertions with very significant effect on
accuracy;

2: Several omissions / insertions with significant effect on
accuracy;

4: Some omissions / insertions with moderate effect on
accuracy;

6: Few omissions / insertions with little effect on accuracy;
8: No unjustified omissions / insertions;

0: Incorrect choices made with very significant impact on
meaning;

2: Inadequate choices made with significant impact on
meaning;

4: Inadequate choices made with some impact on meaning;
6: Good choices made; minor amendments required;

8: Very good choices; no changes required,;
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Grammatical choices / 02468 0: Incorrect choices made with very significant impact on

Syntactic choices (producing meaning;
mg;ii%;;ess distortion to the 2: Inadequate choices made with significant impact on

meaning;

4: Inadequate choices made with some impact on meaning;
6: Good choices made; minor amendments required;

8: Very good choices; no changes required;

Spelling errors 0246 0: Multiple errors / serious errors with very significant
effect on readability;

2: Numerous errors with significant effect on readability;
4: Minor / few errors with very little effect on readability;

6: No errors;

Punctuation errors 0123 : Multiple errors;
: Some errors;

- An error / a few errors,

w N = O

- No errors;

Formatting errors 0123 : Multiple errors;
: Some errors;

- An error / a few errors,

w N = O

- No errors;

TOTAL (60 points)

*The National Accreditation Authority for Translators and Interpreters in Australia

This assessment tool is similar to Bachman and Palmer’s scale as it uses detailed descriptors,
although the error counting feature of analytical grids is much more pronounced in it. The
candidate’s final grade is calculated by adding up the awarded points: the higher the sum, the
better the grade.

The analytic scale proposed by Eykmans et al (2009, p. 92) is quite different (Table
37). It is based on very strict error counting. Each error is “punished” with a negative score,

which will add up, and in the end will be deducted from the total of X points.
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Table 37

Eykmans, Anckaert and Segers’ analytical grid (Eyckmans et al., 2009, p. 92)

Criteria

Descriptors Grades

Meaning or Sense

Misinterpretation

Vocabulary

Calque

Register

Style

Grammar

Omission

Addition

Spelling

Punctuation

Any deterioration of the denotative sense: erroneous information, nonsense, -1
important omissions

The student misinterprets what the source text says: information is presented in -2
a positive light whereas it is negative in the source text, confusion between the
person who acts and the one who undergoes the action

Unsuited lexical choice, use of non-idiomatic collocations -1
Cases of a literal translation of structures, rendering the text “un-TL” -1

Translation that is too (in)formal or simplistic and not corresponding to the nature —0.5
of the text or extract

Awkward tone, repetition, unsuited assonances -0.5

Grammatical errors in TT (e. g., wrong agreement of the past participle, gender -0.5
confusion, wrong agreement of adjective and noun) + faulty comprehension of the
grammar of the original text (e.g., a past event rendered by a present tense,...),

provided that these errors do not modify the in-depth meaning of the text

See sense/ meaning -1

Addition of information that is absent from the source text (stylistic additions are -1
excluded from this category

Spelling errors, provided they do not modify the meaning of the text -0.5

Omission or faulty use of punctuation. Caution: the omission of a comma leading —0.5
to an interpretation that is different from the source text, is regarded as an error of
meaning or sense

The need for more empirical research on translation assessment has repeatedly been expressed

during the past decades. Attempting to “free evaluation of construct-irrelevant variables”

(Eyckmans & Anckaert, 2017, p. 43) that characterize both holistic and analytical scoring,

some scholars have taken up new directions, and instead of criterion-referenced translation

tests started to develop norm-referenced ones (Eyckmans et al., 2009). The norm-referenced

approach in translation assessment consists mainly of transferring the item concept of

standard language testing practice to the field of translation assessment. The first attempt to

assess translation competence by sample-based (norm-referenced) methodology was the

Calibration of Dichotomous Items (CDI) method developed by Eyckmans et al. (2009). A few

years later the Preselected Items Evaluation (PIE) was introduced (Kockaert & Segers, 2017;

139



Van Egdom et al., 2019). Both methods were developed to reduce the problem of subjectivity
in assessments. The PIE method (Kockaert & Segers, 2017) is an adapted, practical,
pragmatic version of CDI method (Eyckmans et al., 2009; 2016; Eyckmans & Anckaert,
2017). They are both calibration methods, since they are based on the practice of calibrating
segments of translation, which allows the construction of standardized test of translation.
Also, they are both dichotomous, as they make a distinction between correct and incorrect
solutions; however, they do not distinguish between levels of error (Dastyar, 2019, Kockaert
& Segers, 2017).

With the CDI method, the translations are scored on the basis of the test-takers’
performance on a pre-selected set of translated segments called ‘calibrated items’ or items for
short. Every element of the text that contributes to the measurement of differences in
translation ability between test-takers acquires the status of an item (Eyckmans & Anckaert,
2017). In contrast to the criterion-referenced approach, the CDI method uses a pre-test
procedure to decide which text segments demonstrate discriminating power. In this procedure,
the segments are determined on the basis of performance of a representative group of
translation trainees.

In the PIE method translations are also scored on the basis of test-takers’ performance
on a set of translated segments, but these segments are preselected by the translation grader by
calculating item difficulty values (p value) and item discrimination indices (d index)
(Eyckmans & Anckaert, 2017; Van Egdom et al., 2019). Item difficulty is the percentage of
test takers who answer the item correctly. To get the item difficulty, the number of candidates
answering the item correctly is divided by the total number of candidates answering the item.
To measure the discrimination value of the preselected items, the number of candidates with
high scores referring to a particular item are compared with number of candidates with low
scores who answered the same item correctly.

The d index is the X number of candidates in the top group who answered the item
correctly minus the X number of candidates in the bottom group who answered the same item
correctly. The items which have too high or too low p values or weak discriminating power
may be removed from the list of pre-selected items and replaced by other items (Eyckmans et
al., 2009; 2016; Eyckmans & Anckaert, 2017; Kockaert & Segers, 2017). As in the CDI
method, “the correct and erroneous solutions are determined” (Kockaert & Segers, 2017, p.
151). The pre-selected items can relate to different error types: vocabulary, grammar, spelling,
style, etc. To establish the test score, only items with good discriminating power (>.3;
(Eyckmans & Anckaert, 2017, p. 44) are considered. Although both CDI and PIE seem to be
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effective and objective methods, they have a drawback: they are labor-intensive, especially
CDI, causing a growing concern over using this method in translation training contexts
(Dastyar, 2019). PIE, which, according to its developers “ensures objectivity, cross-candidate
transparency and equality in scoring” (Kockaert & Segers, 2017. p. 152) seems to be more
feasible.

However, its implementation raises an important question: What do assessors do when
a test-taker proposes an incorrect solution for an item, which was not preselected? In such a
case, the authors suggest checking the performance of all the candidates who took the given
test. If there is only one candidate who proposes a wrong solution for the not preselected item,
this item should not be included in the translation test. If the item has a good item difficulty
and discrimination index, then it may be included in the translation test.

Segers and Kockaert compared their PIE method to the other three most frequently
used methods: the holistic method, the analytical method and the CDI method (Table 38). As
data in the table shows, the holistic evaluator considers the translation as a whole and bases
the judgment on an overall impression. This method is fast but subjective and the value
judgments of different evaluators on the same translation can vary to a large extent. What one
evaluator considers a good and creative translation can be seen as unacceptable by another
(Eyckmans et al., 2009; 2016), indicating that the inter-rater reliability in holistic assessment

tends to be low.

Table 38
Evaluation methods: overall comparison (Kockaert & Segers, 2017, p. 153)

Holistic Analytical CDI PIE

Number of items Exhaustive Exhaustive Docimologically Translation brief
relevant items relevant items

Evaluation Global Grids/Criteria Grids/Criteria Grids/Criteria

Dichotomous - - \ \

Calibration - - \ \

Acceptance of expected / expected / expected / expected /

alternatives unexpected unexpected unexpected unexpected

Inter-rater reliability - - V \

Criterion referenced +

Norm referenced +
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The analytical method, as it includes descriptors that make scoring easier, is regarded to be
more reliable and valid than holistic methods: the evaluator uses a matrix which consist of a
number of error types and a number of error levels (Kockaert & Segers, 2017). Preparing an
analytical scale to assess a test of translation competence requires more time than preparing
an assessment scale using the holistic method, but the translator will have a better
understanding of what is correct and what is wrong in the translation. However, this method is
no guarantee for objectivity, as different evaluators do not always agree with each other: the
same error can be a minor one for one evaluator and a serious one mistake for another
(Eyckmans et al., 2009; 2016).

As far as issues of reliability and validity related to these methods are concerned,
empirical data suggests that CDI is more reliable than PIE in assessing translation competence
(Eyckmans & Anckaert, 2017, p. 50). However, according to other research, it is the PIE
method which serves reliability better in the context of translation evaluation (Kockaert &
Segers, 2017, p. 160; Dastyar, 2019, p. 45). A comparison of the two methods shows their
basic similarities and the difference in their item selection processes (Table 39).

Table 39
CDI versus PIE (Kockaert & Segers, 2017, p. 155)

CDI PIE
Same value judgment among evaluators Same value judgment among evaluators
Reliable and less subjective Reliable and less subjective
Reinforces its potential as assessment method for a Reinforces its potential as assessment method for a
more reliable and valid certification of translation more reliable and valid certification of translation
competence competence
Items selected on the basis of docimological criteria Items selected on the basis of translation brief criteria;

Option: Translation brief relevant items reselected on
the basis of docimological criteria

According to the developers’ beliefs (Kockaert & Segers, 2017), the PIE method is more
practical than CDI, and it offers the ultimate advantage of reliability in the context of
translation assessment: each test-taker is assessed on the same items, which have been pre-
selected based on their p-values and d-indices. It is committed to a binary logic: an answer is
either correct or it is not; there is no weighting of errors in the evaluation process.

Theoretically, it guarantees inter-rater and intra-rater reliability, and it is time efficient.
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However, it also has weaknesses: it allows subjective influences both in selection and

assessment phases, and it does not account for the text as a whole (Van Egdom et al., 2019).

5.2 Translation assessment in translation training programs in Hungary

When assessing translations, several factors have to be taken into consideration, according to
Droéth (2011), who listed the most important ones. The first one is the assessment situation,
including the frames of assessment (MA level in higher education, language school / agency,
translator exam, etc.), the translator and the assessor. The most integrated system of criteria is
used in the evaluation system of language exams. Another important factor concerns the aim
of assessment, which usually is the assessment of performance and competence. Concerning
translations, (Honig, 1998) distinguishes therapeutic assessment (focusing on the student and
student competence in the training process) and diagnostic assessment (with focus on the
hypothetic response of the translation user at the end of the training process or at the
workplace and also finding strengths and weaknesses to tailor teaching needs) (See also
Klaudy, 2005). The third element is the subject of assessment, which, from the viewpoint of
translator training, is the translation competence, including the five sub-competences
identified by Kockaert and Segers (2017) as (1) translation competence, (2) linguistic
competence (source and target language), (3) cultural competence (source and target
language), (4) research competence, and (5) technical competence.

Translation assessment aims at those elements of translation competence which are
relevant in the given assessment situation and correspond with the aim of assessment (Droth,
2011). The emphasis is always on the quality of the translation: adequacy with target
language norms, and usability of the translated text in the target language. Knowledge of
idioms and culture-related expressions, adequate knowledge and use of terminology and good
management of traditional and IT tools also have an accentuated role in evaluation.

When writing about the assessment methods in Hungarian translator training
institutions, Droth (2011; 2017), in line with international research, also mentioned holistic
and analytic methods and discussed their advantages and drawbacks, most of all their
subjective nature. To overcome the problem of subjectivity, she suggested mixing the two
methods, emphasizing that there was no guarantee that it will strengthen the validity and the
reliability of assessment. Another solution could be using descriptors, which is common
practice in language examinations (see CEFR, 2001), although the first descriptors for
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mediation appeared only in the most recent CEFR Companion Volume (2018), offering ideas
to assess translations at institutions training translators.

In her study Dréth (2011) compared the assessment criteria of nine Hungarian
translator training institutions, all of them at universities. At the Training Center for
Translators and Interpreters at the Faculty of Humanities, ELTE University, Budapest, the
certificate can be earned by preparing a “print ready” translation from the source language
into Hungarian. Grade 5 (excellent) is awarded when the translation can be published without
editing and grade 1 (fail) when the translation is not fit for editing. On a scale (Dr6th, 2011, p.
19; Klaudy, 2005), the grade is

(5) excellent, if the translation gives back the full content of the source text, the
target language text contains no mistakes, so the translation can be published
without editing

(4) good, if the translation gives back the full content of the source text, but the
target language text contains minor (word level) editing in the target language

(3)  satisfactory, if the translation in one or two cases is different from the content
of the source language text, and the target language text needs editing at word
and sentence level

(2)  pass, if the translation in more than three cases is different from the content of
the source language text, and the target language text substantial needs
correction at word and sentence level, Hungarian language use, punctuation,
spelling, but it is still worth editing

(1) fail, if the translation in more than three cases is different from the content of
the source language text, and the target language text substantial and the target
language text contains so many mistakes at word and sentence level, Hungarian
language use, punctuation, spelling, that it is not worth editing — it is simpler to

re-translate the source text.

The above descriptors are characteristic for holistic assessment (can be published without or
with editing / is not worth editing), which contains at least three analytic elements, related to
the content of the source text, the quality of the target language text and the level of error. Its
reliability is ensured by a detailed translation and assessment guide (Klaudy, 2005).

The Faculty of Economics and Social Sciences, Szent Istvan University, G6dollo,

similarly to the assessment system used at ELTE, uses a four-level analytic scale targeted at
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(1) content, (2) style, (3) grammar; (4) marketability and special skills. The levels are
weighed differently. The assessment includes a holistic element: the reviewer’s short
evaluation. The reliability of the assessment is ensured by hiring internal and external
reviewers and using a detailed evaluation guide.

The Centre for Agricultural Sciences at the University of Debrecen applies a simple
assessment system, which evaluates the following components: (1) mediating information, (2)
dictionary use, (3) special language use, (4) clarity, style, (5) emphasis shift. The averages of
the scores given for each component are used as the final score. This structure is very
permissive, which promotes the subjectivity of the evaluation.

The Faculty of Social Sciences at the University of Debrecen also offers a translator
training program. Their assessment criteria include two main ones: (1) special requirements
(terminology, word choice, register, genre expectations); (2) general features (the aim of the
translation and its readers, the type of the text and its genre characteristics, Hungarian style,
Hungarian spelling, formal criteria, etc).

At the Foreign Language Institute, Universityof Szeged the assessment is aimed at (1)
content / text equivalence, (2) cohesion / coherence; (3) register /style; (4) word choice /
terminology; (5) formal expectations; (6) accuracy and (7) genre characteristics.

The Corvinus University of Budapest borrowed the assessment sheet of University of
Westminster, London (Table 40).

Table 40
Assessment sheet used at the University of Westminster and the Corvinus University (Droth, 2011, p. 24)
Translation .

Aspects of assessment Maximum score
component
Overall impression  Coherence and cohesion; Text structure 2

Background information; Reasoning of text choice; Genre

Introduction s
description

Text choice; Accuracy; Proper vocabulary and terminology use;
Translation Comprehensibility; Style / register; Grammar; Spelling and 10
punctuation

Problem sensibility; Problem solving ability; Information and
source management; The degree of correctness and

Analysi o . e . 4
natysts comprehensibility of explanations; Identification of mistakes and
ambiguity in the source language text
Glossary Terminology choice; Use of sources 2
Total points 20
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The Faculty of Medicine at the University of Szeged also trains professional translators. The
exam translations are evaluated by a seven-level scale, including: (1) general impressions
(0,1,2,3); (2) information transfer (0,1,2,3,4); (3) style (0,1,2,3); (4) terminology / genre / text
type (0,1,2,3,4); (5) language accuracy / syntax / morphology (0,1,2,3,4); (6) spelling,
punctuation and formal requirements (0,1,2,3); (7) translation diary (0,1,2,3). Each scale is
weighed differently, as it is shown by the scores in brackets. The markers keep a so called
evaluation diary (the name of the marker, the name of the test-taker, the target language title
of the translation, the number of grammar and spelling mistakes, style/word choice, number
and type of omissions, negative and positive elements, questions / remarks / suggestions),
which might include holistic elements.

The evaluation of translations at the Budapest University of Technology and
Economics is also based on assessment scales with descriptors, which could not be interpreted
without the error list they use. This list includes the fields of assessment, the errors together

with their weighting and scoring (Table 41).

Table 41
The error list of the Budapest University of Technology and Economics (simplified; based on Dréth, 2011, p. 25)

Field of assessment Type of error / mistake Point Number of
errors
Spelling punctuation (E1) 0,5
minor error (E2) 0,5
major error (E3) 1
Grammar verb forms 1-2
tenses 1-2
articles 1-2
adjectives 1-2
word order 1-2
sentence structure 1-2
Translation transactions  major mistranslation 5
mistranslation 3
coherence 2
omission / expansion 1-3
target culture 2
non-existing word 1-2
word overuse 1-2
wrong word choice 1-2
terminology 1-2
lexical phrase / collocation 1-2
Style register 1-2
catachresis 1-2
unclear wording 1-2
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The final grades are calculated with the help of descriptors, according to which a translation is

(5) excellent, when the number of the collected points is not higher than 4,
regardless the types of the mistakes they were given for;

(4) good, when the number of the collected points is between 5 and 7;

(3) satisfactory, when the number of the collected points is between 8 and 10;

(2) pass, when the number of the collected points is between 11 and 13;

(1) fail in case of several major mistranslations or when the number of the
collected points is higher than 14. (Droth, 2011, p. 26)

This detailed and twofold assessment system (the analytic grade with the error list and the use
of descriptors) should guarantee the reliability of the evaluation, however, it contains
redundant elements (overlaps), and does not evaluate the information content of the text.
These features reduce the reliability of the assessment, as it does not include the most
important segment of translations: the message the translated texts carry. The other problem
with this scale is its pronounced error-centeredness. The emphasis is on the committed errors;
the good choices remain unobserved and unmarked.

At the Kodolanyi Janos University of Applied Sciences the assessment involves the
language of the translations (style, register); text accuracy, coherence, terminology and
language use. (Droth, 2011, p. 27.)

Droth (2011) compared the most frequently used assessment criteria at Hungarian
universities. As is shown in Table 42, there are important differences between the listed
translation training institutions in this respect, indicating the absence of a common and
sensible assessment tool, which would help to achieve the objectivity of the evaluation,

resulting in a stronger intra- and inter-rater reliability.

Table 42
The ten most frequently used assessment criteria at the examined Hungarian translator training institutions
(based on Droth, 2011, p. 27)

Criteria Number of occurrence

Language use (spelling, punctuation)
Terminology

Equivalency at word level

Style / register

Coherence

Equivalency at sentence level

Genre characteristics

No ok whe
Ul o NN~
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8. Paragraphing, formal criteria 5
9. Cohesion 4
10. Nominal/verbal, linear/non-linear, word-to-word/ free translation 3

If we compare these criteria listed in Tabée 42 to the descriptors listed under the title
Translating a written text in writing in the new CEFR Companion Volume (2018, p. 114) (see
Table 43), which states that “professional translators are usually operating at a level well
above C2” we will see that this scale does not address translation competence or any typical
translation activities. (C2 in this case is the middle level of a scale of five levels for literary
translation produced in the PETRA project, a network for education and training literary
translators.) It specifies the languages involved, providing a functional description of the
language ability necessary to reproduce a source text in another language. The key concepts
of the scale include: (1) comprehensibility of translation; (2) the extent to which the original
formulations and structure influence the translation; and (3) capturing nuances in the original
text (CEFR, 2018, p. 113).

Table 43
CEFR descriptors for B2, C1 and C2 levels for task “Translating a written text in writing” (CEFR, 2018, p. 114)

Level Descriptor

c2 Can translate into (Language B) technical material outside his/her field of specialisation
written in (Language A), provided subject matter accuracy is checked by a specialist in the
field concerned.

C1 Can translate into (Language B) abstract texts on social, academic and professional
subjects in his/her field written in (Language A), successfully conveying evaluative aspects
and arguments, including many of the implications associated with them, though some
expression may be over-influenced by the original.

B2 Can produce clearly organised translations from (Language A) into (Language B) that
reflect normal language usage but may be over-influenced by the order, paragraphing,
punctuation and particular formulations of the original.

After the comparison, it becomes evident that the ten most frequent assessment criteria
applied at the above discussed Hungarian translator training institutions (maybe in other
wording) are in line with the CEFR descriptors. However, there are also differences; the most
significant one is that the CEFR scale aims to assess what a test-taker CAN do, whereas the

others focus on errors. Also, those criteria do not form a common system, so the evaluation of
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the same translation by different assessors can show considerable differences depending on at

which institution the assessment was done.

5.3 Translation assessment at the Institute of English Studies at the University of
Pécs

Assessment in translation, as in all of the fields, is implemented for a number of purposes.
Examples include screening applicants for entry into a study program; providing feedback to
students during their studies, testing knowledge and skills during and at the end of a course,
certifying professional-level competence, etc. In a university program, all syllabi include a
part on how students earn grades, what kind of assignments they have to write, how the
results of their achievement test are weighted in their assessment. The final assignment is a
written exam, which has to be taken after fulfilling the requirements of the translator training
specialization program (BA level, 50 credits). It consists of two tasks. The first one is the
translation of a text on a topic from the social sciences from English (L2) into Hungarian (L1)
(c. 2000 n) and the second one is the translation of a business text from Hungarian (L1) into
English (L2) (c. 2000 n). The total time allowed is 6 hours; students decide how much time
they spend on the tasks.

The exam is conducted in an IT lab, where the students are given the source texts in an
electronic format, and the completed translations are to be saved and submitted also in an
electronic (Word) format. Students are allowed to use dictionaries and any internet sources.

Test-takers are instructed to meet the formal requirements of the test (surname and first
name, translation HU — EN and translation EN — HU at the top of the page; the translated
texts have to be saved under the same name); if they do not, their translations will fail without
being assessed. When creating the target language texts, students are asked to use 1.5 line
spacing, and Times New Roman size 12 font. The translation should not take up more than
one page. The assessment process is simple. Errors are divided into two groups: major
mistakes (H) and minor mistakes (h). The evaluation sheet contains a detailed description of
both types and follows the criteria defined and used at ELTE University (Droth, 2011, p. 19;
Klaudy, 2005), in which major errors include:

(1) Comprehension error: mistranslation, illegible word-to-word translation, indecision
(including more than one solution), omission, insertion, adding information which is not
included in the source text, the violation of text cohesion and coherence, any arbitrary

change in the logical order of the source text;
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(2) Major grammar error: conjugational, tense, word order, syntax errors, use of
improper prepositions in phrasal verbs;

(3) Inappropriate terminology: the apparent absence of special vocabulary, the misuse of
terminology;

(4) Major punctuation and spelling errors, e. g. in geographical names or proper nouns,
the improper use of uppercase and lowercase; ignoring the error messages and the
spell check function of MS Word,;

(5) Uneducated language use, the apparent lack of practice in written communication.

Minor error:

(1) An error that does not impair the overall meaning of the text and can be corrected at
word level;

(2) A minor grammar error which does not influence understanding;

(3) A minor, usually spelling or punctuation mistake which does not change the meaning

at sentence level.

The type of the error (H / h) is marked by the evaluator in the proofing section. The final
grades are calculated by counting and weighting the errors. If the number of minor errors is

higher than six, that counts as a major error.

In case of translations from English to Hungarian the grade is:
5 (excellent): 1 major and maximum 6 minor errors
4 (good): 2 major and maximum 6 minor errors;
3 (satisfactory): 3 major and maximum 6 minor errors;
2 (pass): 4 major and maximum 6 minor errors;

1 (fail): 5 or more major errors.

In case of translations from Hungarian into English the grade is:
5 (excellent): 1 major and maximum 6 minor errors;
4 (good): 2 major and maximum 6 minor errors;
3 (satisfactory): 3 major and maximum 6 minor errors;
2 (pass): 4 major and maximum 6 minor errors;

1 (fail): 5 or more major errors.
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Both tasks are assessed by two teacher-evaluators, who mark the translations following the
guidelines. The mean of the two grades is the final grade. In case of one grade difference, the
test taker gets the higher one. In case any of the two tasks is 1 (fail) by both evaluators, the
final grade is 1 (fail), but only the unsuccessful part of the test has to be taken again.

As is apparent, the assessment here is based on counting errors, and, although the
types of errors are defined, the scale leaves room for subjective judgement in thes assessment.
What is judged as a major error by one marker may be judged as a minor one by the other
one, or it may be overlooked. Descriptors such as “uneducated language use” or the “apparent
lack of practice in written communication” are opaque, difficult to grab. All this suggests that
even the most detailed assessment scales can fail in fulfilling their aims if the descriptors or
components included reduce not only inter-rater, but also intra-rater reliability.

Assuming that the scale described above (“the old UP scale”) did not meet important
reliability requirements, an empirical study was conducted with focus on the reliability issues

of translation assessment.

5.4 Study 3: An inquiry into how the “old’ UP scale of assessment worked

This part of the dissertation discusses the preliminary study that was conducted in order to
find out how the assessment scale described in the previous section (5.3) was applied in
authentic situations, when it was used to assess exam translations. The other aim of this study
was to examine how consistently the raters used this evaluation instrument and how the final

grades were calculated.

5.4.1 Research questions

In this study | focused on two important aspects of assessment: inter-rater reliability and rater
consistency. In addition to these, | also wanted to inquire into what the raters thought about
the instrument they used. Accordingly, four research questions were formulated:

(1) How does the rating scale perform in terms of inter-rater reliability?

(2) How consistent are the raters in their assessment?

(3) How do the raters evaluate the assessment system they apply to assess translation

students’ work?

(4) What modifications would they recommend for making it more appropriate for

assessing the quality of translation and students’ translation competence?
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5.4.2 Participants

The participants of this study were 16 BA translation specialization students and their four
teachers who assessed their translations. In addition to them, the head of the translation
program was also involved. As both students and teachers were promised anonymity, | will
refer to the students as test takers: TT1, TT2, etc., to the teacher-raters as Rater 1, Rater 2, etc.
All students in the graduating group took the qualifying exam; thus, the rate of participation
was 100% and the 16 test-takers formed a full sample of students specializing in translation

studies.

5.4.3 Data collection instruments and procedures

In order to answer the first two research questions, data was collected in the form of test
scores given to 16 students for their two translations in their final exam by four raters using
the evaluation sheet described in section 5.3. The database comprised a total of 32
translations: 16 translations from English to Hungarian and 16 translations from Hungarian to
English collected in electronic format in the fall semester of 2017. The source text in the first
case was a 355-word-long (2,105 characters) text from the field of social sciences about a
well-known literary reviewer of the late 19" century; in the second case it was a 271-word
(2,050 characters) business text about a country assessment by the International Monetary
Fund.

To examine the reliability of the scale in use | compared the assessment of the 16
exam translations from English into Hungarian, and also from Hungarian into English. The
translations in both cases were assessed by two raters, who worked independently form one
another. All the errors, marked by the raters, were counted manually. First, I compared the
two raters’ evaluations of each translation; then, I looked at how consistently the same rater
treated the errors in the sixteen translations. The differences in their assessment, including the
errors and the grades, are organized and presented in Tables 45 to 55. The inter-rater
reliability of the raters’ judgments was also calculated. To do this, I used SPSS concentrating
on three important coefficients of internal consistency and reliablitity: Cronbach’s alpha,

Intra-class Correlation Coefficient (ICC) and Krippendorft’s alpha (Table 44).
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Table 44
Three basic coefficients of measuring statistical data

Measurement of Coefficient Acceptable Reference
value
scale reliability Cronbach’s alpha a>0.75 (Crocker & Algina, 2006, p. 142)

Intra-class Correlation
Coefficient (ICC)

interrater reliability ~ Krippendorff’s alpha o> 0.80  (Krippendorff, 2004, p. 241)

internal consistency 0>0.75  (Shrout & Fleiss, 1979, p. 426)

In order to answer the third and fourth research questions, in December 2019 and January
2020 | conducted semi-structured interviews with the four raters and the head of the program.
Although | had a set of questions prepared beforehand (See Appendix D), | let the
interviewees divert me by the ideas they brought in during the interviews, in three cases in
face-to-face situations, when the interviews were recorded then transcribed; in one case the
answers were written up by the respondent and sent in an email. The length of the oral
interviews was between 20 and 65 minutes, depending on the verbosity of the respondents.

The interview with the head of the program, also in January 2020, was less structured.
He had never acted as an assessor of students’ translations, however, as a teacher and
practising translator he offered to give his overall opinion of the program, the assessment
scale and also some ideas on how to make it better. As he did not like the idea of recording
him, | took hand-written notes of what he said.

5.4.4 Results and discussion: the translations

As the 32 translations included the raters’ grades and the number of the identified errors it
was not difficult to construct tables with the raw scores and the grades given by two raters for
16 TT’s two translations, and to include the final grades — the mean of the two grades given
by the two raters individually (Tables 45, 55).

The assessment tool was the scale — or rather a list of errors — described in the
previous section (5.3), comprising major (H) and minor (h) errors. Table 35 shows how many
of each error type the individual test-takers (TT) made and after counting and adding up these
errors what grade they got for their translations. Those students, who failed, because both
raters gave them a grade 1 (fail) for the same component (HU-EN or EN-HU), could re-sit the
exam. Re-sit results are shown in brackets in Tables 45 and 55.
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To answer RQ1 ‘How does the rating scale work in terms of inter-rater reliability”, first |
examined the 16 HU-EN, then the 16 EN-HU translations. | compared the numbers of the
identified errors, both major and minor, and also the grades by the two raters. To provide
further evidence, I identified examples where the raters, following the same scale, judged the
mistakes differently.

A) English — Hungarian translations: inter-rater reliability

Table 45
Raw scores (H; h) and grades given by two raters for 16 test-zakers’ EN-HU translation tests

EN-HU

Test-taker (TT) Rater 1 Rater 2

H h Grade H h Grade
TT1 2 11 3 1 9 4
TT2 4 11 1, (3) 7 16 1, (3)4
TT3 3 2 3 11 8 1
TT4 2 2 4 2 6 4
TT5 1 4 5 2 5 4
TT6 0 8 5 0 9 5
TT7 0 5 5 6 8 1
TT8 4 6 2 3 7 2
TT9 8 7 1,(2) 6 14 1, (1)
TT10 1 6 5 4 6 2
TT11 7 8 1, (2) 6 9 1, (2)
TT12 4 2 2 4 8 1
TT13 3 6 3 2 11 3
TT14 3 5 3 3 12 2
TT15 3 3 3 2 8 3
TT16 3 4 3 6 6 1
Total 49 90 65 142
Mean 3.00 5.63 3.06 4.06 8.88 2.25
SD 2.191 2.872 1.436 2.792 3.030 1.390

To analyze the data, and to compute the most important coefficients of measurement (see
Table 44) | used SPSS. As the grades were calculated by the raters by counting and adding up
the numbers of errors at two levels (major/minor errors; H/h), |1 wanted to see the level of

agreement between the two raters concerning errors. Although the huge difference between
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the total number of identified errors can be seen immediately (49 vs. 65 in case of major H;
90 vs. 142 in case of minor errors h), | looked for statistical proof. First, | identified the
frequencies of the different scores (number of identified errors) by the two raters.

Table 46 shows the frequency of major errors (H) identified by each rater in the

Hungarian — English translations assessed.

Table 46
The SPSS frequency statistics for inter-rater reliability in the judgment of major errors in EN-HU translations
(N=16)

Frequency of major errors (H) in EN-HU translations

Rater 1 Rater 2
Number of Hs Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
0 2 12.5 1 6.3
1 2 12.5 1 6.3
2 2 12.5 4 25
3 5 31.3 2 12,5
4 3 18.8 2 1255
6 0 0 4 25
7 1 6.3 1 6.3
8 1 6.3 0 0
11 0 0 1 6.3
Mean 3,00 4,06
Sb 2,191 2,792

The highest number of major errors identified by Rater 1 in one text (TT9) was eight, whereas
by Rater 2, also in one test (TT3), was eleven. Standard deviation (SD) expresses by how
much the members of a group differ from the mean value for the group. In the case of Rater 1
the SD was 2.191, whereas in the case of Rater 2 it was 2.792, both are much higher than 1.0,
indicating very high variation. The difference between the two means (3.0; 4.06) was also
large, which, concerning major errors indicated considerable disagreement between the two
raters. The Cronbach’s alpha, the measure of internal consistency of scale reliability (also
calculated in SPSS) was 0.541, much lower than the acceptable a > 0.75 (Crocker & Algina,
2006, p.142). The Intra-class Correlation Coefficient (ICC), another important measure of
internal consistency of scale reliability and the degree of agreement between two (or more)
raters with the minimum acceptable value of 0.75 (Shrout & Fleiss, 1979, p. 426) was 0.522,

indicating poor reliability. Krippendorff’s alpha, which is regarded to be the most general
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agreement measure was 0.4536, compared to the required o > 0.80 or the lowest conceivable
a > 667 limit (Hayes & Krippendorff, 2007; Krippendorff, 2004, p. 241). These numbers
indicated that there was slight agreement between the two raters’ judgements concerning

major errors in the 16 texts they scored.

Table 47
The SPSS frequency statistics for inter-rater reliability in the judgment of minor errors (h) in 16 EN-HU
translations (N=16)

Frequency of minor errors (h) in EN-HU translations

Rater 1 Rater 2
Number of ‘h’s Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
2 3 18.8 0 0
3 1 6.3 0 0
4 2 12.5 0 0
5 2 12.5 1 6.3
6 3 18.8 3 18.8
7 1 6.3 1 6.3
8 2 12.5 4 25
9 0 0 3 18.8
11 2 12.5 1 6.3
12 0 0 1 6.3
14 0 0 1 6.3
16 0 0 1 6.3
Mean 5.63 8.88
SD 2.872 3.030

The disagreement in measuring the errors was even more obvious in the case of minor errors
(Table 47). The statistics showed that the range of the number of minor errors per translation
was between 2 and 11 by Rater 1, whereas between 5 and 16 by Rater 2. The high SD indices
(2.872 and 3.030) indicated a large spread of identified errors by both raters. The reliability
statistics of 0.724 Cronbach’s alpha was very close to the unacceptable value (< 0.70). The
ICC value was 0.529, the Krippendorff’s alpha 0.1718, indicating a low agreement between
the two raters’ scores.

It is also interesting to look up a few examples where the raters judged the mistakes
differently (Table 48). Although they followed the same scale, there were no translations in
which the two types of errors were assessed in the same way: an error coded as an ‘H’ for one

rater, was ‘h’ or no error for the other. For example, in the case of TT7, Rater 1 identified zero
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major (H) and five minor (h) errors resulting in a grade 5 (excellent), whereas Rater 2 marked

six major (H) and eight minor (h) errors, resulting in a grade 1 (fail).

Table 48

Translations from English into Hungarian (EN — HU): Examples for differences in R1’s and R2’s coding of

errors

Source text (EN) Translation (HU) Rater 1 Rater 2
after enjoying miutan élvezte H correct
valéban H correct
Herne wrote melyben irta H h
cultural critic kultarakritikus h correct
They are new to me. En még sosem talalkoztam veliik. H correct
The events occurred in this way. Igy tortént mindez. h correct
he sent the poet a letter valaszolt a levelére correct H

the play relocated el6adast athelyezték h correct
was far-fetched, to say the least kosza otletnek is alig volt mondhaté ~ H correct
actor and playwright dramairé-szinész correct h

to date a mai napig correct H

for mentoring mentoralasarol h correct
the most authoritative legiranymutatobb correct h
latest book verseskotet h correct
review elbiralja azt h correct
a copy of your poems az On verseskotetének egy példanya correct h
epitomized tomoren dsszefoglaltak correct H
epitomized szimbolizaltak h correct
by a Mr. Childs Mr. Childs nevii tirnal correct H
would review the book kiadja a konyvet H correct

The final analysis in this part compared the grades given by the two raters (see Table 45). In
case of translations from English into Hungarian, only eight of the sixteen students (TTs 2, 4,
6, 8, 9, 11, 13, 15; 50%) were given the same grade by the two raters. In the most extreme
case (TT7) Rater 1 assessed the translation a grade 5 (excellent), whereas Rater 2 failed the
same translation.

Table 49 shows the frequency of the grades given by the raters for the same
translations (EN-HU) and their most important statistical characteristics. The means differ
largely: 3.06 vs. 2.25; the difference between them is 0.81, nearly one grade, and if we look at

the individual grades, we can also see considerable disagreements between the two raters.
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Standard deviation (SD) in case of Rater 1 was 1.43, whereas in case of Rater 2 1.39; both

indicating a relatively high variation.

Table 49

The SPSS frequency statistics for inter-rater reliability of the grades given by the two raters for EN-HU
translations (N=16)

Grade frequency, Means, Standard Deviation (SD)

Rater 1 Rater 2
Grade Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
1 3 18.8 7 43.8
2 2 12.5 3 18.8
3 6 375 2 12.5
4 1 6.3 3 18.8
5 4 25 1 6.3
Total 16 100 16 100
Mean 3.06 2.25
SD 1.436 1.390

The Cronbach’s Alpha was 0.717: barely higher than the acceptable 0.70. The Intra-class
Correlation Coefficient was 0.659, definitely higher than in the case of error identification,
however, as it was still below 0.75, indicating just moderate reliability. The 0.4605
Krippendorff alpha also remained well below the “still conceivable limit” of 0.667
(Krippendorff, 2004, p. 241). All this is expressed in the final grades, as well: Rater 1 failed
three students 18.8%), Rater 2 seven (43.8%), indicating the highest disagreement between
the grades.

B) Translations from Hungarian into English

Translating from Hungarian into English, according to the data presented in Part I, 3.7.5 is
more difficult for the students than into the mother tongue. This finding was partly confirmed
by the means of the grades of exam translations, 3.06 by Rater 1 and 2.25 by Rater 2 in case
of EN-HU translations, and 2.56 by Rater 3 and 2.75 by Rater 4 in case of HU-EN
translations (Table 50).
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Table 50
Raw scores and grades given by two raters for 16 test-zakers” HU-EN translation test (N=16)

HU-EN
Test-taker (TT) Rater 3 Rater 4

H h Grade H h Grade
TT1 4 5 2 4 21 1
TT2 4 5 2 1 14 3
TT3 1 8 4 1 6 5
TT4 4 8 2 2 13 2
TT5 2 6 4 1 5 5
TT6 1 2 5 1 7 4
TT7 0 6 5 0 8 5
TT8 6 13 1 1 24 2
TT9 11 7 1 3 21 1
TT10 5 5 2 3 11 3
TT11 8 7 1 8 18 1
TT12 5 6 2 2 16 2
TT13 13 8 1(1) 9 19 1(1)
TT14 3 11 2 0 19 3
TT15 0 3 5 0 12 4
TT16 5 3 2 3 16 2
Mean 450 6.44 2.56 2.44 14.38 2.75
SD 3.688 2.851 1.504 2.658 5.852 1.483
Total 72 91 2.56 39 230 2.75

To examine the degree of agreement between the two raters concerning the translations from
Hungarian into English, | repeated the steps I had followed with the translations from English
into Hungarian. The frequency statistics (Table 51) here confirmed that the differences in
identifying the major errors, compared to the other direction, were not as large between the
two assessors.

Although there was a considerable difference between the means of the identified
major errors (4.50; 2.44), the 0.858 Cronbach’s alpha, being higher than 0.70, and the 0.774
ICC indicated much better reliability in this respect. However, the Krippendorff alpha with its
law value, 0.5686, much lower than the acceptable 0.80, still indicated poor inter-rater

reliability.
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Table 51
The SPSS frequency statistics for inter-rater reliability in the judgment of major errors (H) in HU-EN
translations (N=16)

Frequency of major errors (H) in HU-EN translations

Rater 3 Rater 4
Number of ‘H’s Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
0 2 12.5 3 18.8
1 2 12.5 5 313
2 1 6.3 2 12,5
3 1 6.3 3 18.8
4 3 18.8 1 6.3
5 3 18.8 0 0
6 1 6.3 0 0
8 1 6.3 1 6.3
9 0 0 1 6.3
11 1 6.3 0 0
13 1 6.3 0 0
Mean 4.50 2.44
SD 3.688 2.658

Table 52 presents the judgment of minor errors by the two raters, showing huge difference in
means (6.44 vs. 14.38), and also in SD values (2.851 vs. 5.852) which predicted poor
reliability indices again. The prediction was confirmed by the statistics: the 0.546 Cronbach’s
alpha (>0.70: unacceptable reliability), a similarly very low, 0.266 ICC and an extremely low,
—0.2170 Krippendorff’s alpha, indicating a very low level of agreement between the two
raters. How the same instrument could work so differently concerning error identification and
error coding could be the topic of another research. Think aloud protocol could offer evidence
on how the raters made their decisions, but such qualitative data were not collected. However,

this level of disagreement raises questions about the raters’ responsible use of the rating scale.
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Table 52
The frequency statistics for inter-rater reliability concerning minor errors (h) in HU-EN translations (N=16)

Frequency of minor errors (h) in HU-EN translations

Rater 3 Rater 4
Number of ‘h’s Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
2 1 6.3 0 0
3 2 12.5 0 0
4 0 0 0 0
5 3 18.8 1 6.3
6 3 18.8 1 6.3
7 2 12.5 1 6.3
8 3 18.8 1 6.3
11 1 6.3 1 6.3
12 0 0 1 6.3
13 1 6.3 1 6.3
14 0 0 1 6.3
16 0 0 2 12.5
18 0 0 1 6.3
19 0 0 2 12,5
21 0 0 2 12.5
24 0 0 1 6.3
Mean 6.44 14.38
SD 2.851 5.852

The controversial coding is confirmed by the list included in Table 53, which contains
examples for differences in R3 and R4’s coding of errors in the 16 translations. Among the
twenty items in the list there are seven cases, when the same translation was judged as a major
error by one rater, and as a correct translation by the other.

Table 53
Translations from Hungarian into English (HU-EN): Examples for differences in R1 and R2’s coding of errors

Source text (HU) Translation (EN) Rater 3 Rater 4
orszagértékelés national account h H
fejezte be ended correct h
nagyaranyu lehivasa large scale calling H correct
nagyaranyu lehivasa the high rate of absorption H correct
nagyaranyu lehivasa large scale call off H correct

161



elemzés készit6i conductors of the analysis H h

hitelezése the lending of correct H
orszag nation correct h
tovabb zsugorodott shrunk further H (tense) correct
bekdvetkezett occurred H correct
intézkedések arrangements H h
erdteljesen heartily H h
allami szektor national sector h H
arany ratio correct H
elemzés készit6i evaluators correct h
horgonyozottnak t{innek seem fixed h correct
legfrissebb newest correct h
pozitivumként jelenik meg lists as positive H h
hitelezése supply of credit correct h
mérséklodhet can moderate H correct

The agreement in calculating the final grades (Table 54), despite the huge differences in
identifying the different types (levels) of errors turned out to be good. There is only a slight
difference between the means (2.56 vs. 2.75), showing that R4 was the more permisseive

rater. The SD values also show similar spread.

Table 54
The SPSS frequency statistics for inter-rater reliability of the grades given by the two raters for HU-EN
translations (N=16)

Grade frequency, Means, Standard Deviation (SD)

Rater 3 Rater 4
Grade Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
1 4 25.0 4 25.0
2 7 43.8 4 25.0
3 0 0 3 18.8
4 2 12.5 2 12.5
5 3 18.8 3 18.8
Total 16 100 16 100
Mean 2.56 2.75
SD 1.504 1.483

Both the 0.933 Cronbach’s alpha, which, being close to 1, expressed high similarity of scores
and the 0.933 ICC indicated good reliability concerning the grades. As the frequencies in
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Table 54 show, the two raters differed only on gardes 2 and 3: Rater 3 was stricter than Rater
4. The Krippendorff’s alpha with its 0.8377 indicated a much better inter-rater reliability than
in the case of major and minor errors.

The final grades were calculated by rounding the means of the four grades given by
the two pairs of raters for the two (EN-HU; HU-EN) translations. Those students, who failed
by the two raters in any of the two components failed the exam, as well as those who could
not meet the requirements of grade 2 in the re-sit test (its grades are shown in brackets in
Table 55). Although each scoring had to be done independently of the others, when
calculating the final grades, the raters can pull each other one way or another, arriving at a
consensus, and in the case of extreme disagreement between the raters a third assessor can be
included (Angelelli, 2009; Eyckmans et al., 2009).

Table 55 Grades given by the raters for the two components and the final grades

EN-HU HU-EN
Test-takers R1 R2 R3 R4 Final grade
TT1 3 4 2 1 2

TT2 1(3) 1(3) 2 3 1(3)
TT3 3 1 4 5 4

TT4 4 4 2 2 4

TT5 5 4 4 5 5

TT6 5 5 5 4 5

TT7 5 1 5 5 5

T8 2 2 1 2 2

TT9 1(2) 1(2) 1 1 1
TT10 5 2 2 3 3
TT11 1(2) 1(2) 1 1 1
TT12 2 1 2 2 2
TT13 3 3 1(1) 1(1) 1
TT14 3 2 2 3 3
TT15 3 3 5 4 4
TT16 3 1 2 2 2
Mean 3.06 2.25 2.56 2.75 2.81

SD 1.436 1.390 1.504 1.483

The findings of the analysis, illustrated in Tables 45 — 55, indicate extremely low inter-rater
reliability, which can be attributed to the poorly designed assessment tool, or, to another
possibility, the inconsistent work of the evaluators, or a combination of both. As is was
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detailed in Section 5.3, the scale in use is an analytical scale, which is based on identifying
and listing the errors at levels, categorized here as major errors (H) and minor errors (h). The
grades the students get in the end of the exam is the rounded mean of four grades, given by
two pairs of raters for each component (EN-HU and HU-EN translations).

There is another factor, which should be mentioned: the nature of the error based
assessment, which, from the students’ perspective, is extremely demotivating; whereas from
the raters’ point of view, concentrating on and counting errors reveals only what candidates
cannot do, while what they can, may remain unnoticed. Also, the raters, when focusing on
error counting and categorizing, that is distinguishing the levels of errors, can arrive at
completely, often contradictory, even conflicting categorizations. The reasons must be in the
nature of the scale, which, as it has been already established, leaves room for subjective

judgments in assessment (Angelelli, 2009; Eyckmans et al., 2009).

C) Rater’s consistency in the coding of errors
RQ2 inquired about how consistent the raters were in their assessment. To be able to answer
this question, |1 compared the translations focusing on the error coding patterns of the
individual raters. The findings showed that the consistency of error coding and grading by the
four raters in the 32 translations was also low: several identical translations were scored

differently by the same rater in translations from English into Hungarian (Table 56).

Table 56
Translations from English into Hungarian (EN — HU): Examples for inconsistent error coding by the same rater

The occurrence of the item in
Th | i . Rater’s j H, h
e translated item the 16 translations ater’s judgment (H, h, correct)

H -
szerepelt 9 h in 5 translations
correct in 4 translations
H in 1 translation

kultarakritikus 7 h -
correct in 6 translations
H in 2 translations

amerikai irodalom dékanja 3 h -
correct in 1 translation
H in 2 translations

masolat 5 h -
correct in 3 translations
H in 1 translation
példany 5 h in 1 translation
correct in 3 translations
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Table 57
Translations from Hungarian into English (HU — EN): Examples for inconsistent error coding by the same rater

The occurrence of the item in
The translated item . Rater’s jud t (H, h, correct
the 16 translations ater’s judgment ( )

H -
so far 5 h in 1 translation
correct in 4 translations
H -
goal 5 h in 2 translations
correct in 3 translation
H -
fiscal relaxation 4 h in 2 translations
correct in 2 translations
H in 2 translations
arrangements 3 h in 1 translation
correct -
H in 1 translation
moderate 2 h in 1 translation
correct -

The listed examples and results irrefutably show that validity and reliability are essential
features of an assessment tool. If they are low, the tool will not fulfill its aim, and, even if the

raters can get to any kind of agreement, it will hinder fair grading.

5.4.5 Results and discussion: the teacher-rater interviews

This section aims to answer research questions 3 and 4. RQ3 focused on how the raters
evaluated the assessment system they applied to assess translation students’ work. How did
they explain the low inter-rater reliability of the tool they had been using for years? What was
behind their own inconsistency in the coding of errors? RQ4 aimed to find out what
modifications the raters would recommend for making the tool more appropriate for assessing
the quality of translations and students’ translation competence. | hoped to find the answers in
the interviews | conducted with 4 raters and the head of the Translation Studies BA

programme, as well as for

A) Interview with the head of the translation program
The head of the translation program was well acquainted with the assessment scale, although
he had never acted as a marker of translation examinations. He described himself as a linguist

and a self- taught translator with considerable experience in the field. He earned a translator’s
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certificate at ELTE University, otherwise he would not have been able to work for companies
as a translator. As a practicing translator, he relied on what he learnt by himself. Concerning
translation assessment, he emphasized he most often acted “as a judge in case of controversial
grading”, he agreed to answer my questions about the assessment policy applied at the
translation specialization program at the University of Pécs.
Q1 What does a teacher have to take into consideration when assessing students’ translation
performance?
Although he gave a long, elaborated answer, it was relatively easy to identify the surfacing
factors:

e the students’ preliminary studies and their English proficiency level;

e the teachers, including their qualifications;

e the course and the course requirements;

e the assignments;

e the different forms of assessment applied by the teachers.

Q2 How would you describe the translation students’ target language (English) proficiency
level?

Speaking from experience he said that students entered the translation courses linguistically
unprepared. They have very poor and very simple vocabulary, serious grammatical problems
and practically zero cultural knowledge of the target language. There is no way they could
cope with equivalency problems when doing translations from one language into the other.
His negative perceptions were confirmed in the interviews with Rater 2 and Rater 3, however,
in contrast with what the students claimed about their English language proficiency level as
the majority placed themselves at C1 or C2 level. They are clearly not, which makes meeting
the course requirements (listed in the syllabi section) difficult, sometimes even impossible,

and results in poor performance.

Q3 How would you explain that teachers, using the same assessment scale, see and code
errors differently, inconsistently, arriving at exteremely low inter-rater reliability?
The program director identified a few reasons which can explain the differences in raters’
judgement. Using his own words,

e the teachers are not qualified translators, although all of them have considerable

experience as translators;
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e their formal qualifications are in linguistics and literature, as a result, they put
emphasis on different aspects;
e even using the same assessment sheet to score translations, they might judge texts

differently, and as a result, they rarely arrive at the same grade.

Q4 Do you think the courses prepare the student for their final translation exam?

Concerning the course and the course requirements, the program director confirmed what we
may know from the syllabi (and from the teachers, too), that the number one activity the
students do is translating different texts. They start working on a text in class, finish the
translation at home and in the next class they discuss it; this is the typical practice followed by
the four teachers | interviewed. The director described it as a procedure teaching the students
what qualifies as a major or a minor error, and as a result, they can develop strategies to
avoid them. However, this practice does not improve the lexical richness of their translations
and does not teach them to move consciously along the so called equivalency level, i. e.
finding the most appropriate word or expression in the target language for each word or
expression in the source text. He thought this strong focus on errors can even turn out to be

counter-productive or de-motivating in the end.

Q5 So you think the students are not really prepared to translate the texts they are given in
classes?

The assignments, as it stated in the syllabi, too, are most often authentic texts: articles from
major British and American daily papers or professional (legal, economic, etc.) journals. The
director described them as extremely difficult texts for students with poor vocabulary, with no
proper knowledge of the social, cultural, historic, legal or economic aspects of the target
language country. Although they can use anything when they translate, including the exam
situations, even the allocated six-hour time span is too short for them to look up everything
they do not know. “The bar is too high for them”, said the director, using an expression from

sporting life.

Q6 What you have just said means that your colleauges have to assess translations of poor
quality. Do you think the assessment sheet they use meets the requirements of a fair
assessment tool?

Answering this question, the director emphasized the scale’s shortcomings. Although it

defined the nature of different errors and mistakes, the definitions in his opinion were too
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vague or permissive: expressions like uncultured language use, visible lack of practice in
written communication, arbitrary change in the logical order of the source language leave a lot
of place to subjective decisions. He mentioned examples for errors which root in taking the
scale criteria too literally, when even a good solution can be judged as a mistake. He gave an
example from an event when he acted as a “judge”. The source text said that “According to
Nature, this finding is...” which, in his opinion, easily can appear in Hungarian translation as
“A Nature folyoirat szerint ez a megallapitas...” However, the word “folyoirat” is not part of
the original text, so it can be treated as an unnecessary addition, which, according to the scale,
is @ major error. However, “it does not impair the message, just the opposite — it makes it
more precise for those who do not know what Nature is. It could be even treated as an

excellent solution, but such option is not part of the scale.”

B) Interviews with the raters on the assessment system used in the transéation programme
The interviews were conducted in December 2019 and January 2020. | planned to ask eleven
questions about the evaluation scale, but the interviewees, one female and three males, turned
out to be quite talkative, so sometimes we wandered off, well beyond the narrow topic, so the
planned semi-structure interviews turned out to be rather unstructured in two cases (Raters 2
and 3). Raters 1, 2 and 4 also acted as assessors of translations discussed in section 5.4.4.
Although Rater 3 did not take part im the exam in focus, he offered his opinion on the
assessment system in use.

In this section I analyse the four raters’ answers by the questions asked, not one by
one. To show the similarities and differences between the four raters’ responses, I identified

the keywords which are presented in Table 57.

Q1 How often and how do you assess your students during the term in your translation
studies classes?

The first question aimed to elicit information on the frequency and the methods of assessment
during the term. Rater 1 (R1) and Rater 2 (R2) said they assessed their students’ work once a
week, as they had weekly assignments. Rater 3 (R3) assessed them “every time the students
had assignments”, which is good, because students got feedback on all of their translations;
Rater 4 (R4) assessed translations on 7-8 occasions a term. In case of R1, R2 and R4 the
source text was sent to the students via NEPTUN, the university’s electronic administrative

system, and the translations into the target language were expected to be sent back the same
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way. R3 asked the assignemnets in printed form, so he could mark the mistakes “in crying
red”.

After receiving the texts from students, teachers applied different techniques. R1
identified the errors in the translations, prepared a list for the next class, and projected them in
class with the aim of discussing error types and correct solutions, thus providing feedback to
the whole group at the same time. R2 used a random integer generator to decide whose
translation to project in-class. The other students looked at their own translations, while
someone — usually the teacher — read the source text aloud, and the students compared the
upcoming solutions: they identified the errors or mistranslations, good turns, etc. This meant
that they discussed one translation. The students checked their own errors, made the necessary
corrections, so they implemented assessment and practice in an integrated fashion: the
translations were checked, but not graded, except the projected one. If it met the expectations,
its translator could choose to be graded.

In R4’s practice, in each class a student presented their translation, the group discussed
the problems they encountered, and they collectively came up with better solutions. The
presentation was assessed on a 0-20 scale, based on the quality of the presentation, the
translation and the effort. The students’ grades were based on two major translations and a
revision of a chosen translation. Working in pairs, they had to revise each other’s translations,
as well.

R3 used an entirely different method of assessment, the rather old fashioned, however,
he argued, very effective way of using red ink to correct double spaced, printed translation
assignments. “I am convinced this is the most straightforward and effective way to draw their
attention to their mistakes. | need double spacing, so | could make my notes right next to the
identified error.” In this way each student got immediate written feedback. The students could
see their own mistakes immediately in this assessment based on errors, but in the discussion
the errors were handled as the group’s errors. “I do not mention names, So nobody gets hurt.
They can see their errors anyway, so they can learn from them.” They also discussed the

solutions for the critical elements of the text and agreed on the acceptable ones.

Q2 What is your aim of assessment in translation classes?

The four tutors’ aims basically were in accordance with their answers to the first question.
The main aim of the in-term evaluations was to give the students feedback and grades, and
also to equip the students with strategies to make responsible choices. R1 and R2 also applied
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these strategies to allow their students to get used to the evaluation system along which their
exam translations would be assessed. The most typical answers included:

e “The main aim is to avoid errors.” (R1)

e “I want to make my students familiar with the level they have to achieve as translators
and give them feedback about their work.” (R2)

e “My aim was to give individual feedback in written form, pointing out the individual
errors. It was always personal. In case of oral feedback in class | addressed the errors
in general, so the students did not have to be ashamed.” (R3)

e “My primary aim is to give grades, and show if the students have difficulties with

certain skills.” (R4)

Q3 What criteria do you follow when you evaluate the written assignments?

Except for R3, they all used the criteria included in the evaluation sheet used for the
assessment of exam translations. “In this way the students could also learn about these
Criteria, based on identifying major and minor errors in their translations”, said R1. R2 added
that although he used it, the focus was on different elements in the different classes he taught:
in case of IT specific texts he focused on the appropriate use of special terminology, whereas
in case of social science texts, he emphasized conceptual accuracy. R3, the oldest one of the
four respondents, a native speaker of English, relied on his knowledge, instinct and
experience and the transmission of the original message into the target language. R4 used the
evaluation sheet throughout the year, but he did not point out any specific reasons.

Q4 What do you consider important in your assessment?

In response to this question, the two things all four raters mentioned was language use and
accuracy. R1, who took the rating sheet the most seriously, also focused on the errors and the
appropriateness of the translated text. R2 was the only one who found time management a
factor worth mentioning: translators had to meet deadlines; therefore, he assessed only those
translations which were sent back to him by the submission deadline. R3 emphasized the
importance of richness and variety of vocabulary. R4, in addition to language use,
concentrated on the content and added a holistic approach to his error sheet-based evaluation

technique.
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Q5 Do you use any evaluation grids or rating scales? If yes, what is it like?

Three of the raters (R1, R2 and R4) used the exam sheet to assess assignments during the
term, that is for diagnostic purposes. They used it the same way they were expected to apply it
to assess exam translations. Only R2 adjusted it to the specific nature of the subjects he
taught, putting emphasis on the subject specific elements. He also found it permissive, as in
his view, it allowed too many major errors, especially compared to the short length (ca. 2,000
characters) of the texts. R3 never used grids or scales for assessments during the semester; he
relied on the method of collective discussion.

Q6 How do you grade your students’ work?

They graded their students as it was set in the course syllabi, in the most cases they used three
criteria: course participation (25%), the grades for the home assignments (25%), end-of-term
test (50%). R2 included the results of a mid-term test.

Q7 Although I understand that the final translation exam was cancelled a few semesters ago,
| am interested in your opinion on the assessment scale that was used for exam translations.
All four raters found it important to state that the translation exam was cancelled because it
put the students at a disadvantage compared to those BA students who decided to choose a
minor and not a specialization. The TS exams were very difficult, and those who failed were
prevented from getting their BA degree. The change, however, did not impact the usual
pattern: the students are evaluated based on their weekly assignments and the other criteria
which are set down in the course syllabi. For assessing students’ assignments R1 continued to
use the common assessment scale, which she described as fair, “because it makes difference
between the different levels of error”. She also identified a shortcoming: “it does not offer
extra points for outstanding solutions, for example, in word choice, which, | think, could be a
motivating aspect in an assessment scale.”

R2 also uses the exam assessment scale, which he described as the slightly modified
version of the assessment sheet used at ELTE University. The criteria are not the same for the
two directions, there is a slight difference: in case of translation from Hungarian into English
it allows more major errors. The problem in R2’s opinion is that “it is not subject-specific,
although the different text types — IT specific texts, social science texts and business texts —
should be assessed according to different criteria”. The assessment method offered by the
scale is good for assessing grammar, but it lacks the criteria which could assess conceptual or
subject-specific elements. It also has subjective aspects and, as he kept emphasizing, allows

too many errors to pass. R3 has never used this scale, but is acquainted with it, and identified
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its main error in not stipulating the repeated errors, a caveat which can result in subjective
decisions on part of the evaluators. R4 emphasized its demotivating nature, as it concentrates

on mistakes, and does not reward creative or otherwise brilliant solutions.

Q8 How is the final test assessment different from the progress test evaluations?

The four raters agreed that there was a prominent difference: while progress testing always
involves feedback (and might involve grades, but not necessarily), the only aim of the

exam assessment is to give the students final grades. Otherwise, the evaluation process is the

same in both cases.

Q 9 How does the exam assessment sheet meet your expectations? Is it appropriate in every
respect in your opinion for assessing BA students’ translations?

According to R1, it is a good aid in identifying major and minor errors, which are defined
fairly well, but the definitions still allow subjective assessment. “Which is a major error for
me, easily can be treated as a minor error by another rater.” To counterbalance the sheet’s
demotivating effect, which roots in its error directed nature, R1 would welcome a component
which allows rewarding excellent solutions. “Because there are brilliant solutions, which
remain unrewarded”, she explained.

R2 agreed that the definitions of major and minor errors are not always clear, so they
can be treated differently by different markers. In seminars, it is a useful tool to show what
students lack in knowledge, what they have to pay special attention to, including typical
errors, so it is good for diagnostic purposes. As for the final test, R2 found it permissive: the
number of errors it allows is intolerable in his opinion. “We should not give a 5 to someone
who makes a major mistake. If the translation is not flowless, it is not 5.” R3 also emphasized
the fact that the scale allowed the raters to judge major and minor errors differently, whereas
R4 stated that it was good at BA level, an appropriate tool as it was detailed enough to find

out if a translation is at the required level or not.

Q10 What are the difficulties/challenges of using it?

All four raters agreed that it is easy to follow, although it has certain caveats. R1 thought it
defined the major errors very strictly. R2, on the other hand, said the pass level was very low,
due to the high number of mistakes allowed in the rating scale. His other problem was that
“the possible errors are not defined clearly, there can be considerable differences between the

grades given by the two raters. The other thing is that the scale does not specify how repeated
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errors should be scored: if markers do not agree about treating them beforehand, they might
count them differently”. He, similarly to the others, mentioned that the scale did not allow
markers to give extra points for brilliant solutions, although he did not see it as a major
problem: “one or two brilliant choices would not erase the serious errors”. R3, in full
agreement with R4, also saw the greatest difficulty in the fact that it did not define how to
treat recurring errors and how to reward good solutions or creativity, which is necessary, for

example, in translating idiomatic expressions.

Q11 What modifications would you recommend and why to make the scale more appropriate
for your purposes?
The modifications the raters would welcome are all connected to the options or elements they
miss from the scale: an option to give extra points for creativity and excellent solutions; to
include text-specific or genre-specific criteria with emphasis on terminology, especially
emphasized by R2.

R1 would welcome a scale, which, unlike the list of errors they use, concentrates on
what the students know. “There are only errors, errors and errors in it. I do not say it does not
work, but not rewarding the students’ knowledge is demotivating.”

R3 thought that in case of differences in final grades, the two raters should sit down
for a think aloud session and try to negotiate a grade which satisfies both of them, or if it is
impossible, a third party should be involved.

R4 also disliked the error-centeredness of the scale in use. “Extra points should be
given for outstanding solutions, which could lower the final number of errors. Counting only
the errors demotivates the students on the long run.”

Table 57 was constructed to show the four raters’ opinion of the assessment system
applied in the translation program next to each other, grouped according the sequence of the

interview questions.
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Table 58 The raters’ opinions of the assessment system applied in the translation program

Questions /
Raters R1 R2 R3 R4
la .
How often? once a week from week to week every time students 7-8 occasions / term
had an assignment
1b by projecting the by projecting one by paper-and-pen by the presentation of
How? earlier identified translation, method, using red a translation each
errors, discussing comparing and ink; comparing and class; discussing
solutions discussing different discussing solutions hardships; coming up
solutions with solutions
2 to give feedback; to give feedback; to give feedback; to give grades;
The aim to give grades; to give grades; to offer good to identify
to see good solutions;  to replace mistakes solutions; difficulties,
to drill the studentsto  with good solutions; shortcomings
learn how the to instruct students to
evaluation sheet make responsible
works; choices
to help the students
make responsible
choices
3 the criteria listed in test specific criteria; knowledge, instinct criteria set down in
The criteria the evaluation sheet major and minor and experience the grading sheet
errors, as defined in
the evaluation sheet
4 language use; conceptual, language use: content;
Focus on errors; terminological and lexical richness, language use
the appropriateness grammatical lexical variety;
of the translated texts  accuracy; background accuracy;
knowledge; equivalency;
time management grammatical errors;
creativity
5 the exam sheet; the exam sheet; does not use any the exam grid
Use of basically good, but permissive grids or scales
evaluation has some
grids shortcomings
6 adding up points, a three-component course participation based on two major
Grading based on the grid system: plus weekly translations, a
- mid-term test result  assignments revision of a chosen
- weekly assignment, translation,based on
- final test result the evaluation sheet
and expertise
7 subjective; permissive; does not stipulate the  concentrates on
Opinion on does not reward not subject specific; treatment of repeated  mistakes, which is
the scale in outstanding solutions  lacks the criteria to errors; demotivating
use assess conceptual allows subjective

elements;

does not regulate the
treatment of repeated
errors

decisions
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8 (a) there is no (a) giving feedback; (a) always contains They happen in the
(a) Exam feedback, just the (b) giving grades feedback; same way, no
assessment grade; (b) the assessment is  difference.

vs. (b) during-  (b) detailed and based on set criteria

the-term immediate feedback

evaluation

9 basically fair, definitions of major /  useful, but allows the  good at BA level;
How does the  some elements give minor errors are not raters to judge a sufficient tool;
scale meet place to subjective always clear, can be differently detailed enough to
your assessment; does not interpreted see if the student
expectations?  reward good differently; reaches the required

solutions

error-based;
permits too many
errors

level

10 easy to follow; errors are not defined  does not define how  does not stipulate the
Difficulties/  defines the major clearly, the result: to treat repeated case of repeated
challenges errors very strictly; differences between errors or how to errors;
treating outstanding the grades given by reward creativity does not leave place
solutions the two raters; for giving extra
no direction how to points
treat repeated errors
or brilliant solutions
11 including an option including text / genre  a thinking aloud extra points for
Suggested for extra points specific criteria; session; outstanding solutions;

modifications

stipulating the
treatment of repeated
errors

involving a third
party;

stipulating the
treatment of repeated
errors

stipulating the
treatment of repeated
errors

5.4.6 Summary

This preliminary study served the purpose to examine the reliability of the assessment scale

used for assessing exam translations in the Translation Studies Program at the Institute of

English Studies, University of Pécs. As was detailed in Section 5.3, this is an analytical scale,

which is based on identifying and listing the errors at two levels, categorized here as major

errors (H) and minor errors (h). The grades the students get at the end of the exam is the

rounded mean of four grades, given by two pairs of raters for each component (EN-HU and
HU-EN translations).

In order to answer research questions (1) How the rating scale in use performed in terms

of inter-rater reliability? and (2) How consistent the raters were in their assessment |

examined 16 exam translations from English to Hungarian and 16 translations from

Hungarian to English, each assessed by two raters independently. Although they used the
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same evaluation sheet, and followed the same criteria, there were considerable differences in
their judgment concerning individual errors and the grades they gave the students in the end.
The findings of the analysis, presented in Tables 45 - 55 indicate low inter-rater reliability,
which can be attributed to the poorly designed assessment tool, as well as the inconsistent use
of the scale by the evaluators. There is another factor which should be mentioned: the nature
of error based assessment, which, from the students’ perspective, is extremely demotivating;
as for the raters’ perspective, concentrating on and counting errors reveals only what
candidates do not know, while what they know, might remain unnoticed. Also, the raters,
when focusing on error counting and categorizing, which involves differentiating between
error levels, can arrive at completely, often contradictory, even conflicting results. The
reasons must be looked for in the nature of the scale, which, as it has been already established,
leaves room for subjective judgments in assessment (Angelelli, 2009; Eyckmans et al., 2009).

The situation is similar when we look at intra-rater reliability (a measure of how
consistent an evaluator is at measuring a constant phenomenon) of the same assessment tool.
Although the major and minor errors are defined in the scale, the definition in some cases is
so permissive that even the same evaluator scores identical solutions differently in the texts he
assesses. It means that two students, making the same mistakes, can get different grades
because of the rater’s inconsistent scoring.

What was found in the assessed translations was reinforced in the rater interviews,
which were conducted in order to find answers to research questions 3 and 4. They aimed to
see how raters evaluated the assessment system they applied to assess translation students’
work, and what modifications they would recommend for making it more appropriate for
assessing the quality of translation and students’ translation competence.

The interviews underlined that the assessment scale in use did not meet the
requirements of reliability in every respect. It contains elements which are permissive and
give place to subjective judgment, and consequently, to unfair grading. It has other caveats: it
does not stipulate the treatment of repeated errors and it does not allow giving extra points for
creative or otherwise brilliant solutions. It concentrates on errors, which is de-motivating.
Additionally, on the other hand, its pass level is extremely low, as it allows too many errors.

There is no perfect tool to assess translations, according to the four raters, in full
agreement with the special literature. However, there are measures to improve validity and
reliability. The next part of the chapter will focus on the “what” and “how” questions with the
ultimate aim of offering a new and hopefully more reliable way to assess translations.
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Chapter 6
Working towards a new assessment tool

“The challenge lies in devising an objective
means to measure...”

(McNamara, Graesser, McCarthy, & Cai, 2014, p. 7)

6.1 Introduction

This part of the dissretation presents the steps of devising and adapting a new tool to assess
translations. Different approaches and several instruments have been used in the previous
decades, both holistic (Garant, 2009; Williams, 2013) and analytic ones (Eyckmans,
Anckaert, & Segers, 2009; Martinez, 2014; Orlando, 2011); criterion referenced and norm
referenced scales (Eyckmans, Segers, & Anckaert, 2012; Kockaert & Segers, 2017; Van
Egdom et al., 2019), but all had their own caveats. The difficulties of their use can be
explained by the nature of translation and also by the nature of the assessment instruments.
The holistic approach looks at the text as a whole, not paying enough attention to the details
listed in analytical scales and vice versa; the so called error lists usually turn out to be
counter-productive or de-motivating for translation students (Garant, 2009). The main issue
has been the elimination of subjectivity in assessments. The developers of the norm-
referenced methods tried to find the “golden route”, but their experiments have not resulted in
an ultimate solution so far: the tool either turned out to be inadequate for practical use (CDI,
Eyckmans et al., 2009; 2016), or it failed to discriminate as it had been expected (PIE;
Kockaert & Segers, 2017).

Although it might seem to be a bold idea, relying on what I learnt from the relevant
literature (Sections 5.1 and 5.2) and from the interviews with expert raters (Section 5.4.5), in
this chapter | elaborate on the process of developing a new tool for assessing translations at
university level. This process included several stages, starting with recruiting translation
students to translate a business text from Hungarian into English and expert raters to assess
the translations. Once the translations were collected, a preliminary study was conducted (see
section 6.1, Study 4) to examine the lexical characteristics and the readability of the translated
texts (see sections 6.1.1 — 6.1.5). The findings of this study were important in identifying the
items for the assessment with the new tool, an adapted version of the method used by
Kockaert and Segers (2017) Preselected Items Evaluation (PIE) | named PIER (PIE Revised)
compared to the assessment scale currently used in the Translation Studies BAprogramme at
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the University of Pécs (discussed in section 5.3). Section 6.2, comprising Study 5 presents the
steps of developing the new scale, PIER including the item-preselection and assessment
processes, the analysis of assessment results by the two instruments (UP and PIER), the
raters’ evaluation of the new scale (PIER) compared to the one in use (UP) and, in the end,

PIER’s suitability to serve as a reliable tool for assessing translations.

6.2 Study 4: Lexical characteristics and readability of the translated texts chosen
for assessment

The pervious chapters outlined the field of translation education in general in Hungary, with a
special focus on the University of Pécs where the research for the present dissertation was
conducted. My aim was to embrace the most important aspects that help L2 students become
translators including their motivation and autonomy and the assessment of their work.

The inquiry conducted into how the heavily error-based assessment scale in use
worked at the University of Pécs reported in Section 5.4 revealed poor applicability: low
inter-rater reliability indicated serious validity issues. Studying the assessed translations, the
raters’ inconsistent identification of errors, and a comparison of their conflicting assessment
scores prompted questions for further research. One area concerned the quality of the
students’ translations with an assessment system based on certain textual features established

independently from the reviewers’ judgements.

6.2.1 Research questions

The small-scale preliminary study for this purpose aimed to examine two important features
of the translated texts translated from Hungarian into English:
(1) What are the most important lexical characteristics of BA students’ HU-EN
translations?
(2) What readability can be established for their texts?

The questions were challenging, because translating a specialized text in the field of

economics required not only a high-level mastery in both languages, but a lot of background

knowledge, as well, including precision in use of special terminology.
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6.2.2 Participants

As this phase of the research project concurred with the restrictions connected to Covid-19,
including lockdown regulations affecting universities and all public institutions, it was
difficult to reach volunteers to participate in the study. Fourteen BA students translated a 271-
word-long business text in the spring semester of 2019-2020: four of the 13 third-year
students, and ten of the 15 second-year students (out of the 28 students representing the whole

population in the study). They are coded as TT1, TT2, etc.

6.2.3 Data collection instruments and procedures

The students prepared the translations as an optional assignment during their distance
instruction mode: they translated the texts at home and sent them to their teachers via email.
After the deadline had expired (25 April 2020), the teachers forwarded the texts to my
mailbox for analysis.

A well-written composition and a well-translated text make effective use of
vocabulary (Laufer & Nation, 1995), which has huge effect on the readability of any text and
also is a good predictor of translation quality. In order to examine lexical richness (how varied
the words in the given text are) and lexical density (the ratio of content and function words) in
the fourteen translations, as a first step, | prepared their Lexical Frequency Profile (LFP). To
do this T used Tom Cobb’s freely available software Compleat Lexical Tutor (Cobb, 2015).
LFP shows the percentage of words a learner uses at different vocabulary frequency levels in
writing (Laufer & Nation, 1995), which, in case of translations, largely depends on the
vocabulary of the source texts. It is also seen as a measure of how vocabulary size is reflected
in use. This reliable and valid measure of lexical richness in writing is useful for determining
the factors that affect judgments of quality in writing (Laufer & Nation, 1995, p. 307), which
is highly important in translations, and plays a crucial role in the readability of any text.

The comprehension difficulty of many documents, including legal, medical or
business texts, employment agreements, etc., is often too high for a large percentage of the
population, so the value of analyzing texts on difficulty of readability based on quantitative
scales is high (McNamara et al., 2014). Having the appropriate tool to measure these features
provides the required data in a user-friendly way. Coh-Metrix, which | used to acquire this
data, is a freely available computational system, which was developed to measure cohesion,
coherence and text difficulty at different levels of language and discourse, as an improved

means of measuring English text readability for L2 readers (Crossley, Greenfield, &
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McNamara, 2008). Readability is a feature of basic importance in case of translated texts,
especially specialized translated texts, which must be exact, precise and comprehensible. In
order to convey the message clearly, maximizing readability is a basic requirement in case of

institutional translations (Lafaber, 2018).

6.2.4 Results and discussion

A) The Lexical Frequency Profile (LFP) of the fourteen translations

According to Nation (2006), 98% text coverage is needed to achieve adequate text
comprehension. It means that there is only one unknown word for the reader in every 50
words. Other researchers (Carver, 1994) found that even that coverage is not sufficient; only
few learners achieved adequate comprehension with 98% coverage, especially in case of non-
fiction texts. Taking 98% as the ideal coverage, a 8,000 — 9,000 word family vocabulary size
is needed for dealing with written general English texts. The greatest variation is most likely
to happen in the first 1,000 (K1) words, and in the proper nouns, which typically together
cover 78-81% of written general English text. The second 1,000 (K2) words cover 8-9 %,
whereas rare (off-list) words cover 1-3% (Nation, 2006), and the ratio of AWL words amount
to 10% (Coxhead, 2000).

Table 59 The lexical frequency profile of the translated texts

Test- Number K1 K2 AWL Off-list Type/Token Lexical
of words Words Types . :
taker words % words % words % ratio density
(Tokens) %
TT1 327 72.12 7.27 11.52 9.09 164 0.52 0.58
TT2 334 69.74 6.58 14.14 9.54 162 0.56 0.62
TT3 302 70.41 7.40 13.31 8.88 180 0.56 0.61
TT4 356 71.91 5.34 14.61 8.15 159 0.56 0.60
TT5 311 70.75 6.92 12.26 10.06 177 0.58 0.60
TT6 370 72.13 7.38 12.84 7.65 175 0.52 0.57
TT7 359 68.54 7.17 15.26 9.03 165 0.50 0.62
TT8 318 72.12 5.09 14.75 8.04 183 0.54 0.59
TT9 343 70.55 6.12 13.99 9.33 173 0.53 0.60
TT10 317 72.41 5.96 12.85 8.78 164 0.54 0.58
TT11 300 69.05 5.44 15.31 10.20 162 0.56 0.65
TT12 311 70.75 6.92 12.26 10.06 177 0.58 0.60
TT13 340 69.08 5.78 14.74 10.40 180 0.54 0.58
TT14 358 73.35 7.97 10.71 7.97 195 0.56 0.60
Mean 331 70.94 6.65 13.46 9.08 172 0.54 0.60

The most important predictors of vocabulary richness, as well as the most telling indicatives
of writing quality and translation style are lexical diversity (LD) and lexical density
(Lehmann, 2014). Lexical diversity refers to the range of different words used in a text, with a
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greater range indicating higher diversity. The best-known LD index is the type-token ratio
(TTR) (McCarthy & Jarvis, 2010). Lexical diversity, another predictor of lexical richness in
general Englisgoh texts is expected to be between 61 and 62 % (Castello, 2008, p. 60). The
findings of the lexicalal analysis of the 14 translations are presented in Table 59.

As Table 59 shows, the average length of the translated text was 331 words, compared
to the 271 words of the source (Hungarian) text. The length of the translated texts varied
considerably: the shortest translation consisted of 300 tokens, the longest one comprised 370
words. In contrast with Nation’s findings of 78-81 % in general English texts, K1 words
covered only the 70.94% of the tokens in the translations, whereas K2 words added a further
6.65%.. These being considerably lower than the ones defined in Nation’s (Laufer & Nation,
1995; Nation, 2006) studies, together with the high ratio (13.46%) of academic words
indicate that the text was specialized and predicted comprehension difficulties for readers,
and also possible problems in translators’ choices.

The calculated mean lexical variation indicated by the TTR of the examined texts
showed average lexical variation for short texts (0.54), with the highest score (0.58) displayed
by TT12, whereas the lowest one by TT7 (0.50). Lexical density (0.60 ) is also a good
predictor of vocabulary richness: the number of content words shows the extent to which
writers are making the fullest use of their available vocabulary knowledge (Laufer & Nation,
1995, p. 308). The highest lexical density value was found to be 0.65 in TT1, whereas the
lowest one 0.57 characterized TT6’s text. The relatively high mean ratio of content words
(60%) may help text comprehension, but 13.46% of the content words in the translations
belonged to the domain of academic vocabulary, which is not necessarily available either for a
novice translator or to an average reader.

The key findings of the analyses concerning text lengths, text coverage data, means of
lexical diversity and lexical density show that even the best coverage lagged well behind the
ideal value (73.35 vs. Nation’s 78-81%). The percentage of academic words (13.46 vs.
Coxhead’s average of 10%) was high, which might have caused extra difficulties in the
translation process. Although the lexical diversity and lexical density values were close to the
ideal ones, they did not offer information if the words would turn out to be correct or incorrect

in the evaluation process.
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B) Text difficulty and readability by Coh-Metrix

Although vocabulary is an essential element of text comprehension, there are other factors
affecting readability. Accurately predicting the difficulty of reading texts in a second
language, including translations, is important to educators, writers, and publishers alike
(Crossley et al., 2008). Readability is also a useful indicator for those who want to assess
written production in an L2, especially in case of holistic assessment, where one of the most
important questions is how the text reads in the target language (Waddington, 2001). To
examine these essential features | used Coh-Metrix (Graesser, McNamara, Louwerse, & Cali,
2004), which, in addition to surface components of language, aims to measure deeper and
more global attributes, such as textual coherence, permitting detailed and accurate analysis of
language to take place (Crossley et al., 2008; McNamara et al., 2014). It also includes more
traditional formula, including Flesch Reading Ease (FRE) and Flesh-Kincaid Grade Level
(FKGL).
The FRE test uses two surface-level variables to determine the readability score:

« the average length of sentences (measured by the number of words)

o the average number of syllables per word.
Then, it provides a score between 0 and 100 (Table 59). The higher the number, the easier the

text is to read.

Table 60
The Flesh Reading Ease scores (From: https://linguapress.com/teachers/flesch-kincaid.htm)

Score Notes
90-100 very easy to read, easily understood by an average 11-year-old student
80-90 easy to read
70-80 fairly easy to read
60-70 easily understood by 13- to 15-year-old students
50-60 fairly difficult to read
30-50 difficult to read, best understood by college graduates
0-30 very difficult to read, best understood by university graduates

The Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level test (FKGL) (Table 60) offers a scale developed through the
re-calculation of three widespread reading ease formulas: ARI (Automated Readability
Index), Fog and Flesch, each operating at surface level. Based on the idea that “reading
material should be written at a level of difficulty appropriate to the reading ability of those
reading it” (Kincaid, Fishburne Jr., Rogers, & Chissom, 1975, p. 20), this test rates texts

according to US school grade level. Scores 0 to 6 assume basic, 7 to 10 average, 12 to 16
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skilled, and above 16 academic readers. For most documents aim for a score of approximately
7 to 8, schooling age of 13 to 14 ensures that the content is comprehensible for approximately
the 80% of American readers (Linney, 2017).

Table 61
Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level (From: https://linguapress.com/teachers/flesch-kincaid.htm)

Value School level Student age range
0-1 Kindergarten - 1st grade 3-7

1-5 1st grade - 5th grade 7-11

5-11 5th grade - 11th grade 11-17

11-18 11th grade - 18th grade 17 and above

Compared to the CEFR scale, which aims for B2 level to define a competent language user,
the FRE index should be between 60 to 70 for the same level (Linney, 2017), whereas the
FKRL value should be between 5 and 11.

Table 62
The value of FRE and FKRL indices compared to CEFR levels
(From https://linguapress.com/teachers/flesch-kincade.htm)

FRE FKRL CEFR Level CEFR benchmarks
50-0 Higher education level C2 (mastery) o
Proficient user
50 — 60 11" — 12" grade C1 (advanced)
60—70 B2 (upper intermediate
5" _ 11" grade (_ PP . ) Independent user
70-80 B1 (intermediate)
80-90 1 — 5" grade A2 (elementary) )
) ) . Basic user
90 - 100 Kindergarten — first grade A 1 (beginners)

The scores awarded for any written text by any scale are not always perfectly accurate, as they
are the result of computerized analysis that does not take incidental criteria into account;
however, they offer a fairly good overall assessment of how easy or difficult a written text
will be to comprehend.

The Coh-Metrix test (Table 63), according to the developers (Graesser et al., 2004),
offers a much deeper and more detailed analysis than FRE or FKRL. Using this test, it was
easy to establish how many paragraphs and sentences the translated texts consisted of, and
besides the type-token ratio, it added new dimensions to the lexical profile of the texts in
focus. The MTLD index is calculated as the mean length of sequential word strings that

maintain a criterion level of lexical variation (McCarthy & Jarvis, 2010). Focusing on textual
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patterns, MTLD analyzes all the words in the text, from the first to the last one, including
function words, i. e. sequentially (Koizumi, 2012). The larger the values, the more lexically
diverse the text is. Research results also demonstrate that the Coh-Metrix L2 Reading index
performs better than traditional readability formulas, as it is founded on cognitively inspired
variables, including a word overlap index related to text cohesion, a word frequency index,
related to decoding, and an index of syntactic similarity related to parsing (Crossley, Allen, &
McNamara, 2011).

Table 63

The Coh-Metric profile of the 14 translated texts

Test:  Number  Number of Nur(;cber Lexical diversity Readability

taker  ofwords paragraphs o ionces TR MTLD FRE FKGL  RDL2
TT1 327 5 12 0.52 60.479 36.118 12.795 12.795
TT2 334 5 12 0.56 83.024 35.695 15.195 11.291
TT3 302 5 16 0.56 81.621 41.996 14.230 10.917
TT4 356 5 15 0.56 93.273 39.941 13.584 8.958
TT5 311 5 14 0.58 73.900 30.069 13.747 9.101
TT6 370 5 14 0.52 70.272 33.652 15.131 12.404
TT7 359 5 11 0.50 54.353 33.020 16.761 17.925
TT8 318 5 12 0.54 75.938 33.918 15.112 12.244
TT9 343 5 14 0.53 70.935 35.186 14.438 9.415
TT10 317 5 12 0.54 62.770 36.202 14.773 9.900
TT11 300 5 17 0.56 68.587 45.949 11.234 8.455
TT12 311 5 14 0.58 73.900 36.069 13.747 9.101
TT13 340 5 12 0.54 63.719 30.281 16.074 8.621
TT14 358 5 12 0.56 73.328 39.926 15.102 11.205
Mean 331 5 13 0.54 75.831 37.920 14.991 10.287

Notes:

TT = Test-taker

TTR = Type-token ratio

MTLD = Measure of Textual Lexical Diversity
FRE = Flesch Reading Ease

FKGL = Flesch-Kincade Grade Level

RDL2 = Coh-Metrix L2 Readability

Looking at the data in Table 62 we can immediately see that each participant kept the five
paragraphs of the source text; however, the number of sentences ranged between eleven and
17, with a mean of 13. As the number of sentences in the source text was only ten, we can
assume that each student re-structured the text turning some of the very long complex
sentences of the source text into shorter ones, which, if not done appropriately, may be judged
as a major error in the assessment process.

Supplementing the TTR, the Coh-Metrix analysis provided another strong measure of

lexical diversity: the MTLD. According to data in Table 62, the lexical diversity it indicates is
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different from the lexical diversity expressed by the TTR index: in case of TT2, TT3, TT4,
TT11 and TT14 the TTR was 0.56, whereas the corresponding MTLD index was different for
each text. The reason should be in the way the textual patterns are formed, including the
cognitive processes underlying them. As was already stated, the higher the value, the more
diverse the vocabulary of the text is, meaning that the highest lexical diversity (93.273) was
achieved by TT4, while the least diverse vocabulary (54.353) was displayed by TT7. The
difference between the two values is considerable.

The readability indices shown in Table 62 indicate very difficult texts. The 37.920
FRE index places it in the category of “difficult to read, best understood by college graduates”
(Table 59); understanding it would be very difficult, maybe impossible for an average reader.
The mean of the FKRL index (14.991) also defines “higher education level”, which meets the
requirements of “proficient (C2) user” on the CEFR scale (Tables 61 and 62).

According to the FRE, the TT5 translation (30.069) is the most difficult to read, and
TT11 (45.949) is the easiest one, still requiring “higher education level” concerning
comprehension. If we look at the FKRL indices, we can also see that all scores are well above
the 11™ — 12™ -year value, allowing comprehension for university and college graduates,
however, it defines TT7 translation (16.761) as the most difficult one to read, and TT11
(11.234) as the easiest one. Perhaps the most exciting finding is to realize that the RDL2
index defines TT11 (8.455) translation to be the most difficult to comprehend, followed by
TT13 (8.621) and TT4 (8,958) texts. TT7 translation (17.295), which was predicted by FKRL
to be the most difficult one, is characterized as the easiest text to read. However, we know
from research (Crossley, Allen, & McNamara, 2011; Graesser et al., 2004; (McCarthy &
Jarvis, 2010) that FRE and FKRL use surface-level variables such as the average length of
sentences and the average number of syllables per word to predict readability. The RDL2
index, on the other hand, is a formula based on psycholinguistic and cognitive models of
reading, including the word overlap index, a word frequency index and an index of syntactic
similarity: variables closely connected to text comprehension processes (Crossley et al.,
2011). The findings prove that Coh-Metrix analyzing texts on multiple measures of language
and discourse such as word concreteness, syntactic simplicity, referential cohesion, causal
cohesion and narrativity, permits a more accurate, more detailed text analysis than the
traditional tests, which aim to analyze descriptive features; therefore, it discriminates better

and can predict text difficulty more precisely (Graesser, McNamara, & Kulikowich, 2011)
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6.2.5 Summary

Knowing the difficulty of a translated text is important in translation pedagogy, including the
final element, the assessment of the translated target language text. To measure the difficulty
and readability of the translated texts, two important features of translations, | relied on tool

As the source text was a business text — the summary of an annual monetary report —
the relatively high percentage (13.6%) of academic words could be predicted, making
translators’ choices, as well as comprehension and readability for the average reader difficult.
The length of the sentences in the source text also need be mentioned: the shortest one
consisted of 15 words, the longest one of 49 words, making up about a fifth of the 270-word-
long text. The transfer operations the students applied show what difficulty meant for them: in
order to simplify the text and to make it more feasible to translate, they restructured it by
creating more and shorter sentences in their translation. This strategy, however, does not
necessarily improve the quality of the translation. The target language texts were longer than
the source text: the shortest translation comprised 300, the longest one 370 words, 100
hundred more tokens than the total number of words in the source text. All this may have
added to the high difficulty level of the business test, as all three measures applied (FRE,
FKGL, RDL2) predicted text difficulty to be above college / university level.

The indices calculated by the Lexical Frequency Profile show a relatively low
coverage of frequent vocabulary (70.94% K1 words), and a relatively high ratio of academic
and infrequent vocabulary compared to Nation (2006). Based on these findings, | believe that
the vocabulary of the translations is varied and sophisticated, and the complexity of the texts

makes them difficult to comprehend, which might be an indicator of translation quality.

6.3 Study 5: Developing a new assessment tool for translations (PIER)

As research findings of Study 3 (Section 5.4) showed, the assessment scale used in the
Translation Studies BA programme at the University of Pécs - referred to as UP scale - had
numerous caveats, very low inter-rater reliability. Thus, it seemed to be reasonable to devise a
new tool for assessing student translations. In order to develop a new assessment scale, |
relied on what was discussed in the literature review in Chapter 5 (5.1) and the findings
presented in Sections 5.4 and 6.1. | also revised the teacher interviews (5.4.5) to see if | could
implement an idea suggested by R2 to include text-specific criteria with an emphasis on
terminology. | wanted to see whether such a step would improve the reliability of Preselected
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Items Evaluation, PIE, a norm referenced scale to assess translations by Kockaert and Segers
(2017).

The PIE method discussed in 5.1 was developed for evaluating the translation product
with the aim of giving a rating or making a value judgment. For efficiency and time
management reasons Kockaert and Segers limited the number of pre-selected items, adding
that the ideal number is “as much as needed, but not more” (Kockaert & Segers, 2017, p. 150)
making the limit expandable. The method makes a distinction between correct and wrong
solutions, but compared to the UP scale, which is based on major and minor errors, does not
distinguish between levels of errors. With the PIE method, the items to be evaluated are
selected on the basis of the calculation of p values (item difficulty) and d indices (the
discrimination value) of each item, which can be words or word groups in the source text, and
the solutions for the preselected items are also predetermined. In the case of PIER, as | named
the assessment tool | set out to develop (PIE Revised), | followed different steps. After a
detailed analysis of the translated texts (6.1) | followed the procedures below by inviting
expert raters to participate in the study with a threefold aim:

a) to identify elements (items; words, expressions, grammatical features) which
they found as problematic and having discriminating value in the source text
(ST)

b) to offer possible translations for the identified elements in the target text (TT)

c) to assess the fourteen translations analyzed in section 6.1 using

e PIER,i. e. Kockaert and Segers’s revised PIE scale

e the UP scale for assessing translations at the University of Pécs.

6.3.1 Research questions

| formulated four major questions | wanted to find answers to:
(1) How many preselected items are necessary to create a norm-referenced, sufficiently
discriminating translation assessment tool?

(2) How does PIER perform in use?
a) How does it discriminate different qualities of translations?
b) In what ways does it improve inter-rater reliability?
c) Does it help raters become more consistent in their assessment?

(3) How do the raters evaluate PIER compared to the UP scale?

(4) To what extent and in what ways is PIER suitable to be a tool to assess translations?
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6.3.2 Participants

The participants of the study were four raters, all females, each with considerable experience
in L2 assessment, and one financial expert, a male, working for a global investment
management corporation. One of the raters also was an instructor in the Translation Studies
BA programme at the University of Pécs, having experience not only in translation
assessment, but also in translating. The three other raters had considerable experience in exam

assessment by different language exam institutions.

6.3.3 Procedures

Following the steps recommended by Kockaert and Segers (2017), and relying on the raters’
expertise | aimed to spare the first round of the item preselection procedure of PIE
(identifying the segments, then p values and d indices) which, as the developers also
acknowledged, demanded much time and energy. Seemingly this process is subjective in
nature, but I counterbalanced that by the number of expert raters. The training of the four
participating raters and the financial expert, because of Covid 19 restrictions, took place on an
electronic platform: they were emailed Kockaert and Segers’ (2017, p. 152) steps which they
had to follow in their work. The first phase of the study, conducted in August 2020, involved
the item selection process. As a first step, the raters were given the source text (a business text
of 331 words in the Hungarian language) and they were instructed to identify in it all items (a
word, an expression or a longer chunk or a structural or conceptual unit) which they found
important to include in the assessment, with a focus on translation brief relevancy, domain
specific and test specific criteria, strictly following the PIE method (Kockaert & Segers,
2017). They were also asked to give all the possible TT (English) translations for the
preselected items. Then, the item list was sent to the financial expert, who checked the
correctness of the selected items, and corrected inappropriate or incorrect terminology.

As is evident, the pre-selected items do not cover every detail in the text, a problem
which brought forward an important question: what do raters do when they come across an
incorrect solution for an item which was not preselected? The answer was provided by
Kockaert and Segers (2017, p. 153), suggesting that the item should be included only if the
incorrect solution was proposed by numerous candidates. When proposed by only one, it
should not be included.
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In Kockaert and Segers’s study, ten items (30 words) were preselected in a 118-word-
long text, i. e. the 25% of the total number of words, which left 75% of the text uncovered
(2017, p. 156). Nineteen MA Translation and Interpretation students participated in the study
conducted at KU Leuven, Belgium, which did not represent a large sample; a fact that turned
out to be an admitted caveat. With PIE, each candidate is evaluated on the same pre-selected
key items, chosen on the basis of translation brief relevance; this method is expected to ensure
reliability in the context of translation evaluation. However, it does not encompass an entire
translation performance; the evaluation is restricted to the translation of a few segments
(between one and six words), which does not seem to be sufficient for assessing a complex
skill (translation competence in this case), so no assurances can be given regarding the
reliability and the validity of the method (Eyckmans & Anckaert, 2017, p. 45). The
conclusion remained the same when the PIE test was repeated with a larger number of
participants, 113 BA translation students. The preselection and the evaluation in this latter
study (Eyckmans & Anckaert, 2017) was made by seven expert raters, selected on the basis of
their extensive experience in assessing translations. The main problem was that the 38
preselected items showed very little overlap; only five of the items were selected by more
than half of the raters. The other problem was that the retained ten items did not discriminate
well enough, and the reliability calculated for the test results amounted to .558, which is low.
According to Eyckmans and Anckaert (2017, p. 50), the “problem lies with the inadequate
number of preselected items and their low discriminating power”.

As the aim of the present study was to create a relatively simple, easy-to-use, reliable
and valid assessment tool, I decided to “re-visit” Kockaert and Segers’ PIE. Due to my access
to only 14 student-participants | had only one choice: to work with a larger number of
preselected items, which would cover bigger segments in the ST. The five, individually
working expert raters focused on grammatical features, terminology, style and register,
spelling, and punctuation.

The result was a pool of 63 items. Some of the longer units identified by one marker
contained a shorter unit selected by other raters, so when preparing the final list (Table 63),
only the longer ones were included. There were only two items preselected by all the five
markers (segments 3 and 22), but all twenty-five items included were identified at least by
three of the markers. The length of the identified units was between three and ten words. In
this way 128 words (roughly 40%) of the text were included in the list of preselected items
(Figure 25, the preselected items are in bald), not in isolation, but together with their
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immediate surroundings, keeping in mind the Firthian advice: “You shall know a word by the

company it keeps” (Firth, 1957, p. 11).

A magyar gazdasag (1) eddigi teljesitményét ugyan pozitivan értékeli a Nemzetkozi Valutaalap, de (2)
a legfrissebb orszagértékelésiikbol kideriil, hogy (3) még mindig sériilékenynek tartjak a magyar

gazdasagot.

A Nemzetkozi Valutaalap (IMF) delegacioja aprilis 22-én (4) fejezte be a magyar gazdasag szokasos
éves feliilvizsgalatat. A jelentésben (5) a kozelmilt torténéseit osszegezve megallapitottak, hogy (6)
eddig minden szép és jo, a magyar gazdasag (7) erdteljesen novekedett az elmult években, amelyet (8)
tamogato gazdasagpolitika segitett egy kis kedvezo kiils6 kdrnyezettel és az unids forrasok (9)
nagyaranyu lehivasaval megspékelve. Az erGs (10) belsé keresletnek kdszonhetéen 2015-ben 2,9
szazalékos volt a gazdasagi novekedés. Az IMF tovabba megallapitja, hogy jelentésen csokkent a
munkanélkiiliség, n6tt a foglalkoztatottsag — igaz, az elemzés készitéi hozzateszik: (11) a
maganszféraban bekovetkezett novekedés mellett (12) a kozmunkaprogram is béviilt, az inflacios

nyomas alacsony, (13) a varakozasok pedig horgonyzottnak tiinnek.

A (14) maganszektor hitelezése tovabb zsugorodott, a nemteljesitd hitelek (NPL) aranya (15) a
csokkenés ellenére még mindig magas, a bankok profitabilitasa javul. A (16) rossz hitelek kezelésére

mar torténtek lépések — nyugtdzza még a dokumentum.

Szintén (17) pozitivumként jelenik meg az értékelésben, hogy az orszag sériilékenysége csokkent,
viszont az erre iranyul6 intézkedések az elmult iddszakban (18) a kockazatokat az allami szektorra és a
jegybankra helyezték at. (19) Emellett magas maradt az adéssagszint, igy az orszag finanszirozasi
sziikséglete is jelentds, raadasul (20) tovabbra is magas a Kkiilfoldi finanszirozasi sziikséglet, a jelentds

(21) negativ nemzetkozi befektetési pozicio pedig tovabbra is kockazatot jelent.

Tavaly a (22) koltségvetési hiany a vartnal kedvezébben alakult, az allamad6ssag a GDP 75,3
szazalékara csokkent a 2014-es 76,2 szazalékrol. Az IMF varakozasai szerint a koltségvetési deficit (23)

a 2 szazalékos GDP-aranyos cél alatt marad — beleértve egy (24) a GDP 1 szazalékanak megfelel6

strukturalis fiskalis lazitast, az dllamadossag pedig (25) a GDP 74,25 szazalékara mérséklédhet idén.

Figure 25
The Hungarian text with the preselected items marked in bold

Although the list was intended to be domain specific, straightforward business terminology
and words which are easy to look up, e. g., ‘Nemzetk6zi Valutaalap’, ‘koltségvetés’, ‘hiany’,
‘nemteljesitd hitel’, ‘allamaddssag’, etc., were not included. On the other hand, there was a

heavy emphasis on grammatical structures, including tenses, especially in the indirect
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sentences. The “end product” of the preselection, the 25 items with their possible translations

(Table 64) was checked and approved by a financial expert.

Table 64

The list of preselected items and their translations for PIER evaluation

Preselected items (ST)

Possible TT equivalents

1)

[a magyar gazdasag] eddigi
teljesitményét... pozitivan értékeli [a
Nemzetkdzi Valutaalap] (4)

1) the recent performance [of the Hungarian economy]

- has a good rating by

- has been positively assessed by [the International Monetary
Fund]

- is positively evaluated / rated by

- has received positive evaluation from

2) the performance [of the Hungarian economy] so far / until
now

- has been positively assessed / rated by

- has received positive evaluation from

3) [the International Monetary Fund] has assessed / has
rated... positively

)

a legfrissebb orszagértékelésiikbol
kidertil (3)

1) their latest / newest country evaluation / assessment /
rating

points out / shows / reveals

2) their latest / newest assessment / evaluation of the country
shows / reveals

3) based on their latest evaluation

4) Itis clear / evident from their latest country report

3)

még mindig sériilékenynek tartjak [a
magyar gazdasagot] (5)

1) [they] still find [the Hungarian economy] vulnerable /
fragile

- still consider [the Hungarian economy] vulnerable / fragile
2) [the Hungarian economy] is still regarded as / considered/
deemed vulnerable / fragile

(3) they still think Hungary’s economy is (in a) fragile (state)

(4)

[aprilis 22-én] fejezte be szokasos
éves felillvizsgalatat (4)

completed / finished / conducted its / their usual annual /
yearly revision / audit / review / assessment on [April 22]

()

a jelentésben a kozelmult torténéseit
Osszegezve megallapitottak (4)

1) summarizing recent events / the events of the recent past
- the report concludes / states that

- they have concluded / stated that

2) Its report, summarizing / summing up

the events of the recent past / recent events stated that

3) In the report they summarized the recent happenings and
concluded

4) The report which summarizes recent events concludes
5) In the summary of recent events, the report concludes

(6)

eddig minden szép €s jo (3)

1) so far everything is fine / good / well /alright
2) everything seems to be all right / fine so far
3) so far so good

4) so far all is well

()

erdteljesen novekedett az elmult
években (3)

1) [the Hungarian economy]

- has / had vigorously / intensively grown

- has seen a massive / robust growth

- has grown massively / strong(ly )/ firmly

- has been growing strong(ly)/ dynamically

in / over the recent years / in the past (few) years

(8)

amelyet tdmogato gazdasagpolitika
segitett (4)

1) being helped / sponsored / backed up by a supportive
economic policy

2) which was helped / facilitated by a supportive economic
policy

3) supported by an economic policy which helped
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[kedvezd kiils6é kornyezettel és unids

1) spiced with / along with / combined with the large scale
utilization / drawdown of [EU funds / resources]

(9) forrasok] nagyaranyu lehivasaval 2) spiced with / [favorable external environment] and the
megspékelve (4) large scale drawdown of [EU funds]
3) helped... with large scale drawdown of EU funds
1) due to / thanks to / owing to / because of / as a result of
(10) az er0s bels6 keresletnek strong / heavy domestic / internal / national demand
koszonhetben (4) 2) strong / heavy domestic / internal / national demand
resulted in [2.9 percent economic growth]
a maganszférdban bekovetkezett next to / besides / together with / coupled with / in addition
(11) novekedés mellett (3) to / along with the growth (that occurred / happened) in the
private sector / sphere
the public / communal work(s) programme / scheme / project
(12)  kozmunka program is boviilt (4) - has also been extended
- has also expanded / grown / broadened /widened
(13) a varakozasok pedig horgonyozottnak  the expectations seem / appear (to be) anchored / stable
tiinnek (4)
a maganszektor hitelezése tovbb private sector lending / lending to the private sector
(14) zsugorodott (4) - has further shrunk / decreased
- has continued to shrink / decrease
1) [the proportion / rate of non-performing loans]
TP . - although decreasing, is still high
(15) Ezéllfkrgféh::htgnléf:llikégi?zz}gamagas - despite / in spite of decreas_,e is still high o _
@) 2) [the rates of non-performing loans] are still high despite
the decrease / decline
3) despite the drop
1) initiatives / measures / steps / actions have been taken (in
a [rossz] hitelek kezelésére mar order) to manage / treat / tackle (bad) Ioan§
(16) torténtek lépések (3) 2) steps have already been taken to deal with bad loans
P 3) handling of bad loans has already started
4) There have been steps to handle disadvantageous loans
- [another] positive remark / note / fact / part / aspect [in the
assessment / evaluation]
- [also] appears as / shows as positive / positively [in the
assessment / evaluation] / as a positive element
- another positive remark / note [in the evaluation /
_ o . assessment that]
an ([;rf;i:g]slf;z]lt(l;)u mként meg [az - [the evaluation / assessment] presents / points out /
pinpoints [yet another] positive point / feature [noting that...]
- the report / assessment considers it positive that
- [decreased vulnerability] is considered as a positive feature
in the report
- the report considers [decreased vulnerability] as a positive
feature...
. e . - [the adopted measures] have transferred / shifted the risks
[az erre iranyulé intézkedések] a .
(18)  kockézatokat az dllami szektorra és a (or_1)to the public / state sector and the central bar_1k
jeaybankra helyezték at (5) - risks have been shifted to / transferred to the private sector
and the central bank
emellett, magas maradt az besides / qdditionally/ in addition_, debt levels h:_ave remained
(19) adbssi ,szint 3) / stayed high /debt level has remained / stayed high
& debt levels are / debt level is still high / remained high
- the external / foreign funding needs / financing needs also
remain high / are high
(20) magas a kiilfoldi finanszirozasi - overall high external financing needs remain
sziikséglet (3) - external / foreign funding / financing needs are / will
continue to be / will remain high
- the need for foreign financing remains high
1) [a jelentds] negativ nemzetkdzi [the significantly] negative international investment position

befektetési pozicio (4)
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the fiscal / budget / budgetary deficit
- turned out favorably / to be (more) favorable compared to

22) [koltségvetési hiany] a vartnal expectations
kedvezObben alakult (5) - turned out better than expected / to be more favourable than
expected earlier
- was lower / better than expected
23) a 2 szazalékos GDP-aranyos cél alatt ~ will remain / stay under the two percent GDP-proportional /
marad (3) proportionate target / goal
o0 A GD.P I szazalékinak megfeleld £h1 fii/iacl) fez?éng Igc:prrespondmg to / equivalent to / equal to
fiskalis lazitast (3) - equivalent to 1% of the GDP fiscal easing
. . [the government debt]
(25) [az dllamadbssig] a GDP 74,25 - may / might decrease / decline to

szézalékara mérséklGdhet idén (3) - may / might be reduced to the 74.25% of the GDP

Note: The numbers in brackets refer to the number of raters marking the given item.

When the list was completed, two of the five raters withdrew from the assessment process. As
new markers were needed to get enough data, | had to recruit new volunteers; I could find
only one. As a next step, the task of the four raters was twofold: first they were asked to
assess the fourteen translations using PIER; then, they were to assess them using the UP scale.
The aim of this double process was to compare how the two assessment scales worked in the
evaluation of fourteen translated texts. | wanted to find out which of the two offered better
discrimination and reliability, including the agreement between the raters, and fairer grades in
the end. Upon completing their tasks, the four raters were asked to fill in a short questionnaire
on the two scales and to share their thoughts anonymously on what their experiences were.

6.3.4 Results and discussion

A) Application of the PIER method for assessing translations

As the test takers were evaluated on the same items (Section 6.2.3, Table 64 and Figure 25),
PIER was expected to ensure good inter-rater reliability. However, the raw data presented by
the raters (Table 64) suggested that the tool, in this respect, did not meet the expectations.
Most probably, the raters sometimes gave points for translations which were not listed among
the preselected items, or they missed or neglected translations in the list, otherwise the scores

given for the same solution by the four raters should have been the same.
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Table 65
Raw scores given by four expert raters for 14 test-takers’ EN-HU translation tests using PIER

Student Scores

code ER1 ER2 ER3 ER4
S01 13 12 12 13
S02 13 12 12 12
S03 22 18 17 18
S04 21 17 18 18
S05 22 11 11 11
S06 19 17 18 19
S07 14 11 12 12
S08 21 18 18 17
S09 20 13 14 15
S10 21 15 15 16
S11 22 11 12 11
S12 16 11 12 12
S13 11 6 6 8
S14 18 15 13 15

Mean 18.07 13.36 13.57 14.07
SD 3.912 3.455 3.390 3.269

Note: The maximum score was 25

Comparison of the scores in Table 65 shows that the four expert raters rarely arrived at the
same scores in the same test. The closestmatch was achieved in the case of translation S02
(13-12-12-12). The range of scores given by the four raters were different: between 11 and 22
in the case of ER1, between 6 and 18 in the case of ER2, between 6 and 18 in the case of
ER3, between 8 and 19 in the case of ER4. Even if ER2’s and ER3’s range was the same, the
differences between them inside the range were formidable. The item statistics, the means and
SD values calculated by SPSS indicated that ER1 was the most permissive rater with the
highest mean and SD (mean=18.07; SD=3.912), whereas ER2 was the strictest. However, the
scale with its set list of preselected items was not permissive; ER1 either did not follow the
list according to the instructions or made errors by not paying attention to the assessment
process. The inter-item correlation matrix (Table 66) shows that ER1 has the highest
correlation with ER3, but even this 0.646 value is moderate, as variables with correlation
values greater than 0.7 are considered strong correlations (Shrout & Fleiss, 1979). It seems as
if ER1 used a different tool to evaluate. ER2 shows strong correlations with both ER3 and
ER4, indicating that they measured the same characteristics.
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Table 66
Inter-item correlation matrix of the four raters using PIER

Inter-Rater Correlation Matrix

ER1 ER2 ER3 ER4
ER1 1.000 0.635 0.646 0.571
ER2 0.635 1.000 0.966 0.965
ER3 0.646 0.966 1.000 0.961
ER4 0.571 0.965 0.961 1,000

The 0,835 intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) value (Table 67), is higher than the
acceptable 0.75 (Shrout & Fleiss, 1979, p. 426), despite the very low lower bound (0.477)
indicating high internal consistency. The 0.932 value of Cronbach’s alpha, also calculated by
SPSS based on the scores given by the four raters, shows very good scale reliability (Crocker
& Algina, 2006, p. 142)

Table 67
The Intraclass Correlation Coefficient of the assessment by four raters using PIER

Intraclass Correlation Coefficient
95% Confidence Interval

Intraclass Correlation® Lower Bound Upper Bound

Average

0.835 0.477 0.948
Measures

The weak point of the present assessment using PIER, according to pure statistics, is inter-
rater reliability, expressed by Krippendorff’s alpha figure (0.5190), which was lower than the
acceptable o > 0.80 value (Krippendorff, 2004, p. 241) in this case. The result is altered, if we
leave out the outlier rater ER1 from the statistics. The analysis of ER2, ER3 and ER4 scores
provideshigher values for Il indices: ICC is calculated to be 0.984, Cronbach’s alpha is 0.988
and Krippendorff’s alpha is 0.932, all acceptable. These findings raise the question of rater
responsibility: even one rater’s negligation of assessment instructions may corrupt the
reliability of the instrument.

Overall, three out of the four raters used the PIER as expected, whereas one of the raters

seemed to be out of step with them.
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B) Assessment using the UP scale

The assessment of the 14 translations by the same four raters using the UP scale (see also
section 5.4, Study 3) provided different results (Table 68). The error-based scale, as has
already been mentioned, works at two levels of major and minor errors. At the end of the

evaluation process the errors are counted and, based on their number, a grade is calculated.

Ilﬁkr)lif)e?rfsof errors identified using the UP scale by four expert raters in 14 EN-HU translation tests

Student ER1 ER2 ER3 ER4
code H h H h H h H h
so1 1 S 7 11 5 20 4 10
S02 2 9 6 14 6 14 9 15
S03 1 6 4 11 4 10 2 7
S04 1 7 9 12 4 7 7 9
S05 0 S 7 20 5 11 8 10
S06 2 7 8 5 3 8 6 9
S07 3 6 14 10 3 10 12
S08 1 4 1 6 2 4 1 6
S09 1 5 6 8 2 13 7 10
S10 4 4 7 7 6 10 8 8
s11 3 4 5 15 7 12 7 13
S12 1 8 8 16 10 17 9 16
S13 10 8 14 10 17 6 18 9
S14 2 5 6 11 4 6 5 11
Mean 2.29 5.93 7.29 11.14 5.57 10.50 7.21 10.36
SD 2.463 1.639 3.451 4111 3.917 4.451 4.061 2.485

First, | analyzed the treatment of major errors (H) by the four raters. One look at Table 67 is
enough to see that most of the scores vary to a large extent, and so do the means, calculated
by SPSS. The SD values also indicate important differences between the raters, reflected in
the law Krippendorff’s alpha figures, which was 0.2376 in case of major errors (H); a very
low value compared to the acceptable o > 0.80 (Krippendorff, 2004), suggesting poor inter-
rater reliability. The individual scores in Table 67 reveal the reasons for this poor outcome:
the raters’ subjective interpretations of H and h based on the UP scale resulted in subjective
judgements concerning their error management and eventually in the considerable diversity of

scores they gave.
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Table 69
Inter-rater correlation matrix of the four raters concerning major (H) mistakes using the UP scale

Inter-Rater Correlation Matrix

ER1 ER2 ER3 ER4
ER1 1.000 0.605 0.787 0.786
ER2 0.605 1.000 0.505 0.819
ER3 0.787 0.505 1.000 0.795
ER4 0.786 0.819 0.795 1,000

The inter-rater correlation matrix (Table 69) shows the correlations between the raters. ER1,
being the most permissive rater again, displays the strongest correlations with ER3 and ER4,
but the 0.787 and 0.786 values are barely higher than the 0.70 acceptable minimum value.
The strongest correlation can be seen between ER2 and ER4; the 0.819 value shows that their

scoring was similar, as reflected in their means, as well (7.29 and 7.21, respectively).

Table 70

The Intraclass Correlation Coefficient of the scores of four raters concerning major (H) errors using the UP
scale

Intraclass Correlation Coefficient
95% Confidence Interval

Intraclass Correlation® Lower Bound Upper Bound

Average Measures 0.791 0.420 0.930

The relatively high, 0.899 Cronbach’s alpha figure suggests good scale reliability (Crocker &
Algina, 2006), however, the 0.791 Intraclass Correlation Coefficient with a 0.420 lower
bound is barely higher than the acceptable a > 0.75 acceptable value of internal consistency
(Shrout & Fleiss, 1979) (Table 70). All these fidings point at a controversial assessment scale
with caveats rooted in its heavy emphasis on errors, allowing the raters to make subjective
judgements in the assessment process and to identify a different range of serious and less
serious errors.

The identification of minor errors resulted in similarly diverse scores (Table 68).
Based on the means, there were considerable differences between ER1 and the other three
raters; the means of ER2, ER3 and ER4, even if they gave different scores, were closer to

each other. The Krippendorff’s alpha value was 0.1584, which indicates very low inter-rater
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reliability. The inter-rater correlation matrix (Table 70) barely shows any correlation among
the raters; even the highest value (0.581) is much lower than the acceptable figure.

Table 71
Inter-rater correlation matrix of the four raters concerning minor (h) errors using the UP scale

Inter-Rater Correlation Matrix

ER1 ER2 ER3 ER4
ER1 1.000 0.184 0.121 0.468
ER2 0.184 1,000 0.412 0.581
ER3 0.121 0.412 1,000 0.562
ER4 0.468 0.581 0.562 1.000

The Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.694 indicated poor scale reliability, and the 0.573 Intraclass
Correlation Coefficient showed very low internal consistency, again a sign of the permissive

nature of UP scale and the raters’ subjective error treatment.

6.3.5 Raters’ opinions

In order to explore how the two assessment tools worked, the four raters were asked to fill in
a short questionnaire (see Appendix E). Their answers are analysed in the order the questions
appeared in the questionnaire.

1) Which of the two scales do you find better for assessing translations? Please, explain

your choice.

The four raters’ answers revealed that ER1, ER2 and ER4, preferred using the new PIER,
although they identified its caveats. Explaining their choice, each rater emphasized that it was
easy and straightforward to use and described it as more objective than the UP scale. ER1 said
“it is surprisingly easy to use”. ER2 emphasized its user-friendliness and that “it aims to look
for what candidates know”, an important argument he remained alone with. ER4 thought “it
offers a higher degree of objectivity and better agreement between the raters”. Only ER3
voted for the UP scale, defining it as a tool “which assesses the whole text... both major and
minor mistakes are considered during the evaluation process”. However, ER3 also
acknowledged that PIER was more objective and more user-friendly than the UP scale,
adding that “it may be time-consuming to keep in mind all the possible answers for the

various items in the key”.
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2) What are the advantages and disadvantages of the two scales?

Table 72 offers an overview of the raters’ opinion in this respect. Their overall message is
clear: both tools have numerous strengths and weaknesses. When describing PIER, all four
raters agreed that it assessed translations objectively and it was easy to use. It was time-
saving, a characteristic mentioned by ER2 and ER 4, although they were aware of the fact that
the pre-selection process was time consuming and laborious. Only ER2 mentioned that it
focused on what candidates knew, and not on errors, and ER1 said it was also more reflective.
Perhaps the greatest caveat of PIER is that “it does not cover the whole text”, and as a result,
it does not treat the errors that occur in the unchecked parts, an argument emphasized by ER3.
Another disadvantage mentioned by ER2 and ER4 was that it was designed for one use only;
as soon as the list of preselected items fulfilled its aim, it was discarded and a similar list of

key items had to be established for each and every new text.

Table 72 Strengths and weaknesses of the two scales applied

Strengths Weaknesses Ways to make it better
- can be applied any time for - too rigid (1) - including more detailed
any translation test (1) - error-based (4) instructions for assessors
- offers easy error - demotivating (2) regarding the types of
identification (1) - allows subjective error treatment (4) mistakes (1)
UP - assesses the whole text (2 - time consuming (1)
- considers both major and
minor problems (1)
- offers a fair assessment of
students’ skills and overall
mastery of L2 (1)
- more reflective (1) - the key may not include all possible - including a holistic part
- easy to use (4) options (2) 1)
- offers equal assessment - pre-selection takes extra time (2) - defining the number of
- time saving (2) - the pre-selected items do not cover all  pre-selected items based
PIER - objective (3) the errors (2) on the length of the text
- aims to look for what - does not assess the whole text (3) (D)
candidates know (1) - parts of the text remain unchecked - including proper
with mistakes (2) training on using the
- involves the element of luck (1) scale (1)

- can be used only for 1 specific test (2)

Note: The numbers in brackets refer to the number of raters who gave the answers
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The four raters agreed that although the UP scale assessed the whole text, it left too much
room for subjective judgements. Even ER3, who claimed it to be “fairer and more suitable to
assess translations” admitted that it was difficult to decide what to treat as a major or as a
minor error. This feature is reflected in the error identification practices of the four raters
(Table 67). The range of the different scores (marking the numbers of the identified errors)
indicate important disagreements, a characteristic which has been shown earlier (see section
5.4.4). Examining the number of major errors counted in individual translations, only a few
overlaps could be found: one in S02’s translation, where both ER2 and ER3 marked 6 major
errors; one in SO3’s translation, where ER2 and ER counted 4 major errors. In the case of S07,
the overlap with 3 major errors occured between ER1 and ER4, in case of S11 between ER3
and ER4 with 7 marked major errors. The best agreement concerning major errors was in the
assessment of translation S08, where ER1, ER2 and ER4 identified only one, and ER3
marked two errors of this level. This high degree of disagreement, at least partly, may be
explained by the large number of errors at both levels (in translation S13 the number of
marked Hs was between 10 and 18); the low quality of translations may have made the raters’
error marking consistency difficult. The main reason, however, should be the permissive treat
of UP scale, which allowed the raters to make subjective judgements concerning errors at
both levels.

3) Which of the two scales offers fairer assessment? Please, explain your choice.

In ER2’s opinion, “both scales can offer fair assessment if they are used in a responsible
way, however, the PIE tool offers more objective assessment, as it does not involve the rater’s
subjective choice in error treatment”. ER3 thought it was the UP scale, as “it takes the whole
text into consideration when assessing students’ performance... it measures their translation
skills better”. Both ER1 and ER 4 opted for PIER, ER1 emphasizing its caveat as not
presenting all the possible options in the pre-selected list.

4) Is there anything you would change in the scale you marked better in the first

question? If yes, specify it, please.

As has been stated, ER1, ER2 and ER4 chose PIER as a better and fairer translation
assessment tool. ER1 would not change anything in it, but would be more astute in item
preselection. ER2 would define the number of preselected items based on the length of the
text., whereas ER4 would include a holistic part, as PIER “neglects big chunks in the text”.
Although ER3 voted for the UP scale, she would “appreciate more detailed instructions for

the assessors”.
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Although the raters were laconic in their opinions, what they said helped identify the
strengths and weaknesses of the two scales, indicating that both need to be improved in more
than one way. Overall, although PIER has some caveats, it offers more objective assessment
and proved to be more reliable. Also, by focusing on what candidates know (and not their
errors) is a positive feature in lione with current trends in educational assessment. It is easy to
use, even though the pre-selection process may take longer, and the list provided might not
contain all the possible translation options for the preselected items. The fact that relatively
large sections remain unchecked in the translated text might result in unfair grades. The UP
scale was rejected by three raters because of its error centeredness; all four raters agreed that
applying the two-level error shooting is a difficult, exhausting process which might result in

subjective decisions and unreliable results.

6.3 Summary

Chapter 6 aimed to present the process of working towards a new assessment scale, an
improvement compared to the UP scale, which had been used to assess student translations at
the University of Pécs. The research was based on 14 translations from Hungarian to English
prepared by second- and third-year TS students in April 2020. In the first part of the
validation project the lexical characteristics and the readability of the translated were
examined, as the two most telling predictors of translation quality. he key findings of this part
of the research concerning lexical richness and lexical diversity presented in the Lexical
Frequency Profile (6.1.4, Table 58) of the translated texts predicted comprehension problems.
The ratio of very frequent () words was only 70.94% compared to the 78-81% found in
Nation’s study (2006) in general English texts. The percentage of AWL words proved to be
higher (13,46%) than Coxhead’s 10% average (2000) in general English texts. The indices on
text difficulty and readability calculated by using Coh-Metrix confirmed these findings; the
translated texts showed lexical feutures inherent to specialized texts as opposed to general
English texts. This was an expected finding, however, it does not provide a full picture of
translation quality, therefore, further measures were applied in the study.

In order to develop a new assessment scale I revised Kockaert and Segers’ (2017)
original Preselected Items Evaluation (PIE) method, mostly because it had started out as a
promising one, but, in the end, did not meet the expectations of the researchers, mostly

because its preselected items did not discriminate well, and were not sufficient for assessing a
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complex skill (Eyckmans & Anckaert, 2017). | assumed that with more items, which are not
necessarily words but longer chunks, the method may prove to be more reliable. Therefore, if
longer sections are covered in a text and they are viewed “in the company they keep” (Firth,
1957, p. 11), better results may be achieved. My research questions aimed to find out how
many preselected items were necessary to create a norm-referenced, sufficiently
discriminating translation assessment tool. More importantly, | aimed to find out how such a
tool worked in practice, with a focus of rater consistency and inter-rater reliability. In addition
to exploring how reliable the modified PIE scale was, | was interested in how it worked
compared to the error-based assessment scale used in the English-Hungarian translation
studies programme at the University of Pécs.

The procedures of data collection turned out to be more complicated than expected.
Two times, both in spring and summer of 2020, the research was hindered by the restrictions
connected to the two waves of Covid-19. The pandemic affected the number of participants,
both students and raters. In the end, five expert-raters took part in what | now call the pilot
process, which consisted of a pre-selection and an assessment phase. As a result, the study
revealed that both scales had several caveats. The old UP scale with its error-centeredness
allowed subjective judgements in error marking and was difficult to follow; its use resulted in
very low inter-rater reliability indicating inconsistency in the scores. However, it had at least
one positive feature: it aimed to assess the whole text, counting every single translation error
in it. The new scale named the Preselected Items Evaluation Revised version (PIER) offered
more objective assessment with its preselected list of items. The 25 items (each one a longer
chunk) of the final list covered 40% of the text, and included domain specific terminology,
grammatical structures with emphasis on the use of tenses, style and register, spelling and
punctuation and translation specific features. The expert-raters were asked to identify possible
translations of the preselected items. During the assessment process, their only task was to
check if the preselected item was translated as it was offered in the list or not. All listed
equivalents were accepted. If the scale worked well, each item in a translation should have
been given the same score (1 or 0) by all four raters. As is often the case with assessment
scales, the agreement between the raters was less than perfect. Although inter-rater reliability
was much better than with the UP scale (0.5190 vs. 0.2376), it was clear that in the unchecked
sections of the translations both major translation errors and good solutions (not listed as
acceptable) remained unnoticed. Therefore, the answer to the research question ‘To what
extent and in what ways is PIER suitable to be a tool to assess translations?’ is that based on

the 14 translations and the dataset provided by four raters, the results are encouraging.
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However, more participants and more careful item preselection may be necessary in order to
examine how PIER can be improved and used even more reliably. To achieve this aim,
further training and a more active participation of the expert-raters may be needed.
Conducting think-aloud protocols with raters could also add to the development of a valid,

reliable, and fair assessment tool.
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Chapter 7

Conclusions

Despite the substantial research on motivation, autonomy and assessment, which are clearly
interrelated according to the literature cited throughout the dissertation, these issues seem to
have been neglected in the field of translation studies. The reason has to be searched for in the
widely recognized fact that translation as a linguistic domain, has struggled for recognition for
a long time and has been underestimated as a profession (Baker, 2011). These trends did not
contribute to the prestige of the activity and they also hindered the interest in the field of
translation studies. As a researcher as well as a teacher and a practicing translator, | aimed to
address this gap with my thesis. The BA in Translation Studies specialization at the
University of Pécs offered an area in need of research: on the one hand, it had a curricular
structure to examine and on the other hand, a convenience sample to study. However, what
seemed to be convenient and feasible at the beginning, turned out to be a hindering factor: |
soon had to realize that the number of translation students was minimal and not everyone in
the target groups was a willing participant in my research.

Motivation, autonomy and assessment might be considered as overarching areas to be
researched independently, in their own right. That is why | devoted separate sections to the
three main focal points and implemented empirical research on these topics. The study
applied a mixed methods research tradition. The qualitative phases of the thesis included data
collection applying semi-structured interviews with students and teachers, essay and syllabus
analyses, a student questionnaire comprising both closed and open-ended questions and the
analysis and the development of a new assessment tool. The datasets compiled in the studies
were analyzed by applying both qualitative and quantitative procedures.

Study 1 aimed to find answers for research questions addressing students’ motives to
choose translation as a specialization, their language background when they enrolled for the
programme, the most important factors, which fostered and/or hindered their motivation
throughout their studies, and the ways they were planning to use their translation skills after
graduating. The collected data revealed that their choice to learn translation was twofold: they
either wanted to learn to become professional translators, and the specialization seemed to be
a good first step to achieve this goal, or they found translation interesting and rewarding, and

they were happy to do it as a hobby. As is most often the case, their linguistic background was
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not the same, their level of English language proficiency ranged between B2 and C1 on the
CEFR scale, so those, who were less prepared linguistically had more demotivating influences
expressed in grades and feeling less successful than the ones with firmer knowledge. The
study underlined what was emphasized in the cited literature, as well: that motivation is a
many-faceted ID factor, which can be boosted extrinsically, e. g., by regular and useful
feedback on what they do, and intrinsically, e. g., by finding more and more interest in their
tasks and activities. However, if their training lacks the boosting factors, they can easily
become demotivated. A promising finding is that the majority of respondents wanted to use
the learnt skills either in becoming a professional, or as part of their future work. The others
wanted to do translation for pleasure (translating songs, film subtitles, comics for themselves),
i. e., as a hobby.

Study 2 examined the role of autonomy in Translation Studies BA classes, with a
focus on learner autonomy, in order to find out how autonomous BA translation students were
during their studies in the programme, how the specialization programme supported their
learner autonomy, how course syllabi integrated and supported autonomy and motivation in
TS classes, and how teacher autonomy affected learner autonomy and motivation. Answers to
the ten questions in the student questionnaire revealed that the respondents started to become
more autonomous thanks to the practices they pursued in and out of classes: they were offered
tasks and assignments which taught them to be autonomous in their decisions and allowed
them to make their voices heard in the class discussions. The syllabi theoretically embraced
both student and teacher autonomy, however, their uniformity did not offer the students too
many ways to practice it. Syllabus analysis also revealed that the teachers planned to work
along the same guidelines, and each syllabus contained elements which suggested high
degrees of teacher autonomy, for instance in defining how they assessed and graded their
students’ work and how they promoted learner and classroom autonomy.

Studies 3, 4 and 5 were devoted to exploring assessment system practiced in the
English-Hungarian translation studies BA programme at the University of Pécs. Study 3
focused on the rating scale, or rather error list used for the assessment of exam translations,
and also for diagnostic purposes during the term. The analyses revealed serious caveats, most
importantly very low inter-rater reliability and rater consistency in using the tool. The teacher
interviews on the scale identified the same problems.

Study 4 reported preliminary research on the quality of student translations by
examining lexical characteristic and readability indices. The research data on text quality was

provided by Lexical Profiles of translations (Cobb, 2015) and readability indices of the
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translated texts calculated using Coh-Metrix (Graesser et al., 2004). These provided
preliminary information for expert-raters who participated in the assessment of the same
translations.

Study 5 embarced the steps of developing and validating a new assessment scale
named PIER, the revised version of Cockaert and Segers’ (2017) PIE. The study aimed to find
out how many preselected items were necessary to create a norm-referenced, sufficiently
discriminating, and reliable assessment tool for translations. First, expert-raters were invited
to take part in the assessment process by pre-selecting items in the original text. Then, expert-
raters used the list of items identified to assess the student translations Study 4 analysed, in
order to see how the test items worked in terms of discrimination, inter-rater reliability and
rater consistency. For comparison, the same raters were asked to assess the same translations
using the UP scale of major and minor errors. As a finishing touch, the raters were invited to
evaluate both scales in a short questionnaire with open-ended questions, and identified
advantages and disadvantages of both tools. The findings show that although PIER provided
much higher inter-rater reliabilty and rater consistency than the UP scale, it still has caveats
which have to be improved.

Study 5 also added an unexpected finding to Study 1 on motivation, which proved to
bean important outcome of the research: the tutors teaching translation courses in the
programme are neither well-motivated nor autonomous, and are not prepared to assess

students’ translations in a reliable way.

7.1 Summary of findings

The purpose of the thesis was to gain a better understanding of how motivation, autonomy
and assessment are interrelated in translation studies. The factthat translation studies as a
linguistic domain had been struggling for recognition for a long time, the challenges were
numerous and research questions aimed to find out (1) what motivates young people to
choose translation studies as part of their BA programme and, eventually, to do it as a
profession or a hobby; (2) what they find motivating in their classes; (3) what they perceive to
be their strength and weaknesses.

As translation is an autonomous activity by its nature, not everyone is cut to become a
professional translator, as translators have to be able to make autonomous choices in the line
of their work. Therefore, the research questions examined (1) how autonomy can be taught
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and learntin the field of translation training; (2) how teacher and learner autonomy are related
to each other and to motivation; and (3) how autonomous students are in the translation
studies programme.

The product of students’ autonomous activity is the translated text, and the translator’s
worth on the translator market is measured by the quality of their work. Therefore, evidence
was sought to find out (1) how the quality translations may be measured; (2) what criteria
should be taken into consideration when assessors make decisions about the quality of
translations; (3) what the best ways are to make such decisions, and (4) what tools can be used
to help make valid and reliable decisions.

All these questions were examined from a broader perspective, in the frameworks of
translator training in general in Hungary, and with a special focus on the Translation Studies
BA specialization programme at the University of Pécs. The following sections give a short

summary of the research along the research questions and the corresponding findings.

7.1.1 Motivation in Translation Studies BA classes

When | designed my research, my thinking was guided by major studies and overviews
published in the past few decades in the field of translation studies and educational
assessment (Adolphs et al., 2018; Baker, 2011; Chesterman, 2005; Dickinson, 2002; Dérnyet,
1994, 1998; 2007; 2014; 2020; Dornyei & Otto, 1998; Dornyei & Ryan, 2015; Dornyei &
Ushioda, 2009; Gardner, 2010, Jozsa et al., 2014; Pym, 1992, 2003; Risku et al., 2010)
providing the framework for my hypotheses, assumptions, and, in the end, for making
comparisons.

The first part of the thesis examined student motivation in TS classes and the emerging
picture was overall encouraging. The findings revealed that students choose translation as a
specialization for different reasons ranging from “I want to do it as a profession” to “it is not
as boring as other classes”, indicating the two extremes along a continuum of motives.
Although all students were English majors, for many of them English was not the first foreign
language they had previously studied. Some of them started with German as a first foreign
language, and took up English only later. There were students who had studied other foreign
languages besides English, typically French, Italian or Spanish; an important factor when one
wants to become a professional translator. These findings showed participants’ favourable

attitudes and motivation towards learning languages in general and English in particular. As a
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prerequisite for enrollment, students were required to pass the C1 level proficiency exam at
the end of their first academic year, however, some of them were unsuccessful and at B2 level
of proficiency. Since they did not have much experience in translating, they had no idea what
to expect, so their motivation to study translation most of all was instrumental: they aimed to
make translating a bread winning profession. However, both qualitative and quantitative data
indicated the importance of intrinsic motivation, including the teachers’ knowledge and
personality, the tasks and assignments, regular feedback, and fair assessment of students’
work. There were students who chose translation because they liked doing it, they were
interested in the activity itself, or they saw it as a future hobby, these were the most important
intrinsic motives identified. The findings also revealed that certain factors may become the
source of motivation and demotivation at the same time for students. The best example for
this dual character is the texts students get to translate: if the texts are interesting, they are
motivating; however, if they are boring or too difficult to comprehend, they tend to have a
demotivating effect. According to the analyzed data, the majority of the participants wanted to
use their translation skills after graduation either as a translator or in a job where translation is

part of the professional routine.

7.1.2 Autonomy in Translation Studies BA classes

Autonomy in language teaching and learning was discussed in the interrelationship of three
main foci: learner autonomy, teacher autonomy, and classroom autonomy. The three forms
tend to be examined in research as a dialogue between the learner and the teacher in
classroom contexts (Finch, 2001; Hoyle & John, 1995; T. Lamb, 2017; T. Lamb & Murray,
2018; Little, 1995). Translation, as a highly complex problem-solving activity (Baker, 2006;
Klaudy, 1997a; Venuti, 2013) can be developed best in an autonomous learning environment,
where the learners are encouraged to apply strategies which help them arrive at the best
solutions in all problem solving processes (Baer & Koby, 2003).

To find out how autonomous BA translation students were, and how the BA
specialization programme supported learner autonomy, | used a student questionnaire.
Findings revealed that the participants were very much teacher-dependent at the beginning of
their translation studies, and progressed on the path of becoming autonomous not only in their
beliefs, but also in their practices. Students were at different stages of autonomy, but a lot of
them learnt to come to decisions and make choices on their own, to set their own goals and

work independently in order to achieve them. However, regular feedback was important for
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all of them, suggesting that they were not confident enough concerning their assignments and
their performances on them.

The translation studies programme offered the students ample opportunities to learn to
become autonomous. When doing home assignments, they had to make decisions on what
tools, sources and methods to use, and they had to solve the arising translation problems on
their own. They were required to hand in their assignments by a deadline, so they were
offered the opportunity to learn time management, which is an important factor in the
translation business. Students were allowed to make their voices heard in classes, where they
discussed their work under their teachers’ guidance; they had multiple opportunities to
express their opinions and to listen to what their peers had to say. Most of the classroom
activities were designed to help their critical thinking and to promote their autonomous
behavior.

To gain insights into how the course syllabi integrated and supported learner
autonomy, | examined twelve course syllabi from the academic year of 2016/2017, including
both lecture and seminar syllabi. Due to their nature, the seminar syllabi offered more learner
learner autonomy by inviting the students to present their “translation products” and to
discuss them with their peers. They could comment on each other’s work, compare different
choices and suggest alternative solutions or improvements. In some of the courses they were
required to do proofreading, which made them more aware of the problems translators face
while working; proofreading as an activity definitely fostered their autonomous learning. The
practice described in the syllabi theoretically offered a motivating, student-centered learning
environment, which would not be possible without autonomous teachers. But even if the
syllabi suggested a degree of teacher autonomy, they also revealed that the teachers, with a
few refreshing exceptions, practically followed the same routine, which might have been their
autonomous decision, but it resulted in uniform activities the students were satisfied with
according to findings.

Both the findings of the questionnaire and the analysis of the syllabi seem to suggest
that motivation and autonomy were interrelated in the study. Having the opportunity to play
an active role in classroom discussions of the translations created individually, express their
opinion on each other’s work, make their own choices, set their own pace when doing their
assignments, as well as to learn from their own and others’ mistakes made the participants not
only more autonomous, but also more motivated. The teacher interviews revealed that the
blended routine in doing assignments -starting working on them in class with teacher

guidance, completing them at home on their own, and then discussing the translations in class
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- also resulted in a higher degree of motivation on the students’ part, and fostered their

autonomous behaviour implying that student and teacher autonomy were interrelated.

7.1.3 Assessment in Translation Studies BA classes

Assessment in education, as reflected in the research findings discussed in this thesis, has a
significant effect on motivation, especially if it involves giving appropriate feedback.
Research has also shown that motivation goes hand in hand with autonomy. When the three
meet in the vast arena of SLA and language pedagogy, a complex system is created, in which
the components are interdependent and interact with each other in a variety of different ways
(Larsen-Freeman, 1997; 2002).

As has been discussed in section 5.1, translation as a multi-dimensional and complex
phenomenon is difficult to assess (Angelelli, 2009; Eyckmans, Anckaert, & Segers, 2009;
Williams, 2009), even with the help of a sophisticated assessment tool. Its complexity is
shown by the different approaches scholars have taken to translation assessment, including
holistic (Waddington, 2001), analytical (Orlando, 2011) and other, either experimental
methods, such as item calibration (Eyckmans & Anckaert, 2017) or item pre-selection
methods (Kockaert & Segers, 2017) relying on grids, descriptors and norms. No previous
study was found on the ideal assessment tool. It appears we have to agree with House’s (2015,
p. 64) conclusion: “It seems unlikely that translation assessment can ever be objectified in the
manner of natural science”, or even in the manner of Bachman and Palmer’s (1982) classic
model of communicative competence, which is often taken as an example for analytical
scales.

The studies in Chapters 5 and 6 in Part 11l also proved that there is no royal road. The
assessment scale used in the translation studies BA programme at the University of Pécs (UP
scale) was compared to Kockaert and Segers’ Preselected Items Evaluation method (PIE,
2017). The findings showed that although both types of assessment had advantages, they also
had caveats, which were difficult or impossible to counterbalance. Although the initial aim of
the research discussed in section 6.2 was to develop a new scale for assessing translations
through revising PIE (Kockaert & Segers, 2017), the findings turned out to be controversial.
Although the adapted scale of PIER (PIE Revised) offered more and longer chunks in the pre-
selected items list than the original one did, and it comprised more acceptable options for each
item, it still left significant parts in the translated texts uncovered, and as a result, unchecked.
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Although pre-selection was done by expert raters, they could not think of every possible
option, meaning that good but not listed translations remained unrewarded, or in extreme
cases, treated as errors. It also turned out that raters found checking too many pre-selected
items with multiple acceptable options difficult to follow.

As for the UP scale, the questionnaire filled in by the expert-raters subsequent to the
assessment process revealed all the disadvantages and shortcomings described by raters in
section 5.4.5. Focus on errors may result in learner (as well as rater) demotivation. Although
the errors were classified and discussed at two levels as major and minor errors, the
distinctions were difficult to apply during the assessment process; therefore, the raters often
relied on their subjective judgement. Another caveat of the UP scale is that it does not
stipulate the treatment of recurring errors, which are quite common in student translations.

Although three of the four expert raters identified PIER as a more user-friendly and
fair method, and the reliability data indicated encouraging findings, its shortcomings are also
clear. The statistical analysis of the data showed good inter-rater reliability of the tool,
however, in its present form it is not quite as valid and reliable as desirable for assessing

translations.

7.2 Limitations of the research

When | designed my thesis, it was not possible to foresee all the possible limitations which
might hinder the research. Thus, the limitations of the present thesis are manifold. First, due
to the small sample sizes, the findings cannot be generalized beyond the context of the present
research project. Working with a convenience sample has its advantages, but the number of
participating translation students was lower than expected. On part of both the students and
their teachers, willingness to participate the research caused another problem, especially after
the Covid-19 restrictions were announced in the spring of 2020. What was intended to be a
mixed-methods study on a grander scale, turned out to be a case study in the end, as the
research context was confined to the Translation Studies BA programme at the University of
Pécs with a limited number of BA students who were available and ready to cooperate.
Nevertheless, by using multiple methods and various related perspectives, the study hopefully
provides sufficient details to claim a degree of transferability of the results in the three areas it
examined: motivation, autonomy and assessment in Translation Studies BA classes and in

becoming a translator in general.

212



Another group of problems emerging in association with the labor-intensive parts of
the empirical studies, especially in the field of translation assessment, concerned the
reluctance of teacher-raters to participate in the study which at more than one point threatened
the feasibility of the plans. Because of their unavailability, partly for reasons nobody could
overwrite, | had to give up my plans on raters training and had to modify the procedures to
meet them half way: raters received the task descriptions and the instructions in an email, but
there was no opportunity to do an in-person workshop and think aloud sessions which could
have cast further light on the findings. Another limitation concerns that fact that the teachers
of the TS programme 1 interviewed in the first round were not willing to participate inthe
study on assessment. Therefore, new raters had to be recruited, who were experts in assessing
translations. These limitations were partly related to the COVID 19 pandemic. Still, the
findings on PIER, the new assessment scale, turned out to be promising. The results showed
that a larger section of the text can be covered with more careful item selection and with being
more attentive when providing translation options for the items. Testing the scale on larger

samples and providing proper rater training also would improve the reliability of the method.

7.3 Pedagogical implications and suggestions for further research

The research findings of the present thesis focusing on motivation, autonomy and assessment
in the field of translation studies have pedagogical implications for syllabus design and the
implementation of the BA in TS programme that may benefit both teachers and experts in
charge of the programme. The findings underscore the role and importance of motivation, a
key factor in individual differences research. Overall, students were found to be motivated,
but maintaining their motivation may pose further challenges, especially if the learners lack
feedback and ways of assessment demotivate them over time. Further research is needed to
find out more about classroom practice and the relationship between teacher and student
motivation. It would be necessary to find out more about the reasons why the teachers were
not willing to participate in the study on how the assessment scales worked, as well as their
perceptions of what role a more valid and reliable tool could play in assessing their students’
progress in the TS courses. Classroom observations, including self- observations, could reveal
important details about the teaching and learning processes applied, as well as good practice.
It would be useful for teachers to work as a team and compare notes as they teach the courses,

give students feedback and assess their translations regularly. Students should be involved in
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every step towards developing assessment scales for their study programme. In addition to
these, students should also be asked about how helpful they find different types of feedback
and which type of assessment scale they find conducive to their own development.

As for learner autonomy in translation, the ultimate aim of TS is to help students
become autonomous in their studies and as translators when they graduate. The findings
indicated that students tended to find learner autonomy motivating in the learning process,
therefore, it is important to emphasize self-reliance and autonomy in the programme, and as a
next step, to observe what stages students go through and what strategies they apply. As less
emphasis was placed on teacher autonomy, this area should also be included in further studies
to find out how autonomous teachers feel and how much guidance they need to improve the
TS programme.

The studies found that feedback and assessment in the courses were not uniform,
teachers varied in their practices, and the frequency and type of feedback or grades students
received over a semester depended on their teacher. There seemed to be a need for more
frequent and more systematic feedback. Further research is necessary into feedback and
assessment practices applied in the courses, which, if done in a fair and responsible way, will
help students develop in what they do and encourage them to achieve more. Teacher
awareness should be raised about the interrelatedness of these factors, and the fact that they
have to be treated differently in the field of translation studies than in other courses students
take in the BA in English Studies programme.

As the studies in the present thesis involved a limited number of participants, further
research should involve more students, teachers, and expert raters at other universities as well
to find out if the challenges and the findings are similar in other contexts. Finally, ongoing
rater training would reveal how teachers can become autonomous in their assessment
processes. By including think-aloud protocols, further research would definitely bring
improvements both in the reliability and consistency of the assessment instrument and

improve inter-rater reliability.
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Appendices

Appendix A: BA students’ motivation in translation classes. Planned interview
guestions and transcriptions

Part 1: Background, language competence

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)

8)
9)

Could you tell me about your first encounter with EFL?
Did anyone in your family speak English or any other language?
How long did you study English before entering university?
What other languages have you ever studied?
When and why did you decide to choose it as your major at university?
Did anyone influence you? If so, who?
How do you remember the beginnings at university?
- What level were you at compared to other students?
- What was easy? What was difficult?
How is it different now? Where have you improved the most?
How would you specify the strengths and the weaknesses of your language
competence now?

Part 2: Translation as a skill and as a specialization

1)

2)
3)

4)
5)

6)
7)

8)
9)

Let’s talk about translation. Some reject it as a non-productive skill, however,
translation studies are in the syllabus at a lot of universities. You can even major in it,
but you chose it as a specialization. When and why?

People — experts and translators, including famous authors have defined translation in
the most different ways. How would you define it?

Did you have any experience in translation before choosing it as your specialization?
If yes, what did it involve?

Do you think it was a good choice for you? Why / Why not?

| suppose in your classes you do translations in two directions: from E. into
Hungarian, and from H. into E. Which is easier for you?

What do you find the most difficult when translating a text?

Are you planning to continue your translation studies at MA level? (If not, give your
reasons.)

How, in which sectors are you planning to use your translation skills after graduation?
What kind of knowledge and abilities do you think a professional translator needs?
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Part 3: Course content

1)

2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

9)

What expectations did you have concerning this specialization before signing up for
it? Did the content of the course meet these expectations?

How many translation classes do you have a week?

Are they enough for your development, or would you like to have more?

What activities do you do in translation classes?

Which of these do you find really useful for developing your translation skills?
Which are the least useful tasks (if there is any)?

Are you taught by one or more teachers?

How are the classes by different teachers different? (What do different teachers teach
you?)

Are you instructed about course content and course requirements at the beginning of
the term?

10) Are you offered to negotiate when you discuss course content?
11) Do you learn about translation methods, strategies and techniques? Can you name

any?
Method: refers to the way a particular translation process is carried out in terms of
the translator’s objective, i.e. a global option that affects the whole text (e. g.
literal, free)
Strategies: procedures used by the translator to solve emerging problems (e. g.
paraphrasing,)
Technique: the result of a choice made by a translator (e. g. adaptation, borrowing,
using of an established equivalent (in case of idioms) etc.) description,

12) What tools / instruments do you use in your classes?
13) What tools / instruments do you use when you do your home assignments?
14) What forms of assignments do you like doing?

Part 4: Assessment, feedback

No ok~ owbdPRE

How is your work evaluated?
How often and when do you get feedback on what you do in classes / out of class?
How does the feedback you get help your development?
What do you find the most motivating in your classes?
Is there anything you find demotivating?
What would you change concerning your classes?
On a scale from 1 to five, how would you assess:
a. your classes
b. your teachers
c. yourself, as a translation student
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Transcription of the interview with KV (P1) and MD (P2)
30/04/2017

Duration: 55 minutes

I: Elbszor szeretnéem megkoszonni, hogy vallaltatok a beszélgetést egy ilyen szép tavaszi
délutanon. Megkérnélek benneteket, hogy roviden mutatkozzatok be.

KV: BA szakos masodéves anglisztika hallgaté vagyok, szakfordit6 a specializaciom, a sav
irodalom ¢s kultara, koriilbeliil ennyit tudok mondani bemutatkozasként.

DM: RészemrOl ugyanez, azzal a kiilonbséggel, hogy én alkalmazott nyelvészeti savon
vagyok.

I: Mit jelent pontosan a sav?

KV: A szakforditdo egy minort valt ki gyakorlatilag, mindenkinek kell masodévtdl egy savot
valasztani, ami lehet nyelvészet, alkalmazott nyelvészet, amerikanisztika és angol irodalom és
kultara. Ezen feliil kell minort valasztani, amit ki lehet valtani szakfordit6i specializacioval,
ugy tudom, ez a hivatalos neve, és mi ezt valasztottuk. Masodik évtdl van, és két év.

I: Ertem. Milyen mds specializaciobdl lehetett volna még valasztani?

DM: Kiilonb6z6 nyelvekbdl, vagy van még kommunikacio és meédia...

KV: Igen, gyakorlatilag egy masik szakot lehetett volna felvenni minorként, kommunikécio,
vagy germanisztika, ami van még a bdlcsészkaron.

I: No, akkor szaladjunk elore egy kicsit. Beszéljiink arrol, hogy mikor és hogyan talalkoztatok
elészor az angol nyelvvel?

MD: Altalanos iskolaban, a negyedik osztalyban kezdtiik.

I: Es végig az angol volt a f6 idegen nyelved?

MD: Igen. Mésodikként felvettem a németet, de az nem érdekelt annyira, és nem is vettem
annyira komolyan. Nem fektettem ra annyi stlyt, mint az angolra.

KV: En hasonloképpen, azzal a kiilonbséggel, hogy én altalanos iskola elsSben kezdtem az
angolt, teljesen sima osztalyban, nem specializacioban. Németet az els0 gimnaziumban
kezdtem, bar altalanos iskola 6todiktdl fel lehetett volna venni mésodik idegen nyelvként, de
annyira rosszul ment az angol, hogy azt mondtdk, ne kezdjek bele egy masodik idegen
nyelvbe...

I: Ezt mondtdk?

KV: Igen. Altaldnosban nagyon rossz voltam angolbdl, csak a vége felé lett jobb, nem tudom,
mit6l, lehet, hogy a tanarok miatt, lehet, hogy csak raéreztem, nem tudom, de jobb lett, és

akkor gimnaziumban mar egy emelt 6raszamu angolos osztalyba jelentkeztem, ahol németet

233



is elkezdtem, de az eléggé elenyészd volt, egy érettségit le tudtam tenni beldle, de eléggé
gyenge voltam.

I: D. mondta, hogy nagykanizsai. Ott is jartal iskolaba?

MD: Igen.

I: Es te melyik suliba jartdl, V.?

KV: A Nevelési Kézpontba jartam gimnaziumba, altalanosba pedig a PTE Dedk Ferenc
gyakorl¢ iskolajaba.

I: A csaladban volt-e valaki, aki idegen nyelvet beszélt?

MD: Nalunk nem. Méarmint nem ugy, hogy munkéval kapcsolatban. A sziileim tanultak
iskolaban, altalanosban, ami kotelez6 volt nekik.

KV: Nekem a testvéreim szintén az iskoldban tanultak, de egyik sem ment tovabb vele. A
sziil6k pedig egyaltalan nem. Picit iddsebb korosztalyba tartoznak, nem is tudtak idegen
nyelvet tanulni, csak az oroszt, azt meg nem szerették, ugyhogy nem igazan foglalkoztak vele.
1: Akkor nem a csaladi hattér miatt valasztottatok a nyelvet, hanem egyéb megfontoldasokbol.
KV: Nem, egyaltalan nem.

I: Te azt mondtad, németet tanultal még, és a D. is. Nem szeretnétek folytatni?

KV: De szeretném, csak kicsit nehéz a lehetdségem, anyagiak miatt, de én szeretnék tovabb
menni, van egy forditdi mesterszak, és ahhoz kellene még egy nyelv.

I: Pécsen nincs sajnos mester szak.

KV: Nincs. Debrecenben van, Miskolcon...

I: Meg Budapesten biztosan, és Szegeden is...

MD: Reménykediink, hogy mire eljutunk odaig, mar itt is lesz.

KV: Reméljiik.

I: Akkor mind a ketten elég kordn kezdtétek az angoltanuldst. En annak idején gimndziumban
kezdtem el, és orosz tagozatra jartam, a sziileitekkel egy korosztaly vagyok, és kevés
angoloram volt. Kellett nektek kiilonorara jarni ahhoz, hogy bejussatok az egyetemre?

MD: Nem. Addig jartam kiilon angolra, amig nyelvvizsgara késziiltem.

I: Milyen nyelvvizsgara?

MD: Kozépszintiire.

I: ECL, TELC, vagy valami mas?

MD: Azt nem tudom.

KV: ECL van nekem is, én a gimi kdzepe felé csindltam meg, szoval, nem is terveztem akkor
még, hogy ilyen szakra megyek.

I: A Nevkoban elég erds az angol.

234



KV: Igen, elég erds, csak akkor még mas szak volt bennem, az eluszott, szoval, maradt az
angol, és nem, én sem jartam kiilon orékra.

I: Azt, hogy angol szakosok lesztek, azt mikor dontottétek el? Erre emlékszel, David?

MD: Hat, nem sokkal azel6tt, hogy jelentkezni kellett.

I: Es mi alapjan dontottél? A jegyeid alapjan?

MD: Féleg azt néztem, hogy mi az, amibdl jo vagyok, meg ami érdekel is, és hat angolbdl a
jobbik nyelvcsoportban voltam a gimnaziumban, meg érdekelt is. Tervbe van véve, hogy
kiilfoldre megyek majd dolgozni.

I: Ez motivadlo tényezo volt?

MD: Igen.

I: Es mi érdekel, milyen teriileten szeretnél dolgozni?

MD: Hat... fordités, esetleg még a tolmacsolas.

I Es te mikor hatdroztad el, hogy angol szakos leszel?

KV: Hat, egy picit hamarabb talan, de ugyantgy a gimi utols6 éve koriil.

I: Es nem motivaltak a tandraid esetleg?

KV: Hat, a tanaraim annyira nagyon nem, kedvesek voltak, csak nem nagyon lattam benne
eldszor fantaziat. Azt lattam, hogy tanarnak tudnék elmenni vele, egy masik szakkal, ami a
magyar volt, ami érdekelt, de a tanarkodas annyira nem vonzott, ezért késobb utananéztem
dolgoknak, és rajottem, hogy fordité is lehetek, satobbi. Ugyhogy, az utols6 évben dontottem.
I: De ez nem jelentette azt, hogy extra erdket kellett bedobni, vagy igen?

KV: Igazabol nem. Eldszor is, tagozatos osztalyba jartam, nagyon erdsen foglalkozott velem
kettd angoltanarom is, az egyik anyanyelvii volt, igyhogy nem volt ez probléma.

I: En, amikor elkezdtem az egyetemet, emlékszem, hogy nekem nagy problémat jelentett, hogy
gimiben orosz tagozatra jartam, alacsony angol oraszammal és a csoporttarsaim tébbsége
pont forditva: angol tagozatra jart, magas oraszammal. Nekem nagyon rossz volt. Ugy
éreztem mindig, hogy nekem bizonyitanom kell, tobbet kell tanulnom, gyengébb vagyok. Ti
hogy emlékeztek erre? Milyenek voltak az elsé benyomasaitok?

MD: Els6 benyomasként én azt vettem észre, hogy nagyjabol mindenki ugyanazon a szinten
all, mindenkinek megvannak az erdsségei €s a gyengeségei. Nem a nyelvvel van a probléma,
hanem a tanulnivaloval. Hogy angolul kell dolgokat tanulni.

I Es ez volt az elsé alkalom, hogy minden angolul kellett.

MD: Igen. Az fura volt. Ugye, gimnaziumban csak magat a nyelvet tanultuk és elkezdeni az

irodalmat és a torténelmet angolul tanulni az kicsit erds kezdés volt.
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I: Akkor mind a ketten tigy érkeztetek, hogy volt nyelvvizsgatok. Kozépfokii B2. Es te hogy
voltal a tobbiekkel? Hogy helyezted el magad?

KV: Hat, gimnaziumban jobb dolgom volt, igymond, mert ott eléggé az ¢len alltam.

I: Szorgalmas voltal?

KV: Nem is annyira szorgalmas, inkdbb jo erds iskola volt, illetve, volt nyelvérzékem,
mindenkinek, aki anglisztikara jar, van. Gimnaziumban nem sokaknak volt, ezért ott mindig
j6 dolgom volt, konnyti volt. Egyetemen kicsit nehezebb lett, mert rajottem, hogy nagyon sok
mindenki ugyanolyan jo, de aztan ugyanugy boldogultam, meg tudom csindlni a targyakat,
értékelnek a tanarok.

I: Most mar talan nem jelent problemat, hogy angolul kell olvasni dolgokat?

MD: Nem, egyaltalan nem.

KV: Megszoktuk.

I: Tudtok-e olyan teriiletet emliteni, ahol érzékelhetéen sokat javultatok? Gondolom, az
olvasasotok az mindenképpen javult.

MBD: Igen, én nagyon sokat olvasok hobbi szinten, krimit, fantasy-t...

I: Tehat konyveket.

MD: Konyveket, igen. Es sokaig magyarul olvastam &ket, és kés6bb, amikor idekeriiltem,
akkor kezdtem el angolul is olvasni. A konyveket sokkal jobban megértem mar.

I: Ez azt jelenti, ha szorakozasbol olvasol, akkor inkabb angolul olvasol?

MD: Vegyesen.

I: Es ha magyarul, akkor odafigyelsz a forditdsra?

MD: Igen, amidta forditani kezdtiink, azota feltinnek dolgok. Meg elgondolkozok, hogy én
hogyan forditanam.

KV: Ezzel én is igy vagyok, példaul, sorozatokndl, nem biztos, hogy forditok csindljdk a
forditasokat hozzéajuk, és azért nagyon sok hibat latunk. Mindig kritizdlom, akaratlanul is
észreveszi az ember a hibakat. En, szerintem, foéként szokincsben javultam, midta itt vagyok.
Gimiben foként csak a nyelvet tanultuk, volt egy-két ora, ahol probalta a tandr, hogy
kulturalisan is bevonjon minket, de...

I: Es minek tulajdonitod ezt a szokincsjavuldst?

KV: Mindenképpen annak, hogy nagyon sok targyunk van, alkalmazott nyelvészettél kezdve,
irodalom, sima nyelvészet, tényleg nagyon sokféle, és mindegyik szakteriiletnek a lexikalis
szavait megtanuljuk, akaratlanul is.

I: Ha nem a forditast tekintjiik, van kedvenc ordtok angolbol? Melyiket szeretitek a

legjobban? Tanarfiiggo?
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MD: Nalam inkabb tanarfliggd a dolog, azokat az dérakat szeretem én jobban, ahol tényleg
hasznaljuk a nyelvet, nemcsak iiliink és passzivan hallgatjuk, amit mondanak. Mikor tényleg
gyakorlunk mi is.

KV: Igen, én is ugy vagyok, hogy erésen tanarfiiggd. Az biztos, hogy az eldadasok néha kicsit
nehezek. Nekem most van olyan szabadon valasztott 6ram, hogy Creative writing, ami elég
jol megy, tényleg csindlunk érdekes dolgokat, irunk, rdadasul nem csak esszéket, hanem
alkotunk is valamit, és az nagyon j6. Tetszik nagyon.

I: Mondhatjuk, akkor, hogy neked a szokincs az erdsseged?

KV: (Nevet) Hat, ezt azért nem mondanam, csak... régen talan nem volt az erdsségem, most
pedig jobb lett.

I: Mi az, amibdl szerinted a legjobb vagy?

KV: Hat... esszéket irni nagyon jol tudok, ezért is tetszett meg ez a kreativ irds oOra.

I: Es te hogy vagy ezzel, D.?

MD: En is hasonloképpen. Olyan gimibe jartam, ahol emelt draszamban tanultam magyart,
sokat kellett fogalmazni, igy én is jobban ki tudom fejezni magam és ez az angolra is igaz.
KV: Ez lehet, hogy nekem is a magyar miatt van igy, mert én is emelt magyarra jartam és
emelt szintli érettségit is tettem. Angolbdl is mindig kellett esszéket irni, és ez segitette a
fogalmazasi készségem javulasat.

I: Nagyon érdekes, amiket mondotok, de terjiink vissza a forditishoz. Nem tudom, ott
voltatok-e a mult héten a Czippott Péter eléadasan. Szamos példat hozott arra, hogy ki,
hogyan definialja a forditast. Nektek mit jelent ez a fogalom?

KV: Hat... igazabdl azt mondanam talan, hogy tartalomforditast, nem pedig szovegforditast.
I: Ugy érted, visszaadni a szoveg tartalmat a célnyelvben, nem szé szerinti forditdssal?

KV: Igen. Ez féleg igaz a magyar és az angol nyelvre, mivel teljesen kiilonbdznek, ugye mas
a szorend...

I: Ugye, ti specializacion tanultok, szaknyelvi specializdacion, ami jog és kézgazdasag?

KV: Mindenféle... Most ilyen bevezetések vannak.

I: A kérdésem az, hogy a szaknyelv megengedi-e ezt az dltalad | tartalminak” nevezett
forditast?

KV: Igen, megengedi egyébként, meglepden, viszont vigyazni kell azért a szavakkal. Most
példaul jogi szovegeket forditunk, ott tudni kell, hogy miket szoktak mindig hasznalni, tehat

azért nincs akkora szabadsag.
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MD: Nagyon Ujat ehhez én sem tudok mondani, én is igy gondolom. Bar sokszor olyan
szovegeket kapunk, ahol tényleg utdna kell nézni, hogy mit, hogyan forditanak, féleg a
szavaknak.

I: Nekem az a tapasztalatom, hogy szaknyelvi szévegeknél nagyon észnél kell lenni, bar
valoban lehetnek olyan teriiletek, ahol megengedheté a szabadabb forditas. Ti miert a
forditast valasztottatok?

MD: En alapbél azért az anglisztikat valasztottam, mert forditd szeretnék lenni. Sokat
olvasok, ezért inkabb a muforditas fel¢ érdeklodom, és igy kizarasos alapon ez jott.

I: Szoval azt gondolod, ez jo eldiskola lesz ahhoz, hogy fordito legyél.

MD: Igen. gy kezdetnek, bevezetésnek jo.

KV: En is ugyanigy gondolkodtam. Azért valasztottam az anglisztikat, mert utananéztem,
hogy lehet forditdo specializdciot valasztani. Azt még nem tudom pontosan, hogy milyen
forditd szeretnék lenni, tény, hogy a forditds engem is érdekel, de igazabol nem zarom ki a
gazdasagi és mas szakszovegeket sem.

1: Anyagi szempontbol talan az utobbi kifizet6dobb lehet, ami nem utolso szempont.

KV: Nyilvan.

I: Van-e valamilyen tapasztalatotok a forditis teriiletén? Végeztetek-e mar forditasi
feladatokat, mielott felvettétek a specializaciot?

KV: Nem igazan. Egyszer volt ndlunk egy cseredidk, és kozte és édesanyam kozott
forditottam, vagy inkabb tolmacsoltam. Az nehéz egyébként. En mindenképp a forditoi
munkat valasztanam.

MD: En egy rovid ideig feliratokat forditottam a tesomnak filmekhez, meg egy-két
képregényt, és ennyi.

I: De pénzt még nem kerestetek forditassal?

KV + MD: (Mosolyogva) Nem.

I: Mas forditoi kurzusra jartatok-e mar?

KV + MD: Nem.

I: Es elégedettek vagytok? Ugy gondoljatok, hogy jol valasztottatok?

KV + MD: Igen.

I: Feltételezem, hogy az orakon kétféle iranyba végeztek forditast, angolrol magyarra és
magyarrol angolra. Melyik a konnyebb?

MD: Angolrol magyarra.

KV: Ez érdekes, mert az el6z6 félévben mi azzal kezdtiik, hogy angolrél magyarra, és a

tanarok is mondtak, hogy ez elvileg a konnyebb, viszont nekem ebben a jogi téméban
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konnyebb néha angolra, vagy legaldbbis ugyanolyan szintli, én nem lattam annyival tobb
nehézséget az angolra forditasban, nekem mindkettd tetszik.

I: Es most mdr mindkét iranyt csindljatok?

MD: Ebben a félévben csak magyarrol angolra.

KV: Félévenként valtozo. Mult félévben angolrél magyarra volt, jovo félévben lehet, hogy
megint az lesz.

I: Es mi az, ami szerintetek a forditisban szerintetek a legnehezebb? Egyaltalin, hogy
kezdetek neki egy széveg leforditasahoz?

MD: El6szor elolvassuk a szoveget,

I: Bocsass meg, hogy kozbeszolok. Ezek milyen hosszusdagu szovegek?

MD: Nagyjabol egyoldalasak. Elolvassuk dket, megprobaljuk értelmezni...

I: Kozosen?

MD: Nem, mindenki egyediil. Aztan nekidllunk, és amit nem tudunk, annak utananéziink,
hogy masok hogy forditjak.

I: A helyesiras, spelling, okoz-e gondot valamelyik nyelvben?

KV: Inkabb a vesszdk okoznak nehézséget.

I: Vannak kifejezések, amiket az angol nyelv ,,set lexical units ’-nak nevez. Idiomak példaul.
Azokat hogy kezelitek?

KV: Utananéziink, hogy hogyan van a masik nyelvben.

I: Es hol tudsz utdnanézni?

KV: Google. O a legjobb baratunk.

I: O a legjobb barat? (nevetve)

KV: Tényleg. Ott a legkdnnyebb valamit megtalalni. Példaul multkor volt egy ilyen kifejezés,
hogy ,.két legyet lit egy csapasra”. Ezt mos nyilvan gondoljuk, hogy nem igy van angolul sz6
szerint, de megnéztiik, és rogton talaltunk ra egy angol ididmat.

1: Most mondjatok, hogy magyarrdl angolra forditotok. Okoz-e ez valamilyen problémat?
MD: Nekem kiilonosebben nem. Példaul a szorend sosem okozott nekem gondot. Bizonyos
esetekben még jobban is tetszik az angol szoveg, mint a magyar. Kotottebb, és nem tud
elkalandozni az ember.

I: Es amikor olyasmit kell forditani, ami az egyik nyelv beszél6i szamdra ismert dolog, a
masik kulturaban azonban nem létezik, akkor... ?

KV: Hét ez egy elég nehéz helyzet, igen...

I: Volt mar ilyen?

KV: Hm... Most hirtelen nem jut eszembe...
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MD: Nekem se.

KV: ... de elébb beszéltiink, hogy volt egy ilyen eldadas, hogy forditaselmélet, ott megadtak
kiilonbozo lehetdségeket, illetve példakat is mondtak, példaul a Mézga Géza jott fel, ami most
mar nem igazan aktualis.

I: Ha végiggondoljatok, mi az, amire a leginkabb sziikségetek van ahhoz, hogy egy forditast
elkeszitsetek, illetve, hogy forditok legyetek? Kezdjiik azzal, hogy kell egy jo angoltudas.

KV: Az mindenképp.

I: Magyartudasnak is jonak kell lennie. Mondjatok is, hogy mennyit segit.

KV: Igen, az is mindenképp fontos. Foleg, ha valaki angolrél magyarra fordit, alapvetd, hogy
a magyar nyelvtana, széhasznalata jo legyen.

I: Tehat egy forditonak nemcsak az idegen nyelvet, hanem a sajatjat is jol kell tudnia.
Tudnatok még fontos tényezéket mondani?

KV: Talan van olyan, hogy fordit6i készség... ami meghatarozza, hogy valaki jo-e?

MD: El tudjon rugaszkodni az ember egy kicsit a magyar szovegtol... meg...

KV: lehet, hogy valaki nagyon jol tud angolul, meg magyarul is, de valahogy egyiket sem
tudja atvinni a masik nyelvbe. Plusz fontos még a tapasztalat is, mi is sokat gyakorolunk,
ezért jobbak is vagyunk, mint mondjuk egy évvel ezeldtt, foleg a tavaly év elejéhez képest, ez
mindenképp segit, hogy gyakoroljuk, meg tanitanak minket.

I: Es ne feledjiik a célnyelv kultirdjanak az ismeretét. Te mondtad, hogy szeretnéd MA szinten
folytatni a forditast. Csak forditast, ugye?

KV: Hat, forditas és tolmacsolas.

I: Es te mit szeretnél?

MD: En f6leg csak a forditast. Tolmacsolast... majd még meglatjuk.

I: De ugy gondolod, hogy még kell hozza tanulod, vagy ugy, hogy ezt befejezed, és akkor csak
nekiallsz forditani?

MD: Nekem még ki kellene vélasztani, hogy mi legyen a masik nyelv, amit még tanulok az
angol mell¢, ha MA-ra megyek, de szeretném folytatni.

I: Es ha végeztél, ha jol emlékszem, inkabb miiforditisban szeretnéd kiprébalni magad...

MD: Igen.

I: Te pedig azt mondtad, hogy inkadbb...

KV: ... talan gazdasagi vagy jogi...

I: A ketto, végiil is, nem zarja ki egymast. Mit gondoltok a fizikai adottsagokrol? Van sziikség
ilyenre?

KV + MD: (Hallgatas)
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I: EQy masfél oldalas szoveg leforditasahoz nem kellenek kiilonosebb fizikai adottsagok, de ha
van egy 800 oldalas konyv, az azért huzos tud lenni.

KV + MD: (Hallgatas)

I: Az azt jelenti, hogy adott esetben napi 8-10 orat kell eltolteni a szamitogép eldtt,
huzamosan...

MD: Hat azzal még nem is lenne komolyabb baj. Gép el6tt {ilni részemrdl nem olyan
megterheld.

KV: Mi mar az a generacid vagyunk, amelyik amugy is eltdlt napi 8-10 orat egy szamitogép
el6tt, igy ez nem lesz annyira idegen tOliink. Néha egy kicsit fel kell allni, meg ilyesmi, de
amugy... szerintem kibirjuk.

1: Akkor most térjiink dat arra, amit tényleg tanultok az orditokon. Hany féle oratok van?

KV: Forditos 6rakbol mindig négy van egy félévben, ugy értem négy féle targy. Van benne
eldadas is és gyakorlati 6ra, ez valtozd. Most harom gyakorlati ora és egy el6adas van.

I: Lehet, hogy jovore mar csak gyakorlat lesz, nem?

KV: Igen, most mar letudtuk az eldadéasokat ezzel a két félévvel, a mintatanterv alapjdn mar
csak gyakorlat lesz.

I: Milyen teriileteket érintenek az eloadasok?

MD: El8z6 félévben egy olyan eldadasunk volt, ami nagyon kultarspecifikus volt, a kulturalis
kiilonbségeket és atfedéseket vettilk. Ez volt az egyik. Ami mostani, az inkabb egy kicsit
nyelvtan...

KV: ... nyelvészet, dsszehasonlitja az angol és a magyar nyelv szerkezetét, eredtét, tehat
nagyon sokmindent lefed, illetve volt egy atfogd forditdselmélet, forditdi tanulményok,
Translation Studies. Miként tekintettek a forditasra, hogyan alakult a forditas helyzete...

MD: Magyarorszagon ¢és kiilfoldon...

I: Ertem. Es amikor ugy dontottetek, hogy ez lesz a specializaciotok, akkor voltak valamilyen
elozetes elvarasaitok? Amit kaptok, az megfelel-e az elvaradsaitoknak?

MD: Hat... én 0gy gondoltam, hogy talan egy picivel tobb gyakorlat lesz, legalabbis az
elején, de most mar latom, hogy ennyi azért elég. Most hdrom kiilonb6z6 orara kell
forditgatni... Vagy kettd. Ketto.

I: Nem unalmasak az eléaddsok?

KV: Nem. Igazabdl kevesen vagyunk, tehat most dsszesen heten vagyunk az évfolyamon, és
igy nagyon csalddias. Ott is nagyon sokszor beszélgetiink, eléggé interaktiv. Sokszor ott is,
mondjuk a mostani eléadds végén is kapunk forditasi gyakorlatot... eléggé aktivak az

eldadasok is.

241



I: Ugy értelmezem, hogy nem okozott csaléddst a program.

KV: Nem. Igazabol szerintem nagyon jé. En ennél tébbet nem vartam el téle. Nem tudtam,
mire szamitsak, de én teljesen meg vagyok elégedve. Lefediink nagyon sok témat, teriiletet...
En meg vagyok elégedve vele.

I: Kaptok-e a szemeszter elején valamilyen leirdst, tdajékoztatdst arrol, hogy mit fogtok
tanulni?

KV: Minden egyes tantargybol kapunk egy tanmenetet, hogy mit takar a kurzus, mik az
elvarasok.

I: A feladatokat is megkapjatok?

KV: Nem. A forditasi feladatokat hetente kapjuk.

I: De azt tudjatok, hogy mire fogjatok kapni a kurzus végi jegyet, nem?

KV: Persze, igen.

I: Beleszamit ebbe a jegybe az évkozi munka?

KV: Ez targytol fiigg. Most van egy olyan targyunk, ahol minden egyes forditasra jegyet
kapunk. Van olyan, hogy politikai és jogi, ott harom politikai és harom jogi forditast kell
késziteni. Az elsd kettd gyakorlas, és mindkettébdl a harmadikra kapunk jegyet.

I: Es amikor megkapjatok a syllabusokat, van lehetGségetek arra, hogy javaslatot tegyetek a
tananyaggal kapcsolatban? Nem tudom, hallottatok-e a ,, negotiated syllabusrol”. A tanar
gyakorlatilag megbeszéli a didkokkal, hogy mit szeretnének, bevonja Jket a tananyag
megtervezésébe.

MD: Hat annyi volt el6z6 félévben, hogy mi kiildhettiink be forditand6 szévegeket, és a tanar
kivalasztotta, hogy kinek a szovegét fogjuk leforditani.

I: Ez komoly dolog, nem? Nagyobb kedvvel forditjatok azt, amit ti valasztotok?

MBD: Igen, mert ha olyan szoveget kapunk, ami érdekel minket, akkor jobban megy.

I: Te példaul milyet kiildtél be?

MD: Valami... Ha jol emlékszem, az egyik kedvenc bandammal kapcsolatos szoveg volt az
internetrol.

I: Es te?

KV: Hutu... Mar nem is emlékszem, és nem is keriilt be forditdsra. Nagyon sokan
bekiildiink, ugyhogy vélogatott a tanar, de mindenképp érdekesebb volt ezeket forditani.
Tényleg jo témak voltak.

I: Akkor, ha éssze akarjuk foglalni, legalabb négy targyatok van félévente, koztiik eléaddsok
meg szemindriumok, és valamilyen szintem beleszolhattok a feladataitokba. Mi a helyzet a

tobbi dologgal? Tanultok-e olyat, hogy translation methods, translation techniques?

242



KV: Hat ezt igy kiilon nem, viszont forditds éran nagyon sokszor sz6 van réla, kifejti a tanar
rendesen, ugyhogy atvettik ezeket mar, illetve most is ugy mikddik, hogy minden
alkalommal ezeket 6ran megbeszéljik,...

I: Tehat jelentkezik egy konkrét probléma, és akkor megbeszélitek, milyen stratégiat, technikat
lehet alkalmazni a leforditasara?

KV: Igen, illetve a tavalyi kurzus szerintem elso egy, két, harom 6rajaban errdl volt szo.

I Es ezeket az elméleti dolgokat is szamon kérik téletek, vagy csak magdt a gyakorlati
produktumot?

MD: Elméletileg csak az elmélet eldadas végén kérik szdmon a félév vizsgakon, de
forditaséran nem. Elvarjak, hogy tudjuk éket és hasznaljuk dket, de az sosincs, hogy a tanar
kikérdezné dket.

I: Elemeztek-e kész forditasokat?

KV + MD: (Hallgatas)

I: Arra gondolok, hogy bevisz a tandr egy széveget meg a forditasat, és megnézitek, mi a jo
benne vagy mi a rossz.

MD: Egyszer volt olyan, hogy kivetitett egy forditast és ezt-azt megnéztiink benne, ki hogy
csinalna.

KV: Nem igazan jellemzd. Egyszer volt egy olyan 6rank, amikor megnéztiik egy volt didk
forditasat, és abban a hibakat elemezgettiik, de nem jellemzd.

I: Hasznosabb, ha a sajat forditdasaitokkal csindljatok ugyanezt, vagy ennek is van valami
haszna?

KV: Szerintem ugyanugy raérziink... de minden egyes 6rdn atnézziik mindenki forditasat, igy
tanulunk egymas hibabol is.

I: Azt hadd kérdezzem meg a tandraikrol, hogy példaul, amikor magyarrol angolra forditotok,
azt anyanyelvii tanar tanitja?

MD: Az egyiket.

KV: Nincs annyi anyanyelvii tanar, hogy mindegyiket az tanitana. Most az egyik magyarrol
angolra forditast azonban anyanyelvii tartja.

I: Es jobb, ha anyanyelvii tandr van?

KV: Hat igen. Talan jobb azért.

MD: Magyarul ritkan szélal meg, de tud olyan kifejezéseket, amiket nem biztos, hogy az
interneten megtalalnank. Angolul, de magyarul is.

KV: Mar csak a korunkbodl kifolyolag is volt egy régebbi szoveg, valamilyen mizeumi

brostira, amiben mi nem tudtuk a régies magyar kifejezéseket, 6 meg igen.
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I: Mondtatok, hogy a Google a legjobb barat. (Nevetés.) Mit hasznaltok a Google-n kiviil?
Egyaltalan, oran is forditok, vagy inkabb otthon?

DM: Otthon inkdbb. Az A. 6rain forditunk oran is, elkezdjiik, és ami marad, azt kell otthon
befejezniink.

I: Ez hogy néz ki? Megkapjatok a szoveget, és mig ti dolgoztok, a tanar nézelodik?

DM: Kivetiti, és...

KV: Széban forditjuk, ugy hogy kivetiti, megyiink sorban, mindenki mond egy mondatot.
Segit, hogyha elakadunk, vagy ha teljesen melléforditunk, kijavit minket, ha rosszat
mondunk... Hasonl6é ahhoz, mint amikor atnézziik, csak itt akkor csinaljuk a forditast.

1: Minden oran uj feladatot kaptok?

DM: Igen.

I: Az elég kemény, nem?

DM: Most, holnap lesz az orank, és egy zeneszoveget kellett leforditani.

1: Magyarrdl angolra?

KV: Igen.

DM: Magyarr6l angolra.

I: Az nehéz.

KV: Hat igen.

DM: Réadéasul mondta, hogy figyeljlink arra, hogy a szotagszdm is egyezzen, széval, nem
elég, hogy a jelentést atvigyiik, hanem fontos, hogy megmaradjon a zene ritmusanak
megfeleld forma is.

KV: Ez azért nehezebb, mert eddig ilyennel nem nagyon taldlkoztunk. Ez egy kihivas.

I: Szoval, az oran el szoktatok kezdeni a forditast, és otthon befejezitek, és elofordul, hogy
kiilon is ad valamit a tanar otthonra.

KV: Igen. P¢ldaul ezt.

I: Es akkor van a négy tantdrgyatok, és mindegyikbdl kaptok (feladatot) minden héten?

KV: Igen.

I: Osszesen hdny éradt jelent a négy tantargy? Mert azért mds is van, ugye, ez csak a
specializacio?

KV: Persze.

MD: Dupla 6ra mind a négy.

I: Tehat négyszer két ora, jol mondom?

DM: Osszességében hat ora.
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KV: Plusz ebben a félévben van még egy CAT tools nevii 6rank, ahol arr6l van szd, hogy
milyen programok tudnak segiteni a forditasban, de ott nincs lecke.

I: Es milyen programok?

KV: A memoQ-t vessziik, eddig legalabbis ennyit vettiink (nevetés).

I: Az mi?

KV: Hat egy ilyen...

I: Szoftver?

KV: ... software, ami segit... hogyha példaul ugyanazt kell késobb leforditani, foként az ilyen
gazdasagi szovegeknél, példaul ha éves beszamoldt forditunk, és a szoveg ugyanaz, csak
kisebb kiilonbségekkel, akkor az egészet bele lehet masolni és mutatja. Illetve kis nyelvtani
hibédkat is mutat... Nem fordit helyettiink, de segit.

MD: El lehet benne tarolni a korabbi munkékat, és azok alapjan kielemzi a forditasi
stilusunkat. ..

I: Ez nagyon hasznos, nem? Es tudjdtok is haszndlni?

MD: Azt tanuljuk most igy oran... kis aprosagokat.

I: Es ezt angoltandr csindlja vagy IT szakember?

KV: Angoltanar, persze. Aki ezt tartja, ugyanigy tart mas orat is, példaul a politikai €s jogi
szovegek forditasat, 6 nagyon gyakorlott.

I: Tehat akkor hasznaltok szoftvereket, még mit?

DM: Online szotarakat. ..

I: Nyomtatott szotart nem?

KV: (Nevet.) Hat azt mar nem nagyon.

I: Online milyen szotart? Egynyelviit, kétnyelviit, mindkettot?

DM: Mindkett6t, igy vegyesen.

KV: Webforditét, amit szintén egy tanarunk javasolt, aki készit kiilonb6zd szotarakat is, és
mondta, hogy elég megbizhato. Google forditot is néha, de azt foként inkabb ellendrzésre. En
példaul ha egy szo6t nem ismerek egyaltalan, akkor megnézem tobb szotarban, hogy ugyanazt
irjak-e...

DM: Mondjuk a Google forditot én sokszor csak helyesirés ellenérzésre hasznalom.

I: Mi a helyzet a korpuszokkal? Volt-e szo arrdl valahol, hogy korpuszt is lehet hasznalni?
KV: Volt rdla sz, (nevet) de nem igazén hasznaltam még.

I: En azt tanultam, hogy a korpuszok nagyon hasznosak, ha valaki fordit.

KV: Ezt mi is hallottuk eléadason, de ennyi.

I: Nem kérik toletek, hogy a forditasnal ellenorizzetek korpuszban dolgokat?
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KV: Nem igazan. Nem.

I: Tehat korpuszt nem hasznaltok akkor.

KV: Nem. Tudjuk, hogy vannak korpuszok, lehet, hogy majd fogunk...

I: Beszéljiink az értékelésrol meg a feedbackrol.

KV: Mar igy tantargyak szerint?

I: Azt mondjatok, sokat irtok, sok a hazi feladat... Majdnem mindig van valami elkésziteni
valo, amit részben beadtok, részben kozosen atnezitek.

MD: Beadjuk nyomtatva, vagy dropboxba elkiildjiik.

I: Es mit tesz vele a tandr? Rogton megnézi? Kaptok visszajelzést?

KV: P¢éldéul az egyik 6rdn megnézziik, kijavitjuk és a tanar ott szdban is értékeli, illetve félév
végen...

I: Gondolom, ilyenkor egyforma feladatot kap mindenki, ugye?

KV: Igen, igen. Ugyanaz a forditas.

I: Es mindenki nézi a maga szévegét.

KV: Hat nem. Ugy szokott lenni, hogy valakiét nézziik, mindenki, és akkor azt nézziik, hogy
jol csinalta-e, nem jol csindlta e...

I: Nem ugy, hogy a magadeét osszeveted vele?

MD: De, magunk eldtt ott van a sajatunk.

I: Es amikor nagy feladat van? Hogy torténik az értékelés egy olyan feladatndl, amire az év
veégi jegyet kapjatok? Azt otthon csindljatok, vagy oran, tanteremben?

MD: Azt is otthon ugyanigy megcsinaljuk, csak ugye jobban odafigyeliink ra, elkiildjik, és
kapunk egy visszajelzést. Az el6zd feélévben egy kis probléma volt, hogy egészségligyi ok
miatt a tandr nem tudta id6ben megcsinalni a dolgokat, és nem volt visszajelzés igazan. Csak
egy jegyet kaptunk, de azt nem nagyon tudtuk, hogy mire.

KV: Azt késébb kaptuk meg, a kiértékelést.

MD: De most amire legutébb jegyet kaptunk azt rendesen atnéztiik, és ott, eldttiink
osztalyozta.

I: Es dltaldnosan, csoport szinten, és név szerint is kaptok értékelést? Ramutatnak arra, ami
kifejezetten a te hibad?

KV: Igen, igen... Hat mindig egyvalakiét nézziik, aztdn néha dtmegyiink, és megnézziik a
sajatunkat, és ilyenkor igen, személy szerint mondja a tandr. A kielemzés tobbnyire szoban
torténik, de az utolsora kapunk egy részletes visszajelzést.

I: Segitenek ezek a visszajelzések?

MD: Persze.
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KV: Mindenképpen. Nagyon hasznosak, mert rajoviink olyan hibdinkra, amelyeket nem
biztos, hogy magunktol észrevennénk.

DM: Es igy a tanar is tudja, hogy személyenként kinek mi az erdssége, gyengesége és
megjegyzi, €¢s nyomon koveti, hogy ki hogyan fejlodik.

I: A forditas elég szubjektiv tud lenni. Te igy forditod, én ugy forditom, és mind a ketto jo
lehet. Olyan nincs, hogy valakinek sérté visszajelzést adnak, vagy megalaznak, mert nem
olyan jo fordulatot hasznalt, mint a tobbiek?

KV: Igazabdl nyilvan elmondjak, hogy mi a probléma, de teljesen normalis modon.

I: Es van-e olyan, hogy egymds munkdit értékelitek? — Példaul, mindenki belenézhet a
dropboxba, és barki munkadjahoz irhat megjegyzést?

MD: Latjuk egymdas munkdjat, de értékelni nem kell a masikat. Néha megnézziik, hogy a
masik hogyan forditotta ezt és azt, ez is egyfajta segitség.

I: Tudtok-e hdarom olyan dolgot mondani, amit abszolut motivalonak taldltok az orditokban?
KV+MD: (Hosszu hallgatas).

I: Ez lehet a tandr személyisége, a forditando széveg... Nem akarom elloni a lehetséges
vdlaszokat.

KV: Hat, nem tudom. A forditand6 szévegek mindenképpen, ami nagyon nem érdekel, azt
nehezebb forditani.

1: Az segit, ha mondjuk humoros a szoveg?

KV: Mindenképp. Meg, ha kicsit érdekes. Példdul, a multkor egy gyerekkonyvbol
forditottunk, ami sokkal élvezetesebb volt.

MD: Maga a forditas is €lvezetes. Részben ezért is valasztottam ezt a specializaciot.

I: Milyenek a tandrok? Motivalnak benneteket?

KV: 086... Igen. Igazabal. ..

MD: Amikor halljuk, hogy (elneveti magat) mennyit keresnek... az elég ,,motivalo”...

I: A kézelmultban voltam egy konferencian, ahol tobb eloadasban is szo volt a forditok
dijazdasarol, és az deriilt ki, hogy a szakforditast dtszér-hatszor jobban fizetik, mint a
miiforditast.

KV: Hat igen. Ez az egyik motivalo tényezé nekem, hogy inkabb afelé menjek, de hobbi
szinten mindenképp foglalkozni szeretnék miiforditassal is.

I: Van-e olyan, ami szerintetek abszolut demotivalo, és a legjobb lenne, ha nem is lenne?
KV+MD: (Hosszu hallgatas).

MD: Szovegfiiggo.
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I: Ha egy, egytol otig terjedo skalan osztalyoznatok, hogy értékelnétek magat a
specializaciot? Beleértve az elvarasaitokat, a tanarok tudadsat, személyiségét, az oradk
tartalmat, a feladatokat...

KV: En egy 6tost mondanék.

MD: Szerintem is. Semmi problémam nem volt még eddig. Se a forditassal, se a tanarokkal.
En elégedett vagyok.

I: A ,,Mark my professor” oldalon (nevetés) nem szoktatok osztalyozni a tanaraitokat?
KV+MD: Nem, nem igazan.

I: Gondolom, mindegyiknek 5-6st adndtok...

KV: Igen.

I: Es magatoknak a munkatokra?

KV: Hat, szerintem tigyesen beadogatjuk mindig, igyhogy...

MD: Ha kicsit megcsuszva is, de megcsinaljuk. Meg is kell, kiilonben nem zarnanak le
minket.

KV: Tényleg sok a munka, minden egyes oOrara kell forditani, de ez nem probléma. Azért
vagyunk itt, hogy ezt csinaljuk.

I: Van-e valami, ami eddig a legnagyobb élményetek volt a forditastanuldas soran? Valami,
amire azt mondtatok, hogy hu, ez nagyon jol sikeriil ... alig volt benne javitas...

KV: Sajnos, ilyen még nem volt. (Nevetés)

MD: Hibétlan forditast még nem sikeriilt csinalnunk...

KV: Igen, azért hibak mindig vannak. Szoval, ilyen élményem még nem volt, de talan jovore
lesz.

I: Milyen jegyeket szoktatok kapni?

KV: Harmas, négyes.

MD: Igen.

I: Van, aki 5-6st kap?

KV: Biztos.

MD: Masodévesek.

I: Es azt latjatok, hogy aki 5-6st kap, az miben jobb?

KV: Tapasztalatban, szerintem.

I: Van-e valami, amit szerintetek még beépithetnének a kurzusba? Amit hianyoltok... Ami jo
lenne, ha lenne.

KV: Hmmm... szerintem nincs.

MD: Talan egy kiilon 6ra, ami a kulturalis kiillonbségekre megy ra.
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I: Nem gondoltatok arra, hogy egy forditoirodandl kiprobdljatok magatokat? Az motivailo
lenne, nem?

KV: En még nem érzem magam készen erre.

MD: En gondolkoztam mér rajta, hogy esetleg nyaron csinalhatnék valami hasonlét, majd
meglatjuk, hogy taladlok-e egyaltalan valamit. Biztosan jo tapasztalat lenne.

I: Milyen terveitek vannak a jovore nézve?

MD: Elvégezni az MA-t, aztan, mint mondtam, szeretnék kiilfoldre menni, leginkabb Angliaba,
hiszen forditani onnan is tudnék.

KV: A kiilfold nadlam sem kizart. Gondoltam mar ra, hogy lehetnék EU fordito.

I: Tulajdonképpen ezeket szerettem volna megkérdezni. Nem tudom, van-e valamit, amit még
hozzatennétek?

KV: Hat, esetleg ajanlandam mindenkinek a specializaciot, aki érdeklddik a forditds irant, mert
bar képesitést nem ad, papirunk nem lesz réla...

I: Nem is kaptok semmilyen igazolast, hogy ezt a specializaciot elvégeztétek?

KV: Elvileg a diploménkban szerepelni fog, hogy elvégeztik. De nem is csak papir
szempontjabol fontos, hanem magunk miatt is, hogy tudjuk, hogy mésoknal tobbet tettiink,
iigyesebbek vagyunk.

DM: Nagyon sokat tanulunk a forditasbol. Jobban olvasunk, jobban irunk angolul, példaul a
tanarainknak is, akikkel angolul e-maileziink.

I: Hat... akkor a végére értiink. En nagyon szépen készonom nektek, hogy a rendelkezésemre
alltatok. Azt kivanom, hogy tovabbra is érezzétek jol magatokat a specializdcion, és valtastok
valora a terveiteket.

KV-+MD: K6szonjiik.

Transcription of the interview with GA (P3)
03/05/2017

Duration: 1 hour 9 minutes

I: Szeretném, ha bemutatkoznal, és elmondanad, mikor keriiltél eloszor kapcsolatba az
angollal, mint idegen nyelvvel.

GA: GA vagyok, 26 éves. Az anglisztika szak nekem sokadik probalkozasom a
felsdoktatassal. Az els6 a jogi kar volt, az nem jott be, aztan kis hagyassal az osztatlan

tanarképzés kovetkezett torténelem — angol szakon, ahol elsdsorban a torténelem, a torténelem
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képzéssel kapcsolatban lattam problémakat, magamban is, és még nem voltam készen arra,
hogy ezt befejezzem. Ez 6t évet vett volna igénybe, és mivel fogytak az allamilag tdmogatott
féléveim, talalni kellett valamit, hogy ne kelljen tandijat fizetnem a képzésért. gy esett a
valasztas, mivel az angol mar ugyis megvolt, az anglisztikdra. A szakfordit6 specializacio
nagyon hirtelen dontés volt. Pillanatok alatt kellett meghoznom, mert hat allamilag tamogatott
félévem volt, és az anglisztika hat féléves képzés. Sok kotelezd tdrgyam mar megvolt,
akkreditaltattam ezeket, viszont a masodik félévben kellett valasztani minort, vagy
specializaciot, illesztve egy savot. Nekem ezt rogton az elsd félévben meg kellett oldanom. A
proficiency vizsgam mar megvolt, igy a minor, ill. a specializacio valasztas nem {itkdzott
nehézségekbe. Megnéztem a lehetéségeket. A minor nem igazan jott szamitasba. Azt hittem,
pszicholdgiat is lehet vélasztani, és kideriilt, hogy nem. Nagyon Oriiltem, amikor hallottam,
hogy van szakforditéi spec, ami kivaltja a minort, és a savot is. Kordbban is csindltam mar
forditasokat. Edesapamnak, pl. aki iskolaban tanit, és most benne vannak egy nemzetkozi
projektben. Egy LEGO robottal végeznek feladatokat. Tobb orszagon ativeld egytittmiikddeés,
¢észak-ir, torok, portugal, romén olasz kapcsolatokkal, és a projekt nyelve az angol.

I: Egy picit dlljunk meg. Szeretném, ha beszélnél a csaladi hatteredrol. A sziileid beszélnek-e
idegen nyelvet?

GA: Nem. Ok még oroszt tanultak, de nem beszélik.

I.: Igen, ti az a generdcio vagytok, akiknek a sziilei még az oroszt tanultik idegen nyelvként,
de koziiliik, kiilonbozo okoknal fogva, ezt valoban nem beszélik. Van testvéred?

GA: Egy darab 6csém.

I: O is beszél idegen nyelvet?

GA: Angolbdl van nyelvvizsgaja, de programozoként dolgozik egy kisebb cégnél, és most
végzi az MA tanulmanyait, és vannak angol nyelvii kurzusai. Neki forditottam le szivességbdl
angolra egy hosszabb, tizenvalahany oldalas tudomanyos szoveget.

I: Ezt mekkora vallalkozdsnak tartottad? Nagy munka volt? Angolrol magyarra, ugye?

GA: Igen, és ezt egyszeriibbnek is érzem, nem tudom miért. B. Tanar Urat megkérdeztem,
hogy mire vallalkoztam, és azt felelte, hogy 6 ezt a szoveget nem vallalna el, vagy csak
nagyon borsos aron. Ekkor fogalmazddott meg bennem, hogy a jo szivem fog a sirba vinni,
mert mindig szivességbdl végzek ilyen munkakat, mert amikor kideriilt, hogy ezért akar
70.000 Ft-ot is el lehetett volna kérni, akkor arra gondoltam, hogy ebbdl akar meg is lehetne
élni.

I: Erre majd késobb még visszatériink egy picit. Az elején mar kérdeztem, hogy te mikor

kezdtél angolul tanulni. Ez volt az elso idegen nyelved?
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GA: Nem. A némettel kezdtem az altaldnos iskoldban, Csabrendeken. Az angolt
kozépiskolaban tanultam, 6t évfolyamos gimnaziumban, Ajkan, nyelvi eldkészitd osztalyban,
amit azdta meg is szilintettek. Elsé évben volt 12 angol 6rank, utana mindegyikben hat. Plusz
volt egy matek, egy magyar, 6t szamitastechnika.

I: Tehat 14 éves korodban talalkoztal eloszor az angollal, eldtte nem tanultad.

GA: Egyaltalan nem. Viszont érettségiztem beldle, elészor kozépszinten, mert a joghoz nem
kellett emelt, de amikor ide jelentkeztem, csindltam egy szintemel6t.

I: Ez azt jelenti, hogy az érettségivel egyiitt kaptal egy B2, azaz kézépszintii nyelvvizsgat.
Miutan ide felvettek, még vart rad egy proficiency exam, ha jol tudom.

GA: A szintekkel nem vagyok tisztiban, sajnos, nem tudom. A proficiency vizsga azonban
mindenki szdmara kotelezd, az anglisztika szakosoknak az elsd év végén kell letenni.
Osztatlanon kicsit mas, ott az elsé harom év soran kell valamikor letenni, ha jol tudom. Elsére
nem sikeriilt, masodikra mar nem volt probléma.

I: Amig nincs meg ez a vizsga, addig nem kezdhetitek el a specializaciot.

GA: Nem. Az dsszes targynak ez az alapfeltétele.

1: Mikor kellett eldonteni a specializacio valasztast?

GA: Az elsb év végén.

I: Es te most hdnyadéves vagy?

GA: En papiron masodéves vagyok.

I: Es igazabol?

GA: A BA-n csak elsé évemet toltom, mert most jelentkeztem at osztatlanrél anglisztikara.
De mivel szinte minden targyamat elismerték, a masodévesekkel vagyok egyiitt.

I: Ertem. Ez azt is jelenti egyben, hogy most kezdted a specializacict, 6sszel, igy ez a masodik
szemesztered.

GA: Igen.

I: Nagyszerii. Ha arra gondolsz, hogy amikor idekeriiltél, mennyit tudtdl, és most mennyit
tudsz angolul, mit gondolsz, biztositott neked az egyetemi tanulasfejlédési lehetdséget?
Egyaltalan, mibdl fejlodtél a legtobbet?

GA: Csak a torténelem-angol osztatlan képzés elején éreztem ugy, hogy abbol élek, amit
addig 0sszeszedtem, de most, hogy elkezdtem a forditoit, ugy érzem, hogy kaptam egy ujabb
loketet.

I: Amikor a masok szakrol bekeriiltel, nem érezted ugy, hogy hdatranyban vagy azokkal

szemben, akik mar egy évet megcsinaltak anglisztikan?

251



GA: Nem, mert torténelem-angolon ugyanazokat a targyakat tanultuk. Nem éreztem magam
hatranyban, ¢s a tuddsom sem volt kevesebb.

I: Ha neked most meg kellene nevezned a skillek koziil, hogy mi az erdsséged, mit valasztanal,
és mit sorolndl a nehezebbek kozé?

GA: Elsé helyre mindenképpen a fogalmazast tenném, angolul és magyarul egyarant. Ha
magyarul jol fogalmaz az ember, és latja a nyelv szerkezetét, akkor Ossze tudja rakni a
mondatokat a masik nyelven is, és az is segit, hogy szerintem elég jo hattértudasom van a
vilag dolgairdl.

I: Azért a két nyelv szerkezete eléggé kiilonbozo. Ugyanolyan jol fogalmazol angolul is, mint
magyarul?

GA: Azt nem mondtam. Csak azt mondtam, hogy segit a magyar.

1: Akkor, angolbdl is erdsségednek érzed a fogalmazasi készséget.

GA: Magyarul jol irok. Szoktam is irni, szeretek is irni. Az, hogy angolul... (hossza hallgatas)
lesznek olyanok, hogy lefagyok, mar volt ilyen kordbban, ezt szeretném eldre leszogezni.

1: Semmi baj, akkor majd folytatjiuk valami massal. Most példaul azzal, hogy mi nem megy
annyira jol. Nekem példaul mindig bajom volt a listeninggel, mert azt nagyon keveset
csinaltuk oran, sot, nem is volt ilyen része a nyelvtanulasnak.

GA: A listeningnek nem latom értelmét, laboratoriumi koriilmények kozott semmiképp. Mi
értelme van annak, hogy valamit pl. a viddmpark hattérzajaval lejatszanak? Alapbdl nem
értem a zaj miatt, de ez szerintem nem jelenti azt, hogy nem értem magat a nyelvet. Az ember
ha az anyanyelvén besz¢l telefonon az ismerdsével, €s kozben elmegy mellette egy auto,
ugyantigy nem érti, nem? Ugy érzem, nem hitelesen adja vissza a tudast.

I: Attérnék egy kicsit a forditasra. Azt mondod, nagyon gyors dontés volt. Valami befolydsolt
abban, hogy ezt a gyors dontést meghozd?

GA: Igen. Konkrétan, hogy amikor atjelentkeztem, ha a tanterv szerint haladtam volna és az
elsoéves terv szerint kellett volna haladnom, nem lett volna sok értelme 180 kilométeres
tavolsagbol ideutazgatni. Ehelyett a masik végletet valasztottam: hogy 2 év alatt elvégzem a 3
évet. Most egy olyan évben vagyok benne, hogy a 2 félév alatt 132 kreditem lesz.

I: Az nagyon-nagyon sok. Ugyanakkor azt mondtad, voltak mas lehetéségek is. Mi az, ami
miatt mégis a forditast valasztottad?

GA: A gyakorlati haszna miatt. A mésik alternativa az alkalmazott nyelvészet lett volna,
torténelmet nem akartam, abbdl jottem. Német lett volna még, de hidba van kozépfoku

nyelvvizsgdm németbdl, az annyit fog érni, hogy megkaphatom a diploméamat.
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I: Tulajdonképpen tehat az motivalt, hogy mar volt némi forditasi tapasztalatod, és lattad,
hogy lehet gyakorlati haszna a késobbiekben.

GA: Biztos voltam benne, hogy ennek lesz a legtobb gyakorlati haszna.

I: Feltételezem, nem csak az édesapddnak és a testvérednek forditottdl...

GA: Hobbi szintii tapasztalatom is van.

I: Az nagyon fontos. Sok komoly dolog hobbi szinten kezdddik.

GA: Foleg dalszovegeket szoktam forditani. Nem tudom, ismered-e az Eurdvizids
Dalfesztivalt. A gydztes dalt leforditottam magyarra, és elkiildtem a nem is tudom, mi a
hivatalos megnevezése, az egyik menedzsernek vagy egy producernek, és visszairtak, hogy
nagyon tetszik nekik a forditas. Azt gondoltam, ha 6k azt mondjak, hogy jo, akkor van keresni
valdm ezen a teriileten, és a jogdijak is eszembe jutottak...

I: Huszonhat évesen — ugye, azt mondtad, annyi vagy? — valéban elgondolkozik az ember
azon, hogy mivel keresse a kenyerét. Ez teljesen nyilvanvalo. Dolgoztal-e valaha
forditoirodanak?

GA: Nem.

I: Tehat tobbnyire hobbibdl forditottal, vagy valakinek segitettél.

GA: Igen, pl. a polgarmesternek is leforditottam egy palyazat szovegének a részeit.

I: Akkor mondhatjuk, hogy a valasztas fé6 motivacioja az volt szamodra, hogy a jovoben
pénzkeresé tevékenyégként tudod majd végezni a forditast?

GA: Simén.

I: A tandraid, akik itt tanitottak, nem voltak rad motivalo hatdassal? Nem javasoltik neked ezt
a specializaciot?

GA: Olyan gyorsan meg kellett hoznom ezt a dontést, hogy erre nem volt lehetdség. De azt
tudom, hogy a tajékoztaton a tanarok erdsen szorgalmaztdk a forditast, de én ebbdl
kimaradtam és egyediil hoztam meg a dontést, de nem bantam meg.

I: Nem tudom, ott voltal-e a mult héten a Czipott Péter eloadasan.

GA: Igen, ott voltam.

I: Ott elhangzott, hogy hires emberek, nyelvészek, miiforditok miként hataroztik meg a
forditast. Nagyon érdekes definiciokat hallhattunk. Te tudsz azonosulni valamelyikkel, vagy
szamodra valami mast jelent a forditas?

GA: Nem tudom... én azon a véleményen vagyok, hogy jelentést forditsunk.

I: Es ez mit jelent a te értelmezésedben?

GA: Azt, hogy nem felétleniil szorol-szora forditunk, a lényeg, hogy atvigyem a jelentést.

I: Mi a helyzet jogi szovegeknél? Ott fontos a preciz, pontos forditas.
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GA: Van ilyen kurzusom. Ott nem lehet nem pontosnak lenni. Ott azonban segit, hogy jartam
jogra, és nagyjabodl ismerds a nyelvezet.

I: Tehat azt gondolod, hogy ugyanazt a jelentést valamilyen médon vissza kell adni.

GA: Példaul most a Cs. tanarné egyik orajan volt egy szovegiink, és végteleniil Sriiltem. ..
Eddig mindig olyan targyilagos szovegek voltak, és most egy dijatadon mondott beszédet —
egy zenész kapott egy dijat — kellett leforditani. Ott éreztem végre, hogy van egy kis
szabadsagom arra, hogy hogyan viszem at annak az embernek az érzéseit és gondolatait, aki
azt a beszédet tartotta.

I: Az oraitokon mikor forditok angolrol magyarra, és magyarrol angolra?

GA: Mindkett3hoz kiilon kurzusok vannak.

I: Ez szemeszterenként valtozik?

GA: Haug. ..

I: Hany heti oraban tanuljatok a forditast?

GA: Viltozo. A tanterv szerint nem tudom. En most egyébként is nagyon halmozom.

I: Mi a neve az oraitoknak?

GA: Van egy alapozo, van angolrél magyarra I-II, ezen kiviil van szamitastechnikai
szovegforditas, jogi-politikai szovegforditas, gazdasagi A-B és tarsadalomtudomany. Es még
szépirodalmi is.

I: Mindegyiket mds tandr tanitja, gondolom.

GA: Igen.

I: Es amikor év elején, vagy szemeszter elején az elsé ordn, kaptok valamilyen vitmutatdst a
tanévre, szemeszterre vonatkozoan?

GA: Egyrészt kapunk syllabust, masrészt, ha az adott oktatoval volt mar 6ram, tudom, hogy
nagyjabol mire szamithatok.

I: Tehat van egy fix syllabus, ami szerint haladtok, datumokra régzitett anyaggal.

GA: Igen, de az élet nem mindig Gigy hozza. Nem tarjuk feszesen, de ez szerintem teljesen
rendben van, hogy vesziink egy szoveget, €s ha nem jutunk a végére, nem csindlunk panikot
beldle. Meg hat a syllabus az csak egy litemterv, amit barmikor tudunk médositani.

I: Vannak gyakorlati oraitok meg eléadasaitok.

GA: Igen. Azok teljesen elméleti jellegiick.

I: Es ott, példaul, adtak nektek meghatdrozast, definidltik a forditdst, mint tevékenységet...
Valami ilyesmivel kezdodik, gondolom.

GA: Hat, hogy megprobaljuk meghatarozni, hogy mi a forditas, meg nemcsak a fogalma,

hanem a torténelme is téma. Hogy ez hogyan alakult az évek soran.
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I: Hat igen, hosszu torténete van a forditasnak, a babeli ziirzavarig nyulik vissza...

GA: Az egy kicsit talzé azért, de. ..

I: Tulajdonképpen ott kiilonéltek el a nyelvek, legalabbis a Biblia szerint, nyilvan sziikség volt
forditokra. Térjiink vissza a gyakorlati orakhoz. Melyik all hozzad a legkozelebb? Mondta,
hogy a joginal sokat segit a jogi egyetemi multad.

GA: Igaz, de ezt nem szeretem a szarazsiga miatt. De példaul a kozgazdasagtudomanyi
egyetem ott van a t0szomszédsagban, és ott voltam kollégista, elég sok KTK-s ismerém van.
Es ha az ember elmegy egy tarsasagba, vagy akar csak sorozni, mindig szoba keriil, hogy az
adott ember mivel foglalkozik, mi mozgatja, milyen dolgok torténnek vele az egyetemen,
szoba keriilnek dolgok. Meg amugy is, nagyjabol azért tisztdban vagyok az ilye
fogalmakkal... Ha gy addédik az életemben, hogy kozgazdasagi jellegli szovegeket kell
forditanom...

I: Nem fogsz kétségbe esni.

GA: Nem. De azt se szeretem. Viszont ami meg vonzd, meg érdekes, a tarsadalomtudoményi
szovegek... az meg bitang nehéz.

1: Miiforditasban gondolkodtal-e? Mondtad, hogy jol fogalmazol...

GA: Nem tudom, eljutottam-€ arra a pontra mar, hogy ha azt ajanljak fel nekem, akkor... De
tulajdonképpen barmi johet... orvostudomany, csillagaszat...

I: Es ha itt végzel ... Esetleg MA-n tovibbtanulsz?

GA: Nem! Nincs mar ra félévem.

I: Akkor BA-n befejezed, és megprobalsz a forditas teriiletén dolgozni.

GA: Igen. Viszont, ha osszegyiilik a keresetembdl annyi, és lenne ra lehetéség, lehet, hgy
késobb visszajonnék egy MA-ra.

I: Ertem. Mindenképpen a forditds vildgdban képzeled el a jévédet.

GA: Igen.

I: Szerinted milyen tulajdonsdagokkal kell rendelkezni annak, aki hivatasszeriien szeretné
végezni ezt a tevékenységet?

GA: Birja a strapat, hogy hosszu ideig ugyanazzal a téméval foglalkozzék, nem esik kétségbe
attol, hogy masoktol segitséget kell kérnie, mert itt bizony eléfordul, akar a szerz6tdl, akar a
lektortol vagy akarkitél... Nem kell félni ett6l, és biiszkeségbdl sem kell errél lemondani.
Sziikség van némi alazatra. Kitartasra. Mentalis frissességre. Nem szabad a végtelenségig
zsigerelni az embernek magat. Az dcsém szovegével voltam igy. Az egyetem mellett nem
nagyon volt idém. Megcsinaltam négy oldalt, és arra gondoltam, hogy ezzel igy sohasem

fogok végezni. Nézem a szerdai orarendemet, €s lattam, hogy csupa olyan 6ra van, amin még
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mindegyiken ott voltam. Fogtam a szerdai napot, kijeloltem, hogy ezt most egyben
leforditom, nem érdekel... Es latastol mikulasig, reggel 7-t6] este 9-ig. Nonstop.
Megcsinaltam, de utdna ugy voltam, hogy nem akarok tobbet taldlkozni vele. Mondtam az
ocsémnek, hogy még egy ilyen, és elég csunya helyre foglak elkiildeni. Aztan persze 2 hétre
ra jott egy rovidebb, 3-4 oldalas, és akkor jott az a mondat, hogy oké, megcsinalom, de csak
mértéktartassal.

1: Mit értesz pontosan mértéktartas alatt?

GA: Embere valogatja, szerintem.

I: Nekem a nagyon szoros és kivetkezetes idébeosztds szokott segiteni. En igy tudok dolgozni.
GA: Ez nalam nem miikodne.

I: Mi az, ami még kell a tevékenyéghez? Milyen fajta tuddas, képesség?

GA: Ha magamat veszem alapul, akkor... Nekem szegényes a szokincsem. De ez nem
akadalyoz abban, hogy forditsak.

1: Nekem nagy ugy tinik.

GA: Angolul igen.

I: A szakirodalom szerint fontos legalabb két nyelv, a forrasnyelv és a célnyelv jo szintii
ismerete.

GA: Szerintem az elég, ha a magyart elég jol tudom.

I: Ezért forditasz szivesebben angolrol magyarra.

GA: Igen. Erdekes modon mégis azt veszem észre az 6rakon, hogy a magyarrél angolra
forditasaim sokkal jobban sikeriilnek. Es ez aldassa kicsit a magyar tudasomba vetett
onbizalmamat.

I: Milyen fajta mas tudas kell a forditashoz?

GA: Alvas. Tudjon az ember aludni. Komolyan mondom. Hogyha az ember nem tudja... én
nagyon szerencsés vagyok abban, hogy rohadt rovid id6 alatt kipihenem magam. Nekem 3 o6ra
alvas annyi, mint méasnak 7.

I: De mondjuk, a japan gazdasagrol kell forditani egy szoveget. Akkor elég-e az a szokincs,
amit szotarban megnézel, elegendo-e a nyelvi szabdlyok ismerete?

GA: Nem, hat kontextusban kell a dolgokat latni. Azért, hogyha az ember nincs képen arrél,
hogy mi a helyzet Japanban...

1: Vagy, hogy esetleg tedzas kozben kotik az tizletet...

GA: Jaj, tényleg, a kulturélis kiilonbségek!

I: Tehat nem art, ha az ember ismeri az adott kulturat...

GA: De annak utdna tud nézni.
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I: Igen. Utana tud nézni, és kell is. De hol? A tarsaid azt mondtdik, hogy ,, Our best friend is
the Google”. Errol mi a véleményed?

GA: Nem tudom, én azért biiszke vagyok ra, hogy annyi mindennek nem kell utananéznem. ..

I: Jo. Azt mondtad, hogy magyarrol angolra forditashoz nem elég jo az angol szokincsed. Ha
angolra forditasz, akkor milyen eszkézoket haszndalsz a forditashoz?

GA: Magyarrol angolra... J6 kis papir alapt szotar, online szotar. ..

I: Hasznalsz papir alaput még?

GA: Persze.

I: Masik két diaktarsad nem haszndl papir alaput, csak elektronikusat.

GA: Miért? Valamiért, nem tudom, megvan az a... nem is tudom... megbizhatosaga. Bér ott
is vannak kreténségek, van, ami hianyzik beldle. mégis, van amikor konnyebbnek érzem,
hogy fogom és lapozom. Ugy van ez, mint az irassal. Az emberek el fognak felejteni irni,
mert mind csak gépeziink, gépeziink...

1: Ha kapsz otthonra egy feladatot, egy forditast magyarrol angolra, mit készitesz oda magad
melle?

GA: Innivalét. Szamitogépen csinalom. Szotart nem mindig, elmegyek érte, ha kell. Igazabol
ami fontos még, az egy kényelmes iilépozicio.

I: Plusz gondolom, amit megtaldlsz az interneten.

GA: Az az elsddleges forras, igen.

I: Kétnyelvii szotarakat hasznalsz, vagy inkabb egynyelviieket?

GA: Kétnyelviieket. Egynyelvii is van, de a szinonimékat kénnyebben megtalalom példaul az
interneten.

I: Mi a helyzet a korpuszokkal?

GA: Hm... (Hossz hallgatas).

I: Az oktatas soran talalkoztatok korpuszokkal? Foglalkoztatok ezzel a témaval?

GA: Hm... Talan a Cs. tanarné orajan volt roluk szo.

I: Akkor legalabb a tananyagban benne van. Ilyeneket tanultok-e, hogy forditasi modok,
forditasi technikak, forditasi stratégiak?

GA: Igen. Az a baj, hogy... ezeknél. ..

I: A stratégia az mire vonatkozik?

GA: Hm...

I: Arra, hogy bizonyos dolgokat, szofordulatokat hogy fogsz leforditani. Vannak kedvenc,
bevett, hogy is mondjam... fogdsaid?
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GA: Vannak kurzusok, amelyekbdl kihalaszhatjuk a szamunkra hasznos metodusokat, de
amuagy...

I: Oszténés?

GA: Igen.

I: Mi a helyzet, ha olyan széveget kapsz, ami tele van jogi szofordulatokkal, vagy egy
dltalanos szoveget, de az tele van idiomakkal?

GA: (Nevetés) Alaptorvény??

I: Akar. Vagy példaul egy szovegben azt kell leforditanod, hogy a ,, fiirdovizzel egyiitt kidobtak
a gyereket”.

GA: Micsoda?

I: Hat, van egy ilyen magyar szolds. Vagy, hogy az , elkovetonek bottal iithették a nyomat”.
Vagy ,, megette a kutya a telet”.

GA: De nem jogi szovegben, ugye?

I: Nem, nem.

GA: Mert azért valasszuk szét... ilyen jogi szovegben nem fordulhat eld. A tobbségnek
szerintem van hivatalos forditasa, csak azt nagyon nehéz megtalalni. Mésrészt, van amikor
sajat magunknak kell kitalalni, féleg versforditasban.

I: Vagy masik iranyban. ,,I am just pulling your leg” és hasonlok.

GA: Most az a példa jut az eszembe, hogy az A. C. R-nek az egyik forditasi feladatdban volt
egy olyan, hogy torpe bogre, gorbe bogre. Az elsd dolgom az volt, hogy keressek angol
nyelvtorét. Nézem, nézem, talaltam is parat. Az ,,r”” betli, ami nagyon ilyen domindns benne.
Talaltam is egy angolt, nem emlékszem ra pontosan, amiben sok ,,r”” volt, aztan a térpe szoval
jatszadoztam. Magyarul szoktam kisérletezni szoalkotassal, hat most az angolban is kénytelen
voltam. A gnom szoéval probalkoztam. Igen, ,,yellow roller, lower roller” volt, amit végiil
hasznaltam. A ,,yellow”-t kicseréltem ,,gnomer”-re.

I Es elégedett volt vele a tandr?

GA: Nem.

I: Vegiil is megadtad a vadlaszt arra, amit kérdeztem. Probdlsz valamilyen ekvivalenciat
keresni...

GA: Igen. De hat ez magatol értetddik.

I: Ez azért nem egészen biztos.

GA: Es ha magyarra kell forditani, nyilvan egyszeriibb.

I: Osszegezve, milyen tevékenységekbdl all egy tipikus gyakorlati 6ra? Milyen feladatokbdl?
GA: Igazabol ellendrizziik a feladatokat.
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I: Tehat van egy feladat, valamilyen forditas...

GA: Igen, és akkor a tanarné vagy a tanar... (Hallgatas.)

I: Gondolj egy orara, hogy mit csinaltok. Forditotok?

GA: Nem, 6ran nem forditunk élesben. Talan egyediil csak az A-nal.

I: De akkor mégis, milyen feladatokat kaptok oran?

GA: Ott igazabol elemzés van. Ott... A gyakorlati rész az az otthoni feladat, és Oran szanaszét
elemezziik a hibainkat, hol tévesztettiik, hogyan, ezt milyen médon lehet masképp...

I Es ez hogy torténik?

GA: Hat szerencsére. ..

I: Egyaltalan, hanyan vagytok a csoportban, hany ember munkdjat szeditek szanaszét?

GA: Van olyan csoport, ahol csak ketten vagyunk.

I: Ketté forditast lehet ellendrizni egy oran, gondolom.

GA: Igen, de majdnem mondatokra lebontva csindljuk. Mindig egy emberét kivetitik, azt
nézziik, és 0ssze tudjuk vetni a sajatunkkal.

I: hasznosnak tartod ezt a fajta ellendrzési modot?

GA: Nem nagyon tudnék jobbat mondani, bar most eszembe jutott valami. Rakérdeztél az
elején, hogy milyen elvek mentén szoktam én forditani. Javitasnal, példaul, sokszor van az,
hogy bekiabaladssal megy a dolog, ¢és ezzel nincsen semmi baj. Hanem hogy egy didk
forditasat kivetitik, abban van valami, ami helyett mas sz6t lehetne hasznalni, és akkor a tanar
felszolit egy masik didkot, hogy nalad ez hogy néz ki, és akkor elmondja, és... na jo. Ez jo.
Vagy mondja a tanar, hogy 6 hogyan csinalna ezt a részt. Es ilyenkor mindig azt nézem, hogy
mindenki mondja a magaét, és nem veszik figyelembe, hogy szerencsétlen didk, akinek a
forditasat szanaszét szedjiik, az ott iil... és hogy amit csinalunk, az bizonyos szempontbdl a
forditas forditasa. Hogy nemcsak az alapmiivet vessziik alapul, hanem a didk leforditott
munkajat.

I: Lehet, hogy jobb lenne, ha az eredeti széveget vetitené ki a tandr?

GA: Nem, nem erre akartam kilyukadni. Amit mondani akarok, az az, hogy én amikor
probalok belejavitani masnak a forditdsaba, nem a sajat megolddsomat kiabalom be, hanem
megprobalom azt a még mindig j6 megoldast bemondani, ami a legkevesebb valtoztatassal jar
az O forditdsaban. Hogy ne érezze azt mar, hogy rossz, amit csinalt, mert latom, hogy nem
rossz, €s jo vonalon indult el. Probalok tigy valtoztatni rajta, hogy ne kelljen sokat valtoztatni
rajta.

I: Tehat a gyakorlati ordk tobbsége azzal telik, hogy van egy forditasi feladat, amit otthon

megcsinaltok, és az oran azt elemzitek.
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GA: Igen.

I: Mire kapjatok a jegyeteket?

GA: Egyrészt ugye oOrai részvétel, de az nem szamit igazan, az elvart dolog, bizonyos
hianyzasi hatar felett nem is fogadjak el a kurzust. Aztan vannak ugyebar ezek a forditasi
feladatok, amik koziil kett6t vesznek figyelembe.

I: Azokat is otthon csinaljatok?

GA: Igen. Csak vizsgaszituacioban csinaljuk laborban a forditast. Az értékelés azonban ugy
megy, mintha vizsga lenne. Ugy tiinik, igy tobb ideje van az embernek, de nem, mert a vizsga,
ahogy megtudtam az 6 oras, két forditasara. Nem tudom, oda kisparnat kell vinni, hogy végi
tudja lilni az ember. Ez szerencsére csak a zarovizsga.

I: tehat amig a zarovizsgdig eljutsz, a jegyeket otthoni munkdra kapod, amit leadsz a
tanarnak. Csak jegyet kapsz, vagy értékelést is kapsz mellé?

GA: Mivel az értékelés mar az 6ran megtorténik. ..

I: Vizsgafeladat esetén is? Vagy olyan feladatnal, amit a jegyért irsz otthon?

GA: Nem... Példaul a Cs. tanarn6nél tigy van, hogy a gyakorlati feladatot mindig megkapjuk
kijavitva, kommentekkel. Azt kinyomtatva viszem én mar az orara, és az alapjan dolgozunk.
Ha kérdésiink van, arra az 6ran még valaszt kapunk.

I: Tehat mindenki személyre szabott értékelést kap.

GA: Igen.

I: Az jo dolog, nem?

GA: Miért lenne rossz?

I: Van-e olyan, hogy egymas munkait értékelitek?

GA: Az fura lenne.

I: Miért? Az is egy értékelési mod.

GA: Persze, ha szorosan vessziik, akkor persze, akkor szerintem mindenki minden Oran
elmondja, hogy nekem ez tetszik, vagy nem tetszik, masképp csinalnam...

I: De gondolom, ez nem szamit bele abba, hogy milyen jegyet kaptok?

GA: Logikailag... ez miért szamitana?

I: Nekiink van olyan orank, ahol a diaktarsak értékelése adja az 50%-ot. llyen, ezek szerint
nincs nalatok.

GA: Hat ez elég borzalmasan hangzik. Nem azért, hogy a didktarsaink véleménye nem
szamit... Szavamra, ez bullshit. Nonsense. Ezzel most nagyon megleptél. Illetve, tudtam

ilyet... Marmint hogy didktarsaknak van ilyen feladata, de hogy ez beleszamitson a jegybe...
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I: Visszatérve az ellendorzéshez... Gyakorlatilag minden oran mindenki kap feedback-et arra,
amit otthon csindl.

GA: Igen.

I: Mi az, amit igazan motivalonak talalsz az ordidban? Amire azt mondod, hii, ezért szivesen
Jjarok ide.

GA: Hm... Nem is tudom.

I: Vagy valami, amit utalsz, amitol elore borsozik a hatad? Amit unsz.

GA: B. tanér Ur 6rait nem szivesen hagyom ki.

I: Ez a tuddsa vagy a személyisége miatt van igy?

GA: Both. Leginkabb, mert korrekt. Mindig megmondja, mi a baj, és adok a véleményére.

I: Ez mindegyik fontos. Es tanulsz is téle, gondolom.

GA: Persze.

I: A tanar tudasa és személyisége is fontos.

GA: Ami a személyiséget illeti... Van egy oktatd, ugyebar, aki nagyon nehéz targyat tanit, és
nem birom. Sz6 szerint irritdl. Es egyszer leiiltem vele dumalni, és megbuktatott a
tantargyabol, amivel nem is volt bajom, mert teljesen korrekt volt, de valahogy most méar tgy
vagyok vele, hogy a személyiségi kérdésbdl nem szabad ligyet csinalni. Hogyha ebbdl van az
embernek problémaja, azt mihamarabb tegye félre, mert azt tudom, hogy a targyi tudas
megvan mogotte, meg hogy ért hozza. Hogy birom, vagy nem birom a fejét, az nem ide
tartozik.

I: Szamit az, hogy kikkel iilsz ott az oran? A diaktarsaidra gondolok.

GA: (Hosszl hallgatds). A rogténzott valaszom az lett volna, hogy nem. De most, hogy
jobban belegondolok... igen. De fdleg azért, mert vannak olyan diadktarsaim, akik ugy...
irritdlnak. De persze szamit, hogy ott vannak, mert maskiilonben a tanar nekem egyediil
tartand az Orat, meg, tanulok is a hibaikbol. Masrészt meg olyan megoldasokat hoznak fel,
amire én nem gondolok... ez a tipikus tobb szem tobbet lat... Van egy probléma, amire
mondanak valamit, és teljesen ki vagyok akadva, mert az nekem nem jutott eszembe...
Sokszor kapom magam azon, hogy masok megoldasai altal javitom a sajat forditdsaimat, ami
szerintem az egyik alapkdve ennek a szakmanak.

I: Szamit az, hogy mit kell forditani? Az egyik tanar mindig jo széveget hoz, a masik nem
annyira jot...

GA: Arrél nem tehetnek. A téma adott... 566...

I: Van-e olyan, hogy valamilyen szinten beleszolhattok abba, hogy mit forditsatok?
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GA: Volt. A B. tanar Grnél egyszer egy alapozo6 I angolrél magyarra forditasnal nekiink kellett
szoveget javasolni.

I: Es az motivalo?

GA: Oszintén? Nem valtoztatott semmin.

I: Van-e valami, ami csalodast okozott az elvardsaidhoz képest?

GA: A specializaciéval kapcsolatban?

I: Igen.

GA: Hm... Ha sokaig kell gondolkozni az embernek, akkor azt hinné, hogy nincs, de azért
keresek valamit.

I: Nem muszdj... Esetleg van-e valami, amit tanitani kéne, de nincs... Amit hianyolsz.

GA: Na ez mar igy egyértelmiibb nekem. Igazdbol van még két fajta 6ra, ami nem volt, tehat
szépirodalmi és szamitastechnikai szovegek vannak vissza... a skéla széles, nagyon bdviteni
nem hiszem, hogy kéne. O6... (madarcsicsergés).

I: Ha ennyit kell gondolkodni, akkor nagyjaébol rendben van a kurzus, nem?

GA: Igen, nagyjabol rendben van.

I: Most egy nagyon okos kérdés kovetkezik. Ha osztdlyoznod kellene egytdl otig, az ordidat
hogyan értékelnéd.

GA: Atlagot mondjak?

I: Igen. Egy szamot egy és Ot kozott.

GA: Az nehéz. Hm...

I: Ha mindig mindennel elégedett vagy, az nyilvan 5, ha semmivel sem vagy elégedett, az I ...
GA: Ja, ez ugyanaz, mint a felmérésekben feltett kérdések... Adjunk neki egy 4-est.

I: A tanaraid felkésziiltek?

GA: Afeldl nincs készségem. Teljes mértékben.

I: Te, mint diak mindent megteszel azért, hogy jo fordito vailjon beléled?

GA: Erre is adok egy 4-est magamnak.

I: Ha lehetoséged lenne ra, jelentkeznél MA képzésre forditasbol? Bar emlitetted, hogy ez
nalad foleg anyagi kérdés.

GA: Atté] fiigg, mit takar. Most meg tudod nekem mondani, hogy ez a képzés mit takarna?
Mi szerepelne benne?

I: Azt gondolom, gyakorlatilag minden, ami forditassal kapcsolatos. Ha megnézed az ELTE
leirasat... Részben biztos szerepelne benne, amit most tanultok, plusz sokkal tobb elmélet
szerintem...

GA: Az elég para lenne, mert a forditas az, hogy gyakorlat, gyakorlat, gyakorlat. ..
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I:  Pedig vannak, akiknek fontos az elmélet, mert tanitani, publikalni akarnak.
Megkeriilhetetlen szerintem MA szakon. De ha valaki forditoként akar dolgozni, mint te is
szeretnél... Ugy tudom, ez a specializdcié nem adat neked ilyen papirt.

GA: (Hosszu hallgatas.) Szerintem a zardvizsga benn lesz az indexben, de valoban nem ad
szakforditoi képesitést.

I: Maskeépp kérdezem. Tervezed-e olyan szakképesités megszerzését, amivel a forditast
hivatdsszeriien miivelheted?

GA: Talan a lektoralast végezhetek anélkiil is. Valamelyik tanarunk mondott valamit arrol,
hogy az egyik egyetemen lehet ilyen vizsgat tenni gy, hogy gyakorlatilag barki besétalhat az
utcarol. ..

I: Es uigy tervezed, hogy ha lehet, teszel ilyen vizsgat?

GA: Igen.

I: Van-e valami, amirél nem beszéltiink, de amit fontosnak tartasz vagy kiemelnél a
specializacioval kapcsolatban?

GA: (Hosszu hallgatas). Talan az, hogy megtanultam jobban beosztani a fordashoz sziikséges
id6t. Ez fontos, mert a forditds iddigényes feladat. A kapott szovegek alapjan tudom, hogy
egy forditas kb. 1,5 ora, €s igy jobban tudok gazdalkodni a napommal is. Szerintem a forditas
hatarozottan segit ebben.

1: A szokincsed fejlédott-e a forditassal?

GA: Szeretném azt mondani, hogy igen, de leginkabb a passziv szokincsem. Az szerintem
300 széazalékkal boviilt. Hogy aztan ebbdl mennyit tudok aktivizalni, az mar mas kérdés.

I: Nos, nem akarom az egész délutinodat elrabolni; nagyon elszadllt az idé. Koszonom, hogy
vdllaltad a beszélgetést, és hogy ennyi mindent elmondtal.

GA: Szivesen.
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Appendix B: Motivation and autonomy in Translation Studies classes. Student
Questionnaire

Dear Student,

| would like to ask you for your help in my research aiming to explore motivation, content
and assessment issues in translation classes. Please fill in the questionnaire by choosing the
best answers. | will keep your answers confidential.

Thank you for your cooperation,

H. Prikler Renata PhD student
University of Pécs, Doctoral Programme in English Applied Linguistics and TEFL/TESOL

A) Language competence

1. Which year are you in?

2. How long did you study English before entering university? (years)

3. What is your English language proficiency level on the CEFR scale? Please, check the
table below and circle your level.

B2 C1 C2

Level Characteristics

e Can understand the main ideas of complex text on both concrete and abstract
topics, including technical discussions in his/her field of specialisation.

e Can interact with a degree of fluency and spontaneity that makes regular

B2 interaction with native speakers quite possible without strain for either party.

e Can produce clear, detailed text on a wide range of subjects and explain a
viewpoint on a topical issue giving the advantages and disadvantages of
various options.

e Can understand a wide range of demanding, longer texts, and recognise
implicit meaning.

e  Can express him/herself fluently and spontaneously without much obvious
searching for expressions.

Cl e  Can use language flexibly and effectively for social, academic and
professional purposes.

e Can produce clear, well-structured, detailed text on complex subjects,
showing controlled use of organisational patterns, connectors and cohesive
devices.

e Can understand with ease virtually everything heard or read.

e Can summarise information from different spoken and written sources,

C2 reconstructing arguments and accounts in a coherent presentation.

e Can express him/herself spontaneously, very fluently and precisely,
differentiating finer shades of meaning even in more complex situations.

4. What other languages and how long have you been learning?

Language Years

264



5. How would you specify the strengths and weaknesses of your English language
competence? Please, tick the areas listed as your strength or weakness.

Strengths Weaknesses
reading reading
writing writing
listening listening
speaking speaking

pronunciation

pronunciation

grammar

grammar

vocabulary

vocabulary

translation / mediation from
Hungarian to English

translation / mediation from
Hungarian to English

translation / mediation from
English to Hungarian

translation / mediation from
English to Hungarian

other:

other:

B) Translation as a specialization

6. Why did you choose translation as your specialization? List three reasons.
a.

b.

C.

7. Did you have any previous experience in translation before you began studying

translation at the university? If so, please, specify it by circling the answers that fit you

most.

a. doing translation tasks in English classes
translating / interpreting for school events
working for a translation agency

translating literary texts for publishing companies
participating in a course, namely:

©® oo o

f. other, namely:

8. Please mark on a scale of 1 to 4 how easy you find translation. Circle the most
appropriate answer and explain why. (1 — the easiest; 4 — the most difficult)

a) from English into Hungarian  (easy) 1 2 3 4 (difficult)
b) form Hungarian into English  (easy) 1 2 3 4 (difficult)
a)
b)
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9. Please mark on a scale of 1 to 4 how difficult you find the listed activities when
translating a text. Circle the answers that fit you the most. (1 — the easiest; 4 — the most

difficult)
Activity Difficulty
spelling 1 2 3 4
translating words 1 2 3 4
translating set lexical phrases (including 1 5 3 4
idioms)
sentence structure 1 2 3 4
word order 1 2 3 4
addressing 1 2 3 4
preserving formality 1 2 3 4
preserving genre characteristics 1 2 3 4
cultural, social and professional
differences 1 2 3 4
Other: 1 2 3 4

10. Are you planning to continue your translation studies at MA level? Please, circle the
answer that fits you, and give your reasons, too.
a) Yes b) No

11. In what ways do you think you will be able to use your translation skills after
graduation?

C) The content of the courses

12. What did you expect to learn in the translation classes before you started the program?

13. How did the curriculum meet your expectations?
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14. Is the number of the classes provided in the program enough to improve your
translation skills? Please, circle the answer that fits you.

a) Yes b) No

15. Name the activities / tasks you find the most useful for developing your translation
skills. Give your reasons, too.

16. Name the activities / tasks you find the least useful for developing your translation
skills. Give your reasons.

17. In what ways do you think the courses could be more useful?

D) Learner autonomy

18. How do you prefer to work in your translation classes? Circle the option you find most useful
and give your reasons.

a. on my own, because

b. in pairs, because

c. Ingroups, because

d. Directed by the teacher, because

19. How do you solve a translation problem? Circle the answers that fit you the most
(O=never; 4 = generally)

Problem Frequency
| ask one of my teachers. 0 1 2 3 4
| ask another student. 0 1 2 3 4
| ask a professional translator. 0 1 2 3 4
I try to find the best equivalent in a 0 1 2 3 4
printed dictionary.
I use online tools (Google, dictionaries) 0 1 2 3 4
I consult a corpus. 0 1 2 3 4
I simply omit the word/expression. 0 1 2 3 4
I use my own words to give back the 0 1 2 3 4
essence of the problematic part.
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20. What translation tools do you use when you do your home assignments? Number the
options to mark their frequency. (0 — never; 7 — generally)

Translation tool Frequency Example(s)

printed bilingual dictionaries

printed monolingual dictionaries

online tools

what Google offers

a software

a corpus
Other

21. How useful do you find the listed classroom activities and home assignments? Please,
circle the option that fits you most. (0 — not useful at all; 4 — the most useful)

a) alonger text translated at home, to be submitted at the end of the term
0 1 2 3 4
b) several shorter pieces throughout the course
0 1 2 3 4
c) analysing translations by professionals
0 1 2 3 4
d) analyzing peer translations (e. g. home assignments)
0 1 2 3 4
e) comparing translation strategies
0 1 2 3 4

f) other,

0 1 2 3 4

22. Which of the above listed activities do you find the most useful of all? Why?
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23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

How do you use the translation skills you learnt out of classroom? Give a few
examples.

How do you prepare for an exam? Circle the option that fits you most.

How do you benefit from the evaluation received for your exam tasks?

a. individually
d) in another way,

b) with a tutor c) with fellow students

What do you think could help you to become more autonomous in your translation
studies?

There are nine statements here regarding ways to learn translation and two different
columns. The one on the left asks how responsible you think you should be for doing

this to yourself. The one on the right asks you to what extent you actually do it. Please,

underline the number you find the most appropriate.*

How responsible To what extent
1 | not 1 never
2 | alittle 2 sometimes
3 | to some extent 3 often
4 | mainly responsible 4 in general
How To what
responsible did Statement extent did you
you feel for it? really do it?
1. 1234 identifying my own strength and weaknesses 1234
2. 1234 setting my own learning goals 1234
3. 1234 deciding what to learn outside the classroom 1234
4, 1234 evaluating my own learning process 1234
5. 1234 stimulating my own interest in translation studies 1234
6. 1234 learning from my peers, not just from the teachers 1234
7. 1234 becoming more self-directed in doing translations 1234
8 1234 facing d_lf_flcultlesmt_ranslatlons on my own rather 1234
than waiting for solutions from my teachers
9. 1234 offering opinions about what to learn in classroom 12 i
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E) Feedback and assessment

28. Which type of evaluation is the most frequent in your translation classes? Please,
circle the options to mark frequency. (0 = never; 4 = the most frequent)

Type of evaluation Frequency

by the teacher 0 1 2 3 4
by your peers 0 1 2 3 4
by someone else 0 1 2 3 4

29. How useful do you find the different types of evaluation for your development?
(0 — not useful at all; 4 - the most useful)

Type of evaluation Usefulness

by the teacher 0 1 2 3 4
by your peers 0 1 2 3 4
by someone else 0 1 2 3 4

30. How often do you get feedback on what you do in classes?

31. How often do you get feedback on your home assignments?

32. How does the feedback you get help your development?

33. What do you find the most motivating in your classes?

34. What do you find the most demotivating in your classes?

35. Has it ever occurred to you that you lost interest in translating?
a. If yes, what was the reason for it?

b. How did you get over it?

36. What would you change about your classes?

Thank you very much for your co-operation.
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Appendix C: The institutional background of translator training in Hungary:

universities
Level
BA Post-gradual training MA PhD
Institution
Budapest Business School specialized translation and
interpreting of texts on
social sciences and
economics
Budapest University of specialized translation
Technology and Economics, specialized translation &
Faculty of Economic and interpreting
Social Sciences specialized translation in
two foreign languages
conference interpreting in
two foreign languages
conference interpreting in
three foreign languages
Corvinus University of specialized
Budapest, translation
Teaching and Research and
Centre of Foreign Languages interpreting
(Buda Campus)*
University of Debrecen, Translation: specialized translation in MA in
Faculty of Humanities English - the field of humanities Translation
Hungarian (English-Hungarian) and
(English Interpreting
Studies BA) (English,
German,
French,
Italian,
Russian,
Dutch);

translation as
specialization

specialized translation of
texts on social sciences

specialized translation of
texts on culture and EU
English

specialized translation in
the field of humanities
(German-Hungarian)

University of Debrecen,
Faculty of Economics and
Business

specialized translation of
texts on economics
(English-Hungarian)

University of Debrecen,
Faculty of Science and
Technology

specialized translation of
texts on technical sciences
(English-Hungarian)

specialized translation of
texts on natural sciences
(German-Hungarian)

University of Debrecen,
Faculty of Medicine

specialized translation of
medical texts (English-
Hungarian)

Eszterhazy Karoly

EU specialized

specialized translation of

MA in
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University, Eger, Faculty of | translation texts on cultural history & Translation
Humanities (English EU English and
Studies BA) Interpreting
specialized (English,
translation German);
(German translation
Studies BA) specialization
Eo6tvos Lorand University, English specialized translation of MA in Translation
Budapest, Faculty of translation Economic and Legal texts Translation Studies
Humanities skills (English and lector and
Studies BA) specialized translation of Interpreting
Economic and Legal texts (English,
training for terminologists German,
specialized translation and | French,
audiovisual translation Chinese);
specialized translation of translation
texts on social sciences and | and

€conomics

specialized translation and
interpreting for Slavic and
Baltic languages

training in translation and
interpreting for court and
public authorities

European Masters
Conference Interpreting

interpreting
specialization

Kodolanyi Janos University
of Applied Sciences

European Masters
Specialized Translation
(English and German)

specialized translation of
texts on economics and
social sciences

specialized translation of
texts on economics and
social sciences &
interpreting

Karoli Gaspar University of

translation and

specialized translation in

the Reformed Church in English for two foreign languages in
Hungary, Faculty of specific the field of humanities,
Humanities purposes religion, law, economics,
(English technical sciences, EU &
Studies BA) literary translation
translation and | (language options: English,
German for French, Dutch, Japanese,
specific Chinese, German)
purposes
(German
Studies BA)
University of Miskolc, translation specialized translation of MA in
Faculty of Humanities specialization texts on economics and Translation
(English & social sciences and
German) Interpreting
(English,
German);
translation

specialization
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University of Miskolc,
Faculty of Law

specialized
translation of
legal texts as
specialization
for medical
students

University of Nyiregyhaza

specialized translation of
texts on economics and
social sciences &
interpreting

University of West-Hungary,

Benedek Elek College of
Pedagogy

specialized translation of
texts in the field of
technical and agricultural
sciences, IT and economics
& terminologist training

specialized translation of
texts in the field of
technical and agricultural
sciences, IT and economics
& interpreting

specialized translation of
texts in the field of
humanities, social sciences,
education, arts, art
mediation & terminologist
training

specialized translation of
texts in the field of
humanities, social sciences,
education, arts, art
mediation &interpreting

specialized translation of
texts in the field of natural,
medical and sport sciences
& terminologist training

specialized translation of
texts in the field of natural,
medical and sport sciences
& interpreting

University of Pannonia
Faculty of Modern Philology
and Social Sciences

specialized translation of
texts on economics and
social sciences

MA in
Translation
and
Interpreting
(English,
German,
French);
translation
and
interpreting
specialization
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Pazmany Péter Catholic literary and literary translations of MA in
University, Faculty of special English texts Translation
Humanities translation specialized translation of and
(English texts in the field of Interpreting
Studies BA) humanities, social sciences, | (English,
law and economics German,
(English) French,
Italian,
Spanish);
translation
and
interpreting
specialization
University of Pécs, Faculty Specialized specialized translation of
of Humanities translation texts in the field of
(German) humanities (French-
(German Hungarian)
Studies BA) specialized translation of

texts in the field of
humanities (Italian-
Hungarian)

translation as
specialization
(English
Studies, BA)*

specialized translation of
texts in the field of
humanities (French)*

University of Pécs, Faculty
of Medicine

specialized translation of
medical texts &
interpreting (English)

Semmelweis University,
Faculty of Health and Public
Services

specialized translation of
medical texts &
interpreting (English)

Szent Istvan University,
Faculty of Food Science

specialized translation of
texts on agriculture and
natural sciences

Szent Istvan University,
Faculty of Economics and
Social Sciences

specialized translation

University of Szeged,
Faculty of Humanities

“Basics of
translation and
interpreting”
specialization
(English
Studies BA)

Translation and
interpreting
specialization
(German
Studies, BA)

specialized translation of
texts on economics and
social sciences

specialized translation of
texts on economics and
social sciences &
interpreting

specialized translation of
texts on natural sciences
(English-Hungarian)

MA in
Translation
and
Interpreting
(English,
German,
French);
translation
and
interpreting
specialization
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University of Szeged,
Faculty of Law

specialized translation of
Anglo-Saxon and English
legal texts for specialized

lawyers

specialized translation of
Anglo-Saxon and English
legal texts for legal
consultants

specialized translation of
French legal texts for
specialized lawyers

specialized translation of
French legal texts for legal
consultants

specialized translation of
German legal texts for
specialized lawyers

specialized translation of
French legal texts for legal
consultants

University of Szeged,
Faculty of Medicine

specialized translation of
medical texts &
interpreting (English)

Institutions total:
26 faculties / units of 17
universities

BA total: 13

Post-gradual total: 56

MA total: 8

PhD total: 1

* These institutes are new additions; they are missing from Vermes Albert’s table.

2016 data. Source: http://www.forditascentrum.hu/blog/204-a-fordito-es-tolmacs-szakma-helyzete-

magyarorszagon (Vermes A.: Forditoképzés Mo-n és az Egyesiilt Allamokban alapjan)
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Appendix D: The assessment scale used for assessing exam translations. Teacher
interviews

Dear Colleague,

| am working on my doctoral dissertation titled ,,Motivation, autonomy and assessment in
translation studies classes”, and I would like to ask for your kind help.

When studying the assessment scales used in FLA, | focused on the ones which are used to
assess translations, and although I could find a few, they admittedly could not fulfill their aim.
That gave me the idea to try to develop a scale which targets the written product — that is the
translations — of TS students.

I would like to ask you to participate in my study, and answer my questions concerning the
methods and scales you use when assessing translations. If you could devote a little part of
your time to this problem, | would be happy to call on you in one of your office hours.

Thank you very much for your cooperation.
Planned interview questions:

How often and how do you assess your students during the term at your translation studies

classes?

What is your aim with assessment in translation classes?

What criteria do you follow when you evaluate the written assignments?

What do you focus on/consider important in your assessment?

Do you use any evaluation grids? If yes, what is it like?

How do you grade your students’ work?

Although I understand that the final translation exam was cancelled a few semesters ago, | am
interested in your opinion on the assessment scale that was used for exam translations.

How is this assessment different from the during-the-term evaluations?

How does it meet your expectations? Is it appropriate in every respect in your opinion for

assessing BA translations?
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What are the difficulties/challenges of using it?

What modifications would you recommend and why to make it more suitable/appropriate for

your purposes?

Transcription of the interview with Rater 1
16/12/2019
Duration: 22 minutes

I: Koszonom szépen, hogy ilyen gyorsan valaszoltal a levelemre, és lehetové tetted ezt a
beszélgetést. Mivel mondtad, hogy kevés idod van, régton fel is tenném az elso kérdésemet.
Evkozben milyen gyakran és milyen modszerekkel értékeled a hallgatéidat a forditastudomdny
orakon?

R1: Kétféleképpen értékelek. Az egyik az, amit hasznéltunk, hogy nevezzik... kishiba-

nagyhiba rendszer. Ja... Mire gondolsz pontosan?

I: Barmilyen évkozi értékelésre. Oraira, hazi feladatokra.

R1: Az van, hogy [a hallgatok] minden orara csinalnak egy forditast, majdnem minden héten,
és azt ugy értékelem, ha végsd értékelésre gondolsz, hogy azonositom a kishidbak és a
nagyhibdkat, Osszesitjiilk, ahogy a vizsgan is, plusz kapnak visszajelzést minden egyes
problémarol, buborékokban. How often... minden alkalommal, amikor megirnak egy
forditast. Nagyjabol hetente, minden feladatnal. E-mailben kiildik el a forditast, és a feedback
segit abban, hogy fejlddjenek. A feedbacket a konkrét megoldésaikra kapjak.

1: Hogyan torténik a hibak megbeszélése?

R1: Elkiildik e-mailben a forditasokat, akkor van r4 egy napom, mindenkiét kijavitom,
kommentelem, h, H, aztan visszakiildom nekik emailben az oOra eldtt, igy latjak a sajat
forditasaik kijavitasat, és az oran ezeket a tipikus meg nem tipikus hibadkat atbesz¢ljiik.
Kigylijtom, PPT-t készitek, igy szoktam. Mindenki kap egyéni visszajelzést. Az ordn ra is
kérdezhetnek azokra a hibdkra, amit a sajatjukban bejeldltem.

I: Megkérdezhetem, hogy mi a neve a szemindariumodnak?

R1: Gazdasagi forditas. Forditasi gyakorlat. Nagy része elmegy a hibdk megbeszélésével.
Rengeteg dolog eldjon ezek kapcsan, hogy hogyan kellett volna forditani, mi lett volna a

megoldas, hogy ne legyen ez a probléma. Nagyon alaposan atnézziik.
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I: Mi a célod az értékeléssel a forditas ordkon? Van, amire nagyobb hangsulyt fektetsz?
Nyelvtan, szokincs...

R1: Mindenen hangsuly van, egy forditasnal minden szamit. Nem mindegy, hogy milyen
szovegrol beszéliink, hogy milyen célbdl késziil egy forditas. Egy gazdasagi szovegnél
mindennek stlya van. A cél az, hogy ne legyen hiba, f6leg, hogy nagyon jol utdna lehet nézni
mindennek. Ebben a nagy hiba-kis hiba rendszerben egyébként le van irva, bar nem tul
részletesen, ¢és én ezeket hangstlyozom. A nagyhiba az tényleg nagyhiba, amikor akar
nyelvtani, akar szokincsbeli, akar strukturalis, érthetetlen, vagy félreértést eredményez.

1: Milyen kritériumok szerint értékeled a forditisokat?

R1: Ahogy mondtam, ezt a mi altalunk hasznalt rendszert alkalmazom, értékeléskor,
jegyadaskor egyarant.
I: Mire figyelsz kiilonosen?

R1: Ugy altaldban? Mindenre. Arra, hogy a forditds legyen tudatos, hogy ugy tudjak
megcsinalni, hogy ne legyen hiba. En tanitok nekik stratégidkat, tudjak, hogy mindent
ellendrizni kell, de végsd soron az a fontos, hogy ne legyen értelmetlen mondat, és hogy az
értelmét mindennek talaljak meg, ne csak felszinesen. Kutasson, nézzen utdna, ha nem tiszta
valami.

I: Ismerik a hallgatok az utmutatoban megallapitott kovetelményeket?

R1: Persze. Altalaban elérhetévé tessziik nekik, fent van a honlapon. Nyilvan a kurzuson nem
csak ez szamit, de ez jO visszajelzés arra, hogy hogy sikeriilne a vizsga. Nem tudom, ki
fejlesztette és mi alapjan, de azt hiszem, ez ELTE-s értékeld, amiben féleg a nagyhiba esik
latba. Minden annak a szamit, ami az értelmet megvaltoztatja, legyen az nyelvtani,
kozpontozasbeli. A hallgatok tudjdk, hogy én ezt hasznidlom, ez alapjan értékelem a
munkaikat.

1: Hogyan osztalyozod a hallgatod forditasait? MI szamit bele az értékelésbe?

R1: Hogy megcsindlja-e rendesen a feladatait, és hogy lathat6-e valami fejlodés. Az egész
kurzushoz val6 hozzaallas. Azt szoktam mondani, akkor kapnak jegyet, ha minden feladatot
megcsinalnak. Ez azért nem olyan nagy dolog. Fél oldal, nem nevezhetd hossziinak.

Volt egy magyar-angolkurzus meg egy angol-magyar kurzus.

I: Otthon barmit haszndlhatnak a forditashoz, ugye?

R1: Persze. Ahogy a valo vilagban is.

I: A didkokkal készitettem egy kérdoives felmérést. Abbol egyértelmiien kideriilt, hogy a

didkok nagyon motivalonak talaljak, ha megdicsérik Oket, és nagyon demotivalonak, ha a
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hibdik kiemelésével megaldzzak Jket. Te ki szoktad emelni az egyéni jo, vagy rossz
megoldasokat?

R1: Minden hibat kigytijtok PPT-be, akar egész, nagyon rosszul sikeriilt részeket is, és akkor
megbeszéljiik egyiitt. Név szerint csak akkor mondom, ha valakinek nagyon j6 megoldasa
van. Ugy szoktam, hogy copy-paste-tel beteszem PPT-be, és akkor megnézziik. Persze,
el6fordul, hogy ha nagyon béna valami, azt is szova teszem. Persze, inkdbb viccelni szoktunk
vele, nem az a cél, hogy barkit megalazzak. Sokkal inkabb megdicsérem azt, akinek nagyon
jo a forditasa. A hibak tomkelege, ezzel szemben, leginkabb név nélkiil jelenik meg az 6ran.

I: Bar mar nincs vizsgaforditas, tovabbra is hasznadlod a javitasi utmutatot. Mi a véleményed
rola?

R1: Volt oka annak, hogy a vizsgadolgozatokat kivették rendszerbdl. Az egyik az, hogy bar
megvan ez a grid, nem mindenki ragaszkodott hozza, ¢és nagyon szubjektiven is lehetett
végezni az értékelést. Es hat a hivatalos ok az, hogy a specializacié olyan, mint egy minor, és
a minoron sincs olyan szigorlat, ami megakadalyoznd, hogy egy szakdolgozatdt mar megirt
hallgatd (major szakon megirt dolgozatrdl van sz6) ne tudjon egy egészen mads targy, jelen
esetben a szakforditoi kovetelmények nem teljesitése miatt, diplomat védeni.

Egyébként, én En X kollégaval javitottam, szerintem mi tartottuk magunkat az
utmutatohoz, soha nem egyeztettiink elore. Utolag persze mindig megbeszéltiik, hogy ki mit
adott, és maximum egy jegy eltérés, ha volt koztliink. Nagyjabol ugyanazt adtuk, nalunk
tényleg miikodott a grid.

I: Miben kiilonbozik a vizsgadolgozatok javitasa az évkéozbeni javitdastol?

R1: Evkozben sokkal tobb feedback-et kapnak a hallgatok.

I: Mennyiben felel meg ez az utmutato a BA szint elvardsainak? Minden szempontbol
alkalmasnak taldalod a forditasok értékeléshez?

R1: Van egy olyan hozzaallas, hogy a BA-s szakfordité az nem szakforditd, nem kap ilyen
végzettséget, ez csak bemelegitd arra, hogy MA szinten vagy madashogy folytassa a
tanulmanyait. A grid mindenképpen jo, tikroz egy elvaras szintet, megkonnyiti az oktatok
munkajat is, bar vannak, akik lazan veszik kicsit, de ez csak az én véleményem.

I: Mégis, ha valaki komolyan veszi, ahogy te is... Akkor jo? Vagy van, ami kiilondsen jo
benne, mas meg kevésbé? Lehetne javitani rajta?

R1: Nem is tudom, Nekem az OK, hogy nagyhiba és kishiba alapt. A hibak jol meg vannak
hatarozva, lehetne egy miikodo skala. Ami, mondjuk, hianyzik bel6le, az az, hogy... arra

nincs esély, hogy ami nagyon j6 megoldas, azt barhogy elismerjiik. Hogy az mondjuk egy

279



kompenzalas lehetne valamiért, vagy a csuda tudja. Csak hiba, hiba, hiba, kicsi, nagy, egyéb,
A kishibdk 6sszeadodnak nagyhibava, ¢s mindeniitt megjelennek... az viszont nem jellemz6
az értékelési rendszerekre, hogy ugyanigy megjelenjenek a pozitivumok is, €s lehetne Oket
értékelni. Kiilondsen az olyan jo megoldasokra vonatkozik ez, amelyeket nem is lehet elére
jelezni. Pedig ez motivald lenne, de a vizsgék sajnos neme errdl szélnak. Lehetne balanszba
hozni a pozitivumokat a negativumokkal. Szdmomra 1jfajta megoldés lenne, ha egy olyan
skala késziilne, ami a pozitivumokra koncentral. Ez nyilvin nem az alapmegoldasokra
vonatkozik, hanem a kifejezetten nehezebb szerkezetekre. Szerintem ez atgondolando.
Egyébként nekem ez a skala is konnyen hasznélhatd, jol kovethetd.

1: Szerinted van valami, amit nem érintettiink?
R1: Nagyon sok kérdést tettél fel, és szerintem jokat.

I: Akkor ennyi lett volna. Kdészonom szépen, hogy idét szantal ram, és elmondtad a

véleményedet.

Transcription of the interview with Rater 2
18/12/2019
Duration: 54 minutes

I: Eloszor is szeretném megkoszonni, hogy itt vagyunk, és beszélgetsz velem a
forditasértékelés nagy kérdéseirdl. Belegyezel, hogy rogzitsiik a beszélgetést?

R2: Természetesen.

I: Elsokent azt kérdezném meg, hogy évkozben milyen gyakorisaggal, és milyen modszerekkel
ertekeled a hallgatoidat a forditastudomany ordkon?

R2: Jellemzden szeminariumokat, gyakorlatokat tartunk, hdrom olyan szeminarium van
félévekre  elszorva,  szamitastechnikai  szakszovegek — forditdsa, = huméan-  és
tarsadalomtudomanyi szakszovegek forditasa, miiforditds — ezt a harmat szoktam csinalni. A
szémitastechnikai szakszdveg forditasa talan a legegyszeriibb. Ezek javitasahoz az értékelési
skalat alkalmazom, hogy szokjak, hogy lassak azt, hogy mi az a szint, amit forditoként hozni
kell ahhoz, hogy valaki munkéat is kapjon, ne csak papirja legyen. Hétr6l hétre forditunk,
hasonl6 hosszsagl, 2000 — 4000 n hosszusagu, 1 hetes munka, megbeszélem veliik, hogy
idore toltik fel, 2 nap utdn kell visszatolteni a kész forditast, majd valtozé rendszerben
egymast lektoraljak. Oran véletlenszam generator segitségével kisorsoljuk, hogy kinek a

forditdsat nézzilk meg 1ugy, hogy mindenkinek nyitva van kozben a sajatja, €s
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Osszehasonlitjuk a megoldasokat. Néziink egy konkrét szoveget, abban megkeressiik a
félrecsuszasokat. En olvasom a forrdsnyelvet, hangosan, és mindenki nézi hozza a sajat
forditasat, mert nagyon gyakran, ha hangosan elhangzik egy mondat, akkor deriil ki, hogy
valami elcsuszott. Ezt muszdj. Szamitastechnikai szakszovegeknél nyilvan az a legnagyobb
kérdés, hogy lehet-e gy forditani, hogy valaki nem ért a szamitastechnikahoz, nem ismeri azt
a tertiletet, amirdl fordit. Nagyon egyszerli nyelvvel indulunk.

Egy forditast javitunk ki egyiitt, van egy mid-term, €s van egy final test, és a kettobdl
egyszer kell atmenni. A heti feladatokra nem kapnak jegyet, az gyakorlas, viszont, ha valakit
kisorsol a szamitdégép, és az a szovege olyan, hogy adhatd rd jegy, azt megtarthatja. 3
lehetdségiik van jegyet szerezni, a 3 jegybdl a legjobbat kapja a diak.

I: Mi a célod az értékeléssel a forditas orakon?

R2: Egyrészt az, hogy a didkok lassdk, szokjak a szintet, amit forditoként teljesiteni kell. A
masik, hogy szakmai visszajelzést kapnak arrél, hogy 6k hogyan latjak 6nmagukat, a tarsaik
hogyan latjdk Sket, és hogy én hogy itélem meg a munkajukat. Es ebbdl all 6ssze a végsd
jegytiik, amit akkor is megkapnak, ha nem feltétlentil realis.

I: Milyen kritériumok szerint értékeled a forditasokat? Mi az, ami neked, javitonak kiilonosen
fontos egy forditasban?

R2: Elolvasom a szdveget. Az olvashatosag az utolsd szint. Ezek a hallgatok bajban vannak
az angollal, de leginkabb a sajat anyanyelviikkel. Mas szeminariumokon egy olyan értékelési
rendszert [éptettem életbe eltérd hangsulyokkal, ami 3 komponensii. Az egyik komponens az
onértékelés, ami max. 30%-a az értékelésnek, ami arrol szolt, mennyit késziilt az oréra, és
hogy az olvasméanyokbdl mennyit olvasott el a félév folyaman, €s ez alapjan készit egy rovid
szoveges Onértékelést, amit aztan egy 0-30-ig terjedd skalan egy egész szammal kifejez. A
masodik 1ab a tarsak értékelése, akik az adott hallgatd kiseldadasat értékelik. A harmadik az
irasbeli munka értékelése a tanar altal. Ebbdl a 3 komponensbdl all dssze egy jegy ugy, hogy
atlagot szamolok a tarsak értékelésébdl, az onértekelés %-at tigy, ahogy az onértékeld didk
megadta, beirom, és a szakmai rész értékelését is megkapjak, ebbdl Gsszedll a jegy. Veégiil
megkérem &ket, nézzék meg, hogy a 3 elem mennyire korrelal egymassal. Erdekes, ahogy az
egymashoz valo viszony alakul. Ezt a mddszert azonban forditasnal nem alkalmazom.

I: Mi az akkor, amit a forditasok értékelésénél kiilondsen fontosnak tartasz?

R2: A szakforditasrdl mar volt sz6. A human-tarsadalmi szovegek forditasakor azt igyekszem
tanitani nekik, hogy jol megirt terminoldgia, fogalmi hattér van, amit ismerni kell, és a
legfontosabb kritérium az a gondolati pontossag. Ismerniiik kell az adott tudomanyteriiletet,

annak az alapjait legalabb, és itt olyan szovegrészletek keriilnek eld, ahol sziikséges hattér
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informacionak a begyijtése. Meg kell tanulniuk észrevenni, hogy ott valami van, példaul egy
szakkifejezés, aminek utana kell jarni. Tanulnak természetesen terminologiat, és mégiscsak
anglisztika képzésrdl van szd, €s az egyéb targyaikon, kulturatudomany, irodalomtudomany,
nyelvészet, tanulnak ilyen dolgokat. Az a modern kultiratudomanyos gondolkodés, ami az
angolszasz vilagot 40-50 éve jellemzi, ami az irodalmat pl. a kultara igen kicsi részének
tekinti, az egyaltalan nem jOtt at a tantargystruktiraba. A bevezetdé kurzusok keretében
nyelvészetbdl, alkalmazott nyelvészetbdl, interkulturalis kommunikaciobodl, irodalom és
kultara elméletbdl kapnak ilyen tudast, de az jellemzden elméleti szintii.

Ertékelésben itt nagyobb hangsulyt kap a gondolatisag, az érvelés, amit nehezebb
értékelni, itt a H-k keriilnek el6térbe. Itt hatalmas hangsulyt fektetink példaul a
félreforditasra, kihagyasra, betolddsra. Mindkét kurzuson csak az kap jegyet, aki minden
forditasat idoben beadta. Ez azért fontos, mert a forditok hatdridére dolgoznak. Ez raszoktatas
a rendszeres munkara, egy fordit6 attol forditd, hogy folyamatosan munkdban van, és a
készségeit karbantartja. Szamitastechnikai szovegeknél a terminoldgia a hangsulyosabb, itt
talan a hattértudés. E16bbi pontosabb, precizebb nyelv kellene, hogy legyen, azt konnyebben
is veszik — ha értenek a szamitastechnikahoz.

A harmadik kurzus a miiforditas. En azt gyakorlatilag nem osztilyozom. Ez nem is
vizsgaanyag. Ez inkabb jutalomjaték a képzés végén, nemcsak forditdi, hanem kreativ
feladat is, mert a jellegébdl adodoan rovid szovegeket — novella hossziisag — forditanak, 3 — 8
ora alatt. Ez félig szakma, félig miivészet.

I: Hasznalsz ezekhez javitasi utmutatot? Ha igen, milyet?

R2: A miforditas kivételével a kozos skalat alkalmazom, més hangstlyokkal, hozzéigazitva a
gyakorlati 6ra céljdhoz.

I: Bar tudom, hogy a forditds zarovizsgat kivették a szakforditoi kurzusbol, érdekelne a
véleményed a vizsgadolgozatok javitasahoz hasznalt javitasi utmutatorol.

R2: A zéarovizsga azért kertilt ki a programbdl, hogy ez egy nagyon révid, €s kiilon képesitést
nem add program, €s ezért az értékelés hangsulyait inkdbb a szeminariumokon és a
gyakorlatokon kellene érvényesiteni. Ez a szakforditoi értékelési skala az ELTE hasonlo
értékelési skaldja alapjan késziilt, kis konnyitéssel, a hibak szdmaban ide-oda csusztattuk a
hatarokat, és kicsit mas kritériumrendszerrel a Hu-En és az En-Hu forditas esetében. Ez
gyakorlatilag megsziint, az utols6 hallgatok esnek 4t ezen a szakforditoi vizsgdn. Most, és
tavasszal lesz még néhany hallgato, aki vizsgat akar tenni.

Nagyon sok kritika érte kiviilrl-beliilrél ezt az értékelési rendszert, én egyetlen egy

kritikat tudok vele szemben fenntartani: tGlsagosan megenged6. Nemcsak az, hogy
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megengedd, tehat nincsenek mindene esetben vildgosan meghatarozva a kritériumai.
Szogezziik le, ez egy hiba alapu értékelés. Egy nagyhiba — kishiba alapt rendszer, ezenfeliil 6
kishiba egyenld egy nagyhibaval, és ez alapjan van skéalazva egy jegy, ami Hun-E esetében 6
nagyhibat enged meg 2000 n terjedelmi forditasban.

I: A nagyhibdk elég jol meg vannak hatarozva.

R2: Igen. Viszont azt gondolom, hogy 2000 letitésnyi szovegben, amire a hallgatonak 3 o6rdja
van barmely iranyban, az 5 nagyhiba rengeteg. Ilyen terjedelmii szovegben megengedhetetlen
egy forditd szamara. Maguk a kritériumok is pontositasra szorulnak, ezzel az értékeléssel
gyakorlatilag olyan embereket enged ki a program, akiknek esélyiill sincs arra, hogy
forditoként munkalkodjanak.

I: Miben latod az okat annak, hogy sok esetben nagy kiilonbségek vannak az értékelok altal
adott jegyek kozott?

R2: Egyrészt kiillonbozd elvarasokkal allunk neki ennek az egésznek. Mindenkinek mas ¢€s
mas forditoi tapasztalata van, forditoi gyakorlata, kérdés az, hogy ezt a gyakorlatot milyen
teriileten szerezte meg, milyen rendszerességgel fordit. Szerintem az a fordito, aki konyveket
forditott le... Az oktatoknal is nagyon megoszlik, hogy ki milyen teriilten forditott és
mennyit. Csak egy példat mondok. Visszatérd probléma volt a kollégak kozott, hogy egy
bonyolult mondatszerkezetnek a felbontasat és feldarabolasat tobb mondatba az egyik kolléga
szerint minden esetben meg kell tenniink, mert az a feladatunk, hogy egy felhasznalobarat
szoveget allitsunk eld. Egy mas teriileten ez a hozzaallas megengedhetetlen. Vajon meg kell-e
Orizniink irodalmi szdveg esetében a szovegben eléforduld szandékos hibakat vagy jobbra
kell forditanunk, stilisztikailag felfel¢ kell-e forditanunk, vagy meg kell hagynunk az eredeti
darabossagat, figyelembe kell-e venniink a szovegromlast, amikor az eredeti forrdsszoveg iS
olyan mindségli, amilyen. Ezek mind olyan kérdések, amelyekben még egy ilyen kis oktatoi
kozosségen beliil sincs egyetértés. Nem vagyok benne biztos, hogy gyakorld forditoként
mindenki észreveszi példaul a hogy-ok hasznalatat, azt hogy ott vesszére van sziikség. A
faradtsag, a figyelmetlenség, adott esetben mas nyelvi igény is kozrejatszhat abban, hogy
nagy eltérés van két jegy kozott.

Eltérések mindig lesznek, kérdés, hogy ezek... szerintem abban, hogy mi a H, abban
nem kellene ekkora szordst mutatni az értékelésnek, mert az jol definidlt. A kishibakkal
nehezebb, sokszor az van, hogy van egy végzds hallgatd, akinek a technikai lebonyolitasara a
vizsganak, két hét a vizsgaiddszak, és ebben az iddszakban kellene megszerezni neki az
osszes, félévre esedékes forditoi jegyet. Es nekiink ugy kellene 2 vizsgaidépontot hirdetni,

hogy az beleférjen ebbe a két hétbe, hogy ki tudjuk rendesen javitani, mikozben még zajlik az
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oktatas. Kell id6t hagyni a fellebbezésre — a szords miatt. Mindig van egy kiilsds, aki annyira
szoritkozik, hogy a jobb eredményt adja meg a didknak.

I: Milyen modositasokat javasolnal ahhoz, hogy a javitasi utmutato job, objektivebb legyen?
R2: A brilians megoldasokat ez a skala semmilyen forméban nem értékeli, az ismétlodo
hibékra sem tér ki. A gyakorlatban, ha ismétlédik egy hiba, akkor azt egyszer szamoljuk, mert
az a javitas szempontjabdl is egyszerlibb, és ez a skalaban nincs benne, csak mi csinaljuk igy
egyezményesen. Pl, 5-szOr rosszul irt terminologiat egyszer pontozunk. Hidnyos szovegre
sem tér ki kell6 részletességgel, mondatkihagyasra. Ez a sala gyakorlatilag egy formai leirés.
Ha specifikusan, targyteriilethez késziilne a skéla, jobban bele lehetne venni olyan elemeket,
mint a faithfulness, mert az teljesen mas dolgot jelent szamitastechnikai és human szovegek
forditasandl. Ez a skala javarészt formai szempontok alapjan irja le, hogy mi nagyhiba és
kishiba, nagyon nehéz egy viszonylag elvont fogalmi értékelést végezni vele. Nem veszi
figyelembe a szoveg szak-specifikus tulajdonsagait. Nem igazitja rd arra az értékelést.
Lehetne egy un. alapskala, amit szak-specifikusan kellene sulyozni. A tartalmi szempontok
ebben a skalaban nem jelennek meg. Az elsé harom szoveget még nagyon szorosan javitja az
ember, aztan a késdbbiekben mdr szinte tudja izolalni a hibéakat, kiilondsen a tipushibékat,
ami kiilonbségekhez vezet az értékelésben. Ha én kardindlis pontokat azonositok a szvegben,
amelyekrdl azt gondolom, hogy meg kell lenniiik, lehet, hogy a kolléga nem ugyanazokat
azonositja, vagy masképp itéli meg Oket. Régebben csindltunk olyat, hogy az elsét egyiitt
javitottuk, és azonositottuk azokat az elemeket, amire mindketten odafigyelink a
tovabbiakban. Jo, ha van skéla. Ez a kalyha, amitdl elindulunk. Szemindriumon visszajelzést
ad arra, hogy a hallgatonak mire kell figyelnie. Ez egésziilhetne ki szdveg specifikus
elemekkel. Es ez talan végszo is lehetne.

I: Azt gondolom, minden lényeges dologrol beszéltiink. Elnézést kérek, hogy tul sok idodet
elraboltam. Koszonom, hogy a rendelkezésemre alltdl.

R2: En kosz6nom, hogy megkerestél, és beszélgettiink.
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Transcription of the interview with Rater 3
24/01/2020

Duration: 45 minutes

I: Koszéném, hogy elfogadtad a meghivasomat erre a taldalkozora. Mar a levelemben
emlitettem, hogy a vizsgaforditaShoz hasznalt javitasi skalarol szeretnék beszélni veled.

R3: Az egyetlen javitds, amiben részt vettem, az a legelsO felvételi volt. Egy 40 pontos
minisztériumi kulcsot hasznaltunk, ami elég jol miik6dott, ha valaki jo volt, viszont nagyon
gyorsan halmozta a hibakat.

Ha az embernek nincs szokincse, nem tud forditani. Forditokurzusokon, mint
autodidakta vettem részt, Osztonos forditoként. Akkor estem ki a kurzusbol, amikor
csOkkentették az autondmidmat, és nem engedtek kreativ forditdsokat, pl. kdnnyiizenei
szovegeket forditani. Azzal, hogy csak szakszovegeket fordithattak, karosultak a hallgatok,
hiszen nem voltak megfelelé szinten, és semmilyen papirt nem kaptak, ami forditoi
tevékenységre jogositotta volna dket.

I: Ertem. Akkor beszélgessiink azokrol az idékrél, amikor még tanitottdl a kurzusban.
Hogyan, milyen gyakorisaggal értékeltél?

R3: Egyperces meséket forditottunk, barmit, ami engem ¢€rdekelt. Minden egyes héten egyiitt
forditottunk az 6rdn, minden egyes héten kaptak egy hazit, amit a kovetkezd orara ki is
javitottam. Skala nélkiil. A hazi feladatok javitasanak tobb fazisa van. Mindig pirossal
javitottam, kettes sortdvval megirt, kinyomtatott szoveget. A piros javitds sok mindent elmond
annak az egy embernek. Az 6ran, mivel a szoveg ugyanaz volt mindenkinek, minden hiba a
csoport hibdjaként jelent meg. Ebben a szdvegben ezek a hibak keriiltek eld... A rovid
szovegek elonye az volt, hogy belefértek az ordba, és egy rovid szovegben fontosabb, hogy
tokéletességre torekedjenek. A leirt feedback mindig egyéni volt, a kimondott mindig
mindenkihez szolt, igy senki sem szégyeniilt meg.

I: Milyen kritériumok alapjan végezted a javitast?

R3: Tetszett-nem tetszett a didkoknak, de nyelvtanilag pontosnak kellett lennie a szovegnek.
A forditas precizségét értékeltem, kiilondsen a szokincs mindségére koncentralva. Fontos
volt, hogy ne egyszerii, hanem igényes szavakat tartalmazzon a forditds. Legyen valtozatos.
Szépen kell irni. Ha lenne autonomiam, én tigy kezdenék fordit6 kurzust, hogy megnézném a
fordité szokincsét — mélto-e arra, hogy fordité legyen. Sajnos, nincs igényes szokincsiik.
Hiaba van proficiency exam, nem 0sztonzi a hallgatot véltozatos szokincshasznalatra, még

akkor sem, ha egyébként folyékonyan beszélnek.
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I: Mire forditottal még hangsulyt javitokent?
R3: Fontos volt a precizség, még érzelmiség visszaadasa szintjén is. Féleg szakszdvegeknél
nagyon fontos a maximalis pontossag, még a kdzpontozas vonatkozasaban is. Egy rosszul
kitett vesszd megvaltoztathatja a szo jelentését. Ami benne van az eredetiben, az benne kell,
hogy legyen a végsd valtozatban. Ha nincs, akkor hanyag forditasrol beszéliink. Nem
megengedhetd a konnyebb megoldas. A valtozatossagot vissza kell adni, a sz6 hangulatat is.
Ha lehetdség van a tiikorforditasra, mindig azt kell alkalmazni. Blin, ha a fordité a nyelvi
jatékokat is igy forditja, mindig meg kell keresni a megfelelot. Példaul: pertut inni. Hogy
lehet visszaadni angolul?
I: Tényleg, hogyan?
R3: Ezt nem fogom megmondani. Neked kell kitalalnod.
I: Amennyire tudom, mdr nincs forditoi zarovizsga, de amig volt sem vettél részt benne
Jjavitokeént, igy nem is haszndltad a javitasi utmutatot.
R3: Nem, de azért ismerem.
I: Jo. De meg is tudom mutatni. Elmondandd rola a véleményedet? Példaul, mi lehet az oka
annak, hogy az azonos utmutato ellenére két javito jelentosen eltéré eredményre jut?
R3: Szakforditasokrol van szd: irodalomkritikai, gazdasagi szovegekrol. Melyik értékelésében
van nagyobb eltérés? A gazdasagiban kevesebb eltérésnek kellene lenni, tgy gondolom.
Mindenkinek van egy sajat elképzelése arrol, hogy mi a j6. Van egy tendencia, ha magyarrol
angolra forditunk, egy 1d6 utdn az ember Ugy érzi, hogy ez a mondat angolul nem mehet
tovabb, €és bontja. Ugyanazt az iizenetet visszaadja. Az egyik értékeld pontot von le, mert a
forditd megvaltoztatta az eredeti szerkezetet. A masik javitd kreativnak tartja ugyanezt. Vagy,
ugyanaz a hiba tobbszor is eléfordul. Szerintem nem szabad ugyanazért a hibaért tobbszor
biintetni valakit egy szovegen beliil. Lehet, hogy az egyik javitd csak egyszer biintet, vagy
amit els6 alkalommal nagy hibanak mindsit, azt késdbb mar kis hibaként értékeli, a masik,
ezzel szemben, minden alkalommal levonja érte ugyanazt a pontot. A javitok kézott... nem is
tudom, a kollégaim kozott van-e valaki, aki jol tudja hasznalni a punctuationt. Lehet, hogy a
két javitondl ez kiilonbséghez vezet. Vagy, néha sziikség van magyardz6 betoldasra a
célnyelvben, hiszen anélkiil a célnyelvi olvasd nem értené. Van, aki értékeli, van, aki biinteti
az ilyen betoldast.

Nagyhibdkat ¢és kishibakat kell figyelni. A javité néha feliilbirdlja a kulcsbeli leirast,
mert 6 mashogyan tanulta. Mindenképpen jo azonban, ha vizsgadolgozatot ketten, és skéla

alapjan javitanak.
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I: Most, hogy alaposan megnézted a javitokulcsot, szerinted mi hianyzik belole? Milyen
modositasokat javasolnal, hogy még jobb, még hasznalhatobb legyen?

R3: Nagy eltérésnél csak gy lehet kdzelebb hozni az eltérd értékeket, ha a javitok leiilnek
egymassal, €s egy thinking aloud folyamat mentén megbeszélik, miért azt az értékelést adtak,
és megprobaljak kozeliteni az allispontjukat, esetleg bevonnak egy harmadik személyt. Es
mindenképpen legyen benne az utmutatdban, hogy hogyan kell szdmolni az ismétlodo
hibakat.

I: Van még valami szerinted, amirol nem beszéltiink?

R3: Csak annyi, hogy gridet én ugyan nem hasznaltam, autodidakta mddon javitottam, a
tapasztalataimra hagyatkozva, jo, ha vizsgadolgozatot ketten, és skala alapjan javitanak.

I: Készénom, hogy valaszoltal a kérdéseimre.

R3: Szivesen, barmikor. Ha nem is mondtam sokat, remélem, segiteni fogja a munkadat.

1: Egész biztosan.

Interview with Rater 4
21/01/2020
(The questions /Q/ were sent to the interviewee, who returned the answers /A/ also in

writing)

Q: How do you assess your students during the term at your translation studies classes? How
often do you assess them?

A: The students have to submit 7-8 translations during the course on Neptun. Each class a
student gives a presentation of the translation, discusses the hardships encountered, the class
collectively comes up with better solutions. The presentation is assessed on a 0-20 scale,
based on the quality of presentation, the translation and effort. The students’ grades are based
on two major translations and a revision of a chosen translation. Students work in pairs, they
have to revise a translation and translate and get revised by a peer.

Q: What is your aim with assessment in translation classes?

A: To give grades primarily, and show if the students have difficulties with certain skills.

Q: What criteria do you follow when you evaluate the written assignments?

A: Criteria are set down in a grading sheet available for the exam throughout the course.

Q: What do you focus on/consider important in your assessment?

A: Content and language use.
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Q: Do you use any evaluation grids? If yes, what is it like?

A: The exam grid is used.

Q: How do you grade your students’ work?

A: See question one. Based on expertise and the sheet.

Q: Although I understand that the final translation exam was cancelled a few semesters ago, |
am interested in your opinion on the assessment scale that was used for exam translations.

A: It is still in use, only the revised program canceled the sheet. The scale concentrates on
mistakes, which is demotivating.

Q: How is this assessment different from the during-the-term evaluations?

A: Entirely the same.

Q: How does it meet your expectations? Is it appropriate in every respect in your opinion for
assessing BA translations?

A: It is good at BA level. Although ideal testing for translations is impossible, the sheet
provides a sufficient tool. It is detailed enough to find out if a translation reaches the required
level or not.

Q: What are the difficulties/challenges of using it?

A: It does not stipulate the case of repeated errors, whether a mistake should be counted as
many times as it is made or not. Does not leave place for giving extra points for creative or
better-than-average solutions.

Q: What modifications would you recommend and why to make it more suitable/appropriate
for your purposes?

A: Extra points should be given for outstanding solutions, which could lower the final number

of errors. Counting only the errors demotivates the students on the long run.
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Appendix E: Rater questionnaire on the two (PIER vs. UP) assessment scales

ER1

1. Which of the two scales do you find better for assessing translations? Please, explain
your choice.

PIER | UP | Explanation

X PIER is much more reflective and surprisingly easier to evaluate.

2. What are the advantages and disadvantages of each scale?

Advantages Disadvantages
PIER | Fair, easy to use, good options | Difficult to evaluate if options are not in the key
offered
UP No advantages Too rigid, does not evaluate the standard of English
as well as PIER.

3. Which of the two scales offers a fairer assessment? Please, explain your choice.

PIER | UP | Explanation

X | regard PIER as a fair and apt method, however there are options not presented
in the key. Yet, the latter offered a wide variety of options ranging from
moderate to advanced.

4. s there anything you would change in the scale you marked better in the first
question? If yes, specify it, please.

No, I have found it fair and since | used the method with PROFEX (PROficiency
EXamination) is an English for Legal and Administrative Purposes
(http://profex.aok.pte.hu/en) for seven years as an interrogator, from results we have seen
a steady growth in good solutions.

5. Any other remark: Looking forward to having the results of the empirical research.
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ER2

1. Which of the two scales do you find better for assessing translations? Please, explain
your choice.
PIER | UP | Explanation
X - ltis easier to use because of the pre-selected items.
- Itaims to look for what the candidate knows.
2. What are the advantages and disadvantages of each scale?
Advantages Disadvantages
PIER
- easytouse - the pre-selecting process means
- you do not have to identify the extra work and also involving
errors just have to choose from extra people
the list - the pre-selected items can be
- the evaluation process takes used for one test only
shorter time than other, error- - the pre-selected items do not
based methods cover all the errors, so the grade
might be misleading
UP - itis uniform; can be applied any - asitis error-based, it can have
time for any test, so the demotivating effect both on the
preparation of the assessment test takers and the raters
tool does not require extra time - although it gives a detailed
- ifused in a responsible way, all description for each error type, it
errors and mistakes can be still allows subjective choices in
identified in a test error treatment
3. Which of the two scales offers a fairer assessment? Please, explain your choice.
PIER | UP | Explanation
Both scales can offer fair assessment if they are used in a responsible way,
however, the PIER tool offers more objective assessment, as it does not involve
the rater’s subjective choice in error treatment
4. s there anything you would change in the scale you marked better in the first
question? If yes, specify it, please. ---
5. Any other remark:

I would define the number or percent of pre-selected items based on the length of the
text. | also would welcome a proper training on how to use the tool.
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ER3

1. Which of the two scales do you find better for assessing translations? Please, explain
your choice.

PIER | UP | Explanation
X | PIE does not assess the whole text, parts of it remain unchecked with mistakes;

therefore, it involves the element of luck. The old scale assesses the whole text;
therefore, both major and minor problems in the translation are considered in
the process of assessing candidates. All in all, the old scale better assesses the
translation performance of examinees than the PIE scale.
2. What are the advantages and disadvantages of each scale?
Advantages Disadvantages

PIER Parts of the text are not assessed.

Texts are easier to assess, it is more However, the translator must be able to

objective. However, it may be time- translate the whole text in the real world

consuming to keep in mind all the where there are no unimportant

possible answers for the various items in | sentences.

the key. The key may not include all possible
answers or may include questionable
answers; which may question the
reliability of the answers in the scale.

UP It is subjective, it may be hard to classify
It assesses the whole text. Mistakes are | mistakes; therefore, there may be minor
discovered and taken into consideration | differences between the assessment of
in the final evaluation of the examinee’s | various examiners, which may question
performance. inter-rater reliability. It is much more

time consuming.
3. Which of the two scales offers a fairer assessment? Please, explain your choice.

PIER | UP | Explanation
X | It reflects real life and takes the whole text into consideration when assessing

students’ performance. It better reflects students’ translation skills regarding the
use of terminology, their understanding of structures, and their overall mastery
of the second language.
4. Is there anything you would change in the scale you marked better in the first
question? If yes, specify it, please.
More detailed instructions for assessors would be appreciated regarding the type of
mistakes (e.g. the same grammar or vocabulary problem occurring in the text multiple
times such the use of tenses, articles, or punctuation.)
5. Any other remark: No.
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ER4

1. Which of the two scales do you find better for assessing translations? Please, explain
your choice.

PIER | UP | Explanation

Once the items are selected, it is easy to use.
X Using the selected items for assessment offers a higher degree of objectivity,
and a better agreement between the raters.
2. What are the advantages and disadvantages of each scale?
Advantages Disadvantages

PIER | Fast; easy to use, Does not assess the whole text, leaves

Offers more objective assessment. error uncorrected.
The pre-selection process is long.
It can be used only for one specific test;
a new pre-selection is necessary for
every single test.

UP It is practically an error list, so every Concentrating on errors is demotivating
single element in the test must be both for the rater and the candidate.
checked in the assessment process. Although the errors are listed, it is very

difficult to decide what counts as a
major, and what counts as a minor error,
which can result in disagreement
between the raters.
The scores are the results of subjective
decisions.
3. Which of the two scales offers a fairer assessment? Please, explain your choice.
PIER | UP | Explanation
X Although the old scale processes the whole text, it is difficult to decide on the
type of the identified errors, so the rater’s decision is often subjective. Using the
PIE list the raters check only the pre-selected elements, however, if is more
objective, as every rater must accept what is offered in the list; there is no
weighting of mistakes, which makes assessment easier.
4. Is there anything you would change in the scale you marked better in the first

question? If yes, specify it, please.

As the PIER scale neglects big chunks in the text, | would definitely include a holistic
part to decide how the translated text reads in the target language, and how true it is to
the source text.

Any other remark: No.
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