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Abstract

This paper primarily aims to propose and report the theoretical framework, construct, and specific
designs of a comprehensive rubric as a means of translation quality assessment. Particular emphasis
is placed on the development of learners’ problem-solving expertise in translation. The present
paper first discusses the ongoing issue of how students’ translation quality should be assessed in
relation to key developments of assessment approaches in Translation Studies. Building on research
findings in my relevant empirical studies concerning novice-expert differences in problem solving
in the context of translation (Inoue, 2008; 2013), this paper will then illustrate conceptual and
practical framework underpinning the problem-based translation task and assessment approaches.
The construct and design of both tasks and the assessment method will be illustrated in details. This
paper concludes with the brief discussion of some pedagogical implications and limitations of the
present model and the suggestions for future studies. This paper can be a useful reference
particularly for translation educators, professional translators, and learners currently undertaking

their studies in translation.
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% NAATI ' OFBAIHEHE THY, NAATI TOEHEZRIUSMNC, FRFETOREGHKIED
AIREE 725 TVD, [AME LRRER 2 A4 H O WA AE 2% NAATI BEBSFO TG ICKERE
Bab 2 52800, B<ZEOHAILNAATI F5E O G IEICHERLT 5T TIThit T& e, Lo
L. [ J7{1Z translation product (3-724>% Target Text) DA a kR ELT-JHE T THY, /-7
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FRROBADLEZDE, FHYLEEDEDEMER, L OB LUMEN, 4 E#ET 2
ERAERIRI 21T 3 S< BT A BRI 7 HR D B %8 - A DR L 7o 72,

AR T, O EFERIFFSE (Inoue,2008; 2013) THIBT /-T2, 7 r- 7 < FaR#H > MR
MR 0 BRI 5% | BRI OB MR C B 2SI e WA B & L
AR A B LOFHIEO N, 7 A2 | 77 e 24 APEC OV Tl L, BEICOV
Thili bzl d 5, IRIETIL, ZHVE T Translation Studies D43 B CHRBIN TE/-FE/2 3
HAE S - AFFRIC OV TR 5,

2. BIERGHE S EDBIRERRE
2.1 Product [Z45{E L= B ERELM D 51 - SR RE

Colina (2008)7364 95 X512, Translation Studies D43 B CIX R AT J7 5 (BEEL LT
F XA AUV DML AR E) IFAFAET Db DD, BRI 31T DRI RI 2 Mk - 2 A 58 L
TWHERETEEE 25, KR, RO TE | 2 EDIOICER LI HRED, LTI RV F
X — K ZHHFIER LT T THDHNTHOW T, M Thh TWALD D, K72
BAE72 5 ML 2 TRV (Williams, 2001), ZAUH ORI LV BAME x5 BT, 20
*} 5% translation process 7213 product DEHLLIN—FFIZT RETHLDN, HOHWIL, W%
LG NERODRETT DU ER DA FEFH DAL AT, BE ThHD, EVIHIDL, FHEDZA
7725 N T ANE R 5554 . product DA TlE, EDLIRIBREERR T, EO IRl -k
Z 13 product DRFEDFRHIZEST2DNTHOWTEFE T L2 ENREETHINLTHD, IHIZ,
FHZ @ L COEPRIRIL AR - 3T 9D BRIZ, product DA DFEAT Tl Source Text (ST)-
Target Text (TT)%f BUZEE-S<FHAM (I F BRI BLE) O RIZIRELIZH D L7 DN HY |
FIRR B & DB Z DM OFE (U —F 71, t ABR - a2 =S —2al A% 170 8) ik
THZENKNEETHLNLTHD,

2.2 BRFENERETE A DIELE - 45

Turner et al. (2010) 1%, R TEMIINTND 24 FEEE O @R FIFRGEE - B HE 2B W)
T, EDIHRFHE T IED RSN TOADNIZHOWTRHEZIT 17, ZOREEIZB VT, K
AT HELLT O 3 FENFAET DT EAHIB LT,

(1) =T =387« ik
(2) FEUEZ PRIL(Criterion-referencing)& (1) D H
(3) AMESRIED I

EROTIE FTEDATT ZimE L, FHIRE B T 57 —2 R ELTOL, —ED
= (TR B E T — M i~ AT A2 D) ICHIVBUS L, FEAE LT Ao 7 A il B &
TLHETHD, —77 . G)DIEMES IRIETIL, BRI B IZ@E 1-4 720U 5 O scale (B ) %
REL ., FBEMEDL~UUIZRE 9% descriptor GRH) 2B 12 NZE NEEHMEZ1TO HiEThD, |k
FEQIE(). Q)DIREIETHDT20, (NBLUOG)DAHIZONWTLL FIZHEDZEET S,
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F9°. L5 )O=T—5347 - B 5 1 THDHH, Williams (2001), Hale et al. (2012)23 595
I CUIRER D FIET AL DT, B ST —~ o A5 5 LT WERIC BT LA
STNDLEDTHD, —FITIE, A—ANTUTIZE T NAATI WO HiEEREFEHFAL T,
DT ANTIX, product DAERIGEL | FTE DT —FER] 3B L OB ERU S D/ — 2 H S0
TR ZTT9, Kim (2009), Williams (2001235442012, s 5 L7225 HHED oo free,
too literal, unjustifiable omission, and mistranslation” (Kim, 2009:126)72 £ D E RN EEK THY |
FERRARTARTA LRI TWDZEN RS TN D, BIFERE R - W AR T AL 3K ANL T
WNDHEWDZ LT, FERANCER A IC &> TEDOMFFRICBAZE R IR AT | 8 [ CREmICIES
DENELD TR B W EWVOBREPEET D, AT, fHlCI W =T — DB A5+ 2
ZOMHE b, FEEOBRBIZONWTUIIEMIMTA T, ELBGET RERUITOVWTHLFEEEICH
G 74— R I B ATZBEFE VT2,

HRGHIEOF 7723 A L LT, ERE 3) OIEMESRIEICEE T 5k - 1278 (Lee, 2005;
Angelelli, 2007; 2009; Jacobson, 2009 72E") AITFERSAVIRD TN D, [FIFIEIL, —EFEHEDA
FLPHE ], HER (T2 BIRFRL T translator expertise) N BLURE L CEDLH 7K HEZH DD
ERETHIEEHNEL TS, FRHIEIZIX, TRROFLENRHLHEE 2 HiLD (Angelelli,
2007; Hale et al., 2012) ,

®  EM ekt R FIEDOFIM (product.process i [ D A 72 59, 7 AR« HRE TR
DAL 8 5 240 T D6 5 A3 AT g

® JVRRAYLETAh D EBL
FFA B3 OFHFRICF1T D58 A - B8 L O R AT

® ikt SRE B I OEER OB A A I EBDECTGE | FHmAE RO - P
RRNLVES

fl )7 . ZOEDRARIEIITIRE EI IR T D,

®  Test construct (7 AMERL) 2MEEITEFE /0 M SHL. 72370 DA F- B 23 FEFERY
FZEIZ IS D TRIT U B72

®  Descriptor 2SN PNTEEN DFEMICFEEH SV TRV RY | ZERZR IR
BTLED

®  FRITHURIEICI DB RITHEN COOERRE D6 . ARITVEILEY L7237l 5
AU R TENEST KB D720 | RGBS E TR &S 122
%

2.3 BB A ERE
ERERBILC REEOFIRRGM S AR U722y, BTGB W TE BT RENE—DD
BLAIL, EOIOE0 ALERIERFHN 21T Th 5, FHERFHmIZ B 2B 52 S 32L&,
reader response 7 77— F | textual and pragmatic-based 7 7'2—F Systemic-functional
linguistics (SFL)7 7' 2 —F N FEH2H, O LU TEEIB STV 5 (Colina, 2008) , £, Reader
response 7 7' —F L, Source Language (SL)D#EH (285 ST ~D )i~ & ., Target Language (TL)
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DFE LD TTIZH T HZNEDMIT, EDFRE D equivalence (F:fi) /I ZFBLENFAET
Lk 55D THDH(H Nida and Taber, 1969), F i OMERLFILL, ZOT 7 m—F1h 5
BRBEET D, T2 5, TL #iE O USEZE D IR T RENLVHSIEITINZ  5iE O
O (F7205 TL GE8 128> TORFARLT ) A3, IEFEMEIZL RO LI TWRNZ 7 « 224 (1
ERE)OZ 4 HDHRThD, ZOEWKT, RO HZEH T 25 functionalist-based 777 —
FHRBEDREZINZDES 2D, IBIZ, AT 7 a—F 1%, SV OFIRR O IR E 228 S D 7
X RELIZHDTHDHT28 | IRINFHIAS RO R ERIZRH DERHI %5720, 2 s H D
textual and pragmatic-based 7 7’0 —F |, k- BT VAL UIZBIT LT —DRIENDL, T
F AN FHER D H &) KD SRR B AREEAG ~ &7 M PE DR Z 2B L TV DI CL E
HOHHDEE 2 HID, K, BRI OB TIILTLHIAREL TWDHEITE 22Vl S
Hb, ZOT 7 —F 21X ST (Reiss 1971)F 721X TT (Reiss & Vermeer, 1984; Nord, 1997 72 & /342
W& 3% skopos’ DL/ E)~D | &5 E W E S 72 128 %, House (1997, 2001285
functional pragmatic model 1, ST-TT [F]D FFERY - SUIRAVFFEZ LLiR L, & OFEEFLL R 8D
DONEFHIT2LVIBDTHY, M7 FAMTLEVIBIRTIE, NTUADENTZET NV EITE
2% L, HIREL T equivalence DL IZIE- SN =H D THY | overt translation, covert
translation 72 & House 23 W5 FEEHFED B KT 5L ZA D TILRWEWOREES A 1E T D,
o, FERMERR D ONTIREEZ W IR il R &2 810h | SERBAETL D, EVHDh, 2T
TR E A D e, ST BNELNIZHME TT 243 L35 H /2B NT TL #ed O RN
REF DL DT DPETHD, ZOLIRGEITITHFFC, FET VORAEZELTLED
BNRHLHDTTHD, 3 HDSFLY 7 n—F (L, EHEDOSFHEINERNSAECLERE LR
HL AR S E T ASRANC B T 2 LW OBEERIZIES<L D TH D, Bl AIE Kim (2009)i3,
SFL O#E/&% HV 7= meaning-oriented assessment criteria ZHEME L TV 5, ZZ T, SUIR-IREL
AR (L AKX — translation brief 728) # B JEIZAN-DODEHIEHEIZIS TS translation shift
DOREZ AW T D22 ENERINTND, FETVOEEOEMR IV TUT, R EL TR
HT20mEWVIEHIZOWTIIARB TH D, £/, FTT /L OE A% NAATI A ENELL
HIML72EDMEBRINTODHDD | AN RER ST FEDOE ZARDICAF AL LR E
DI EFICET D5 RMRRERNTHY, £72, NAATI OFE RV EB ICE OREHERET 50
ITDNT, A ORHBBHDLEE 2D,

FRL 3 7 —TF a Rt b5 8 BhREEHixt G TV D DI, product (TT) THY |, process
~DOE BRI AE ORRERSNTWDDONE R ES LI 5245720, IZ product D
FERRITLTZEWHE T, £ ORI R R F TR IR E L TIRERTHY . TR DL FERIRE
MEVHBLR TIIAR 7L F 2D, bbb, FIFIC KT DR M Z FIRE T 2HEH O
FESE (Inoue, 2008; 2013) Tl [FHINEE, 774 T L heDaa=r—a BV TH, 7a-7
~ 3 A FIRE M CRERMBENRHLNIZN . LW TNOFIEICBNTH, EOREZALD
T DR 23 AT REZR DN EDTIFZR, SBIT, —HBOD functionalist 777 —F &R, EFLO
EFTACHBET DON, THF AN~ L% ERELIZFHEEVORA THD, 7 AN Z ATk 5L
L7cfHi D2 H 9282 2D Tl FAOFEIZBIT 2RI R0, B A CREE R
35 expertise &7 TFIFRE L L TRD HLS professional expertise ED%f bk, B8 L NVFEH FH D
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SR LIRS & Z, FIRREHS LV BIE ICROL G G522 HNET 20
ThHIX, EFERP O LVFREG AU E T VAT 22N EE TRV EE 2
%o Tz, FIRREHmE S KO BRI 225 MY — VA5 L TOHHI O LS ORI,
Waddington (2004), Anckaert & Eyckmans (2006), Anckaert et al. (2008) ©f5fi9 2912, FEiiE
BRI DN =5k — VOB THDH, L LIUK TIX, FiEFZEL0b e LA, GRS
FEOWZFHMIEN S TEY, 7 AN X A7 B L OGHIEOH 2h i - ERE MR 5 350
RIFFES LT E RV DOBBUR THD, £ ORGSR, FBMELV IR~ D) BB L EE
L= 2% (Ancaert et al., 2008),

3. EIMARICEDKTENLGEIIRIRY -5H i S iEDEE

AR U7 BHRR A A O BLIR B L OGREZ 21 T R ar Tk, a7 RIER 2 A7 - GEAM
MEEDOF TR DN THE T 5, F7°, FEAEFEEOREEMETHLHR, a7~ B FHFE
PNELTE S DFHRRIC 31T D L ORI EMEIR J7 1 (Inoue, 2008; 2013)% 7 —~ &9 2B - &)
WFFEDHE RISz FIFRF A7 B RO E L E T 22 8L UT, RREAFFED B3R5 R4
URANIZIR R DL STOWE « G BRIV B D BRAE , Sef RFe# 1 L7z — & eV T (W Fek) D FE
Bl E RN, 7747 U MeERIIREF I 5T AT — VRN E —LDaia=r—arD4asy
BT a7~ OB ERAER AL, ZOFER, FRi048% 2 A7 BLOFEHMHIEEE O K
ARIFRIE LT, 703, RFIEIL, LR FRO%KAIIE (X A2 8142, Problem-Based LearningZ H
W BB IE YR L) TOEM O A5, EH TR O @REFGRE SR B L OEE 0 & O
REE OB BNTH A A B L TR T 22L& L LTz, 1o T, 7T AMIH LD HFERY
FHmEVY L0IE, HFZES N 726 N 78 3 Dtranslator expertiseZ ke I HIZ L, £ O
D—B&T DL HRELTHD THD,

® ISR FHERZ A7 3 LU
EZ DOFEIFERIF R TIIN TG | B A AR OBLE O TEGL R SR
T RIS DL 2 ARFAIE LD T, ¥ A7 - FHIIC BN T, 228 H O
REFRIRAZ 35T DHtranslator expertise A BE72 RV AL FEIICHIYE CTEH M2 EHEMIL
7o
o [ -fRE- BB O IEY L
FALZOFFRIZEB W TL, B RexpertiseZ K D HA1LHE DL 26 < OFEIR L [F 4%
2, TR SEB ICB W CH MR D D3R TEERBEREZZ0ND, - T, 2
DOBLRZHLELTZRIIRZ A7 B L OFHMEOREEE - B AZ1THIZ e LTz, BARH)
(ZIX, AR REO R E | A& RIS 2 G0 fRikvE | o OV O 154 1841
L7z 2 WS NS E S TEAMTE R E Y T, 2O ZHEE TV Thb,
R OFEFEF SIS LSO STk IC W T - 7 < RO MIENBHEF I ADNTZD
DTS,
® HERprocessds X Uproducti i D FFAiff
IR OARFGIERZED BB LOVEEEE VO PER || 578 & OFFR process
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product i [ Z FEAM X R T HZEE LT, FrICHIRR processiZF8 Tl [RE - fif ik
BB OEYS eV Bk ZZERBFMIZ T oHEE R R LD,

® I Dtranslator expertised FLIK 36 L O DB RAL
ki< ARG EILFE FH Otranslator expertise Dk B 22 B L O\ B4 B
HELTZb D THLHID  FAY T AMFIZBUR - e S 2 P8 H D W PR fig T
DIETRRT DI EEBERTHILLL,

3.1 ERZ 2

FERGHME R E—(RE72 T ON, EOLHR ST # TRIRRF A EEL T D00V ETh D,
NAATHZ BB IR GERBL DT ANEB L ONZ AZZIX, translation brief (cf. Holz-Ménttiri, 1984)
TH2bDD | D TROATE R (B STOHML, HAY) OH RSN DMHICH D, K
AMZBWTHERO BB LI OTTTROLNLTF AN AT 1L, STOZNEFRERLDTHDLD
N T Do RIAZIZEBWTIE, TEHRLRYEF I WF AR ELT DI, Fies sz
T D, IOEEZR IS WA 7 74T L MrDDOFEREIEVOTE (7205 | translation brief) TR
FTHZEELT, o2l RRUEWRS —HRE T2 — AL B ENICHVED72D  —EHWMAK
LI O A7 BIBCH BRE T HIEE LT, AT, FEH O 5ATHJE(bid.) TiF LT,
IIAT ReDAIZ = —var BB R LT 5720 FEFINIA— NV BRI ORERE 0L
DIFET, WA= —ar BB LR 52 Lz, °

® REM(ThbHIRT-TAN OB (FESNDLEREHE . TTRMIDT=HIZ, &
DIHRTETHERENLDNRE)

® UTATUNIETHIER (IT7AT MO EEEEBIRTE F 7= X FR S ARk
SOIKIH, 77T L ROFHEM, REDOLGEEDIIRZERDITAT L H72E)

® UIATUNPOLOIRRFH (T A —~v b, K, Kt IR EY — L2 G0 iE
DY T, AZA )V TOFERE)

(2. Bk processit Al &l & 3578, TTIZHNZ CTannotation (JEFD) OFEHAE RO HZEELT-,
ZDannotation Tl, & FEH A DEMLIZMEBLOEDO ST (bbb, MARETHY, 72t
ZNRHETHDLDN) . BARBIZRERR (L DI 7R R AR A T 2070°) | 2B NI R %
BER U7 B O F Y b (BER - FEEERV R BLAD G| 22 DfREIR DN i 372 b D7 DD | iR 3R

ICELETOERNELZ T LR e AR E) 2T LIS T2 EEBR AT 528 LT,
WIZ, EB RO E (§7725 translation brief) FBLUNSTOEEFEIZDOWTTHLN, 22T
fl% _%’%Lt@rbx ZOMGEEEDIDTED LN THD, Z2 TR, LRCFE, HHEMZREER
IZTEBLRVITWEES | 37205 7 ofllfRE 0328 TR T 5)5*%&%—?%’9@%@
’i’lj‘l 019" Stranslation briefFls L USTAIRE 5L 0LHZLE LT, ZOMIEITIL, authenticity
(EIEME) LUOOHE S A TEET S, Angelelli (2009)23# 055912, authent1c1tyo>ﬁf%ﬂp)i£%%&§?
I DOEEAVENEE THLNLTHD, -, iBELEF0 43 87 CWard et al. (2006) 23457
LI, BIEMEBIOBLEMNEEZH O A7 E WD E T, 28 FH OBLRE U T Dexpertiser L0
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HIREIC LD R DTENTEDEWIF RS ZDE RIZH D, 1272, Lt B EM -BLEMED A TITA
P RIT DT, 10 BAREGIZE D X H 7 translation briefi LONSTO#ES ER IO SEE -5
FEICAIL2b D LT 200 EEBLIMER, AR TZ) =0 207 afflflE L L CEBEIC#ED
DIZTHMHEINDZED LN, [MIAT NV B R DL LT, MIAT T, FITFIRRESHIZT
RIS ELCRET DBICIRE NS, EDIET AN THD GITHE 2005) , 8 DSFE - BB R G L
FT2FEEEIL, FICAAREELREEEL, FEHPIMOK TRIZAARICTIZ)—F 0 RAETIEREE
LTI ES I DL EL T BN REETHD, - T, FEHEDOBRENRXX VT 7T
Y OENDY FIAT LT85 B DOSTO R E 5L E LT, £, THRANATITON
Th, TEDOIRVIAFHRSOEMEET D20 BV RANEME, B IT, AT 47, FiaF/aE D48
ELTZ, 6 DDSTEMBERBLOXAZHREDODL, 3 HFIREBORBR (HARDITAT U Mrb
KEOREMZ G Te) 5L LA 27 mfliRE 54 20 R0, AMEROBIHEBR T — v r%
ROTo, ZZTOT7 4 —R w7 1%, XAV E (L Fitranslation briefa & 1) B L OSTH KN E DFE
BE Bk D&M 22T H O EFLELIZL DO TH -T2, R, WTNOXAZFERIZEB N T
?6 STEMS%&U“&X%’“fﬁﬁﬁf“%#%ﬁﬁf:ﬁ‘}:b\’mié’\]f@74—%“/\‘\y7%ﬁ%é*<E7)‘if%f:o

2. JEATHFSE (Inoue, 2008; 2013) (23315 HSTO IEFEZR AR DM i THEE O 7 afliii g5
?Emému ST LG E B - Blim E!ﬁ (T TRV E RPN e V) JEb B EIZA
NHZEELT, ZOFER ., ARFIREBLZHLL, KEEE REEE T 27 o flERE 14 IR L
BIESTIZHE., 5 a0 - BEa Rl 2 BEXAICE G Lo (—FlLL T B RER 122 ROZL)
B CIEEEZINAT,

3.2 FHARGEFAMh %
FROFERFEHIIELSE RKFETIIN—T V7 R L—7 U > 7 (analytic rubric) %

V= LU TRVl TOZ LT, ZOROL—T Yy 21X, SREiEAGEN O cIhE

TILSERAEN TEHETHD Mertler, 2001), EfeErL a2l EETHHELHLMN, AV —
NOFHEEL T TIROEADFETOND, £T . FEDOMEIZ DWW TFEEEZE DR Eﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ
ZHETE% (Huges, 2003)DRN KERF M ES 25, BT, U 1358 4 Dexpertiselfi] 12
WTHNAZRETO2ER TEERER CTHLLF XL, SHIT, oL —T7 Yy ZFEER, ZIKJ‘—/V
132 AR 72 ORIl I 2 0L 3 TEHEWVOF B & 5 (Angerelli, 2009; Hale et al., 2012) , &

OFER . BEFOFRRRFEMIE S I 272D | process  product i D 7253 TF AN~V A X 72
FHEZD M ORI RET HIENA[REL R HDIT ThD,

N—T V7% BARHIIZE qu MRS DO ERIT MR TROBY ThHD, FrLbF A -
FHI D BB X ORI REIAICL D720 | 7 — AN =R D08 K TClE, EiRoX A7 B X

E¥fﬂﬁ¥£?§§%@%$ﬁﬂ'J%ﬂi%ﬁ@ IR TE L AL TR 52 8L LTz,

® HMIHH AL DL T D)
FER process * produce i i O FEAM 722 5 ONZ B FE 72 FIRR OFEM & WO MR E| £
ME LS UREHLE LN NTH L DD | FEFEHFIE TREE S 2
g D10 1I3OFHMFIREE T AR R DT, 21T, STO EfE/ e fif %
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P HICEEL Tk, ST TTE X9 52812 80IT 25— 75, process®D it B MEIZ
DU TlJannotationz |, £72, 77AT7 o heDaia=r—a oW TUX, 7947
YREDA= L DRV B I OFIERE LA S RICT 528 T, fHliAM T2 200 D &)
WrL7-,
® A EHAMHIE H IZKT Dscale A &9 T 500
N—T V7 TR E | AR E B2 LT B Dscale s NS, 727210,
Z Dscale DR EIL, NV—T Vv 7REHEDHBERIERPBICHMIZAILIZb DL
IR BN D, RIETIX, 1~4D4DDscalex BT HILE LT, ZOHFT, 1-2
\Z3% Y 3 Dscaleld, FrE DOFEAMIE H Texpertise 23+ 43 LBk S VDA THY,
1320~ IR LRI ENDHEND T EIT/ D, 7 3TV Z A DT —
AT, ADEH B T2 L L ENS T8I 2D, =T V7 DHITIE, 5OD
scaleZ %, 3% AIHRSAR A B R LET DBIBAFET 2D D | [Flscales KEZ L7z
STEE . FEEIZESTHHEIZESTH, professional expertiselZ351F 5571 #
DBAEDSLBALE RN RPABIC2BNRH 572 ZOFIEITRMA L seL
2o EI2ZDADDscale TIL, 4037 HRIFRE LA FFL -~V ERETHILELIZ, Zh
(CEY, FEREICESTTBRIRE ITROONHL L EH LOBURL ~ L DXt
A2 DB 2 T2 Z LI IRT5,
®  Descriptorx & D IO IZFLHE T D>
=TV 7R RIZEEL TIE, scalelZ il Z descriptorz{if 352 &23% Y (Hale et
al,, 2012), FRRHNE DscaleZIRINT 2702432 L THEHERS B HFRELRY,
FIFEEIZESTH, FEORNIE B IZB T HBUED N HALE R H TN R A - 1
BRDIOHMIZR DLWV K030 5, 16T, AReHiiE Thdescriptor4 45 scale
IZPFRE T 2LEbIT, TELMRVBRED DR IEMAEVIAT 2L LT,
® %L /-scaleldescriptor® 8T, ZAE e H Y L+ E )
4 scaleDHH1DZIRINL T, descriptor& EHITHRRTHIED AT, 72 FFED
FHMMIE B DWW TEDHBr &7 o 72 343 IR ZE TELNIZEL Th a1 T-
7o MR EL T, LEIZJS T TMicrosoft Word D AL MEREZ W GEM= AL M
LT DLV OB A TR LTz,
® HiFHMAELE IV TR T 50
FH P DOHATRE T AN OARTHIEFAZ]E T DL, FHAT T AR
b2 BRI R T 20 BEN AT TLD, KWL Ik, &FHEE %
[FICAEE Dy (TRbbakmm) L, ZOREHEHEIHLIZOL | #512100%12
RS HZLE LT, 2B, REH OIMEZ R CIZLIZOIE, Bl H O FEFENFIERS R
IZBWT, WO B FERRIC Y 1 -7~ I BT DMEN AR E A DN ZE
(RN T D,

=TV I DHILHT NN DFAMEIZIB VT AR ZE DR NMEEREET 52 L1
WTEETHD, ZITHXERDOMN, validity Ereliability W) A& T D, Validity (Z2414%)
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(X, FAZDADT LGOIVLRE OHEE FRITI T DU - 57 - A 2245 7 (Angelelli,
2009)bDTHD, HATBLURHIO % B2 ARG D72 12T, HESNAGT D/ AT AZARGES
HVELHD, T70bh, fHMIICBIT AR T INF AT TER FFEINHIEX Feexpertises [k
LT DD E W 52 ENEE L0, AKX AT Gk OvaliditylX, Frod3 i L0RGEE
THTEINTEDLE XD, £ AR FHliIELL T BT 2y ad L EL TORREB LS HLE
HCEHRDLROKM T DIOREISIVTND AL, 258 H EL T, MR EFEAFZUHE R4 S L7 fG
B FEREIZEAHT B2 % 24 M (empirically-underpinned validity) 233281 X 41TV 5 (Fulcher
and Davidson, 2007)Z &, 3% B I3, SKaAEAFFEERIZIE D&, SOIZH = (T b BB DT ufl
RF V) D R - BB A G228, ZTRHOBHIZED  —EOvalidity SRS EE 2 5,
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BHEHETHDTHD (Bachman, 1990; Bachman & Palmer, 1996), #2254 1IE., il 1XH 24T
DEZ BRI SR —T ANZ 2B D L DRI BRUTZBRIZ . Z OfE RACE OFREEOFLIMED H D
M, Elo BEOFE Do DZRE DR —T AN R LIS ZORENE DR EHLIL T
WENRE RN DELDTH D, FFHIZ, hEDWDWD “nter-rater reliability’ (e.g. Bachman,
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%, 1€ T, HOFMRFMIZ IV T, BHE ORI M2 TOZ L HETHY , IHIZ, 7
FEN—RIZEL T, HAIFATOF M ZES HITo720h, £ 8 Thlik - ik T oS %R T 528
IZREREFRNHD (Alderson et al., 1995; Weir, 2005), AKX A7 Gl IZ BV TH, £ OE AH]
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ARG CHAE LT, B A FARE T RIS A2 3 LORHMIE OB S 13, FZRAEAFIE D5 K%
KBLT=bDTHY | FTo, BIRENI T 0T 2yt a b V3 B OB 5T | SRk 0 B CHULZR
BB DBERS I TOD R LW MIE D, Z A7 B L ORHIEZ T 2872/ Th
DIICBEDPODEZZ D, LU, A H BT NEREG LT D,

ET . AFAT7 -FAMEDOBRIEORIEITH D DT, BB R Z 0 E LR E = 1E
(Task-Based Problem-Focused Learning) ThV ., FHFRIZISI1T HIEMER ) B AA FBLT 52 LT
otz 1o, FFEEZ WS G ORI SRR (B2 X172 WL 245 /) 738 - HE
IRERFET DI LD MEMEZRIRL TWD, EF I, BIRIEORBRA G AL @ LI2AF5E
(Inoue & Candlin, 2015) 725 NI~ v = — Y — KAV TR G iEZ BIRR O Bl i - 28 BFHE
AL, ZOREBRADH7257 | S %ILHOIAICE I EE B R EiTH0LERHLHE
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Translation Brief: The following text was taken from a novel entitled “Cricket Kings” by William

Mclnnes. The client is an Australian publishing company.

A game of cricket, in its strictest sense of classical clichéd description, should ebb and flow like a

tide. There should be wings and roundabouts. You should take the good with the bad.

Ron Sparrow threw the ball to Christopher Andersen. Well, thought the old umpire, there
hadn’t been much ebbing and flowing. The swings had no roundabouts and from the Yarraville

West Fourths’ viewpoint there had been a grain of food to take with the sacks full of bad.

It was now very hot and that quiet, which is a characteristic of park cricket, began to fall.

Standing there in the middle of the oval on that hot summer afternoon, Ron Sparrow
thought of how quiet it was out there. There was the talk and the noise of the players, but that was
only close in. The slips and perhaps the cover fieldsmen. Yarra West always seemed to chat

amongst themselves. It was to there in the outfield that the quiet would settle.
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He look as Chris Andersen threw the ball to the chunky little right-armer called Matthew
Halley.

The new batsman was taking guard. He asked for middle and Ron Sparrow gave it to him.
The new batsman was the scorer for the Trinity team and so a new scorer had to be found amongst
the Trinity contingent.

If the new scorer had any sense he wouldn’t ask the name of the bowler. But most people
who have never scored before or who are relatively new to the whole idea of filling in the cryptic
sheets will cling to the set routine of the scorer’s guidelines. Namely, to ask for the bowler’s name
when the new over commences.

This should be a pretty straightforward system. Cricketers by and large are a relatively
conservative lot and closely adhere to what the appropriate behaviour should be. But there are some
teams that, in a time-honoured tradition, will always give in to the temptation to, as the great
expression readily describes, take the piss. Though these same teams will remain deadly serious in
their endeavours on the field.

Ron Sparrow knew that Yarraville West Fourths were just this side. He called out to the
batsman, ‘Right an over, batsman.’

The batsman nodded. Matt Halley came and gave him his hat.

‘What are you bowling, Matthew?’ asked the old umpire. Matt Halley Smiled. He
looked down at Livey. ‘What am I bowling, Livey?’

Lively snorted. ‘Give us a bit of the Kenny Loggins-cum-Kevin Bacon, mate.’

Word count: 315 words
Source: “Cricket Kings” by William Mclnnes

[7£]
Translation brief TiX, 7747~ MbOFERIFHRD K2 B HANHIFRL TH £
LR ST D7 —~ M, FEE IS TR IZ > TRV ET
7' [ S FHIRE ARV EDEORE R AR ST IZIXE 5 - im PR HRIE 2 5 PRI
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Items

4

3

2

1

1) In referring to the student’s
translation, how precisely did the|
student reflect instructions by

the client?

The student reflected all

the requirements given in

the translation brief

The student mostly reflected
the requirements given in

the translation brief

The student did not reflect

part of the requirements given in

the translation brief

The student could not reflect

the requirements at all

2) How well did the student
identify problems posed by the
task as shown in the relevant
materials including their

annotations.?

The student identified all
the key problems posed by the task

The student identified many of
the key problems posed by the task

The student did not identify
the majority of the key problems
posed by the task

The student identified very
few or no key problems associated

with the task

3) How acceptably did the student
provide solutions for identified
key problems derived from the

task?

The student dealt with all the

key problems in an acceptable way

The student dealt with many of
the key problems in an acceptable

way

The student dealt with a few
key problems derived from the task

in an acceptable way

The student did not deal with
any key problems derived from

the task in an acceptable way

4) How accurately did the student
comprehend the content of the

ST?

The student accurately

comprehended all the part of the ST|

The student accurately comprehend

most part of the ST

The student did not accurately

comprehend many parts of the ST

The student did not accurately

comprehend most or all of the ST

5) How accurate was the
student’s translation in terms of
the understanding of the

the text as a whole?

The student fully comprehended

the logical areument of the ST

The student mostly comprehended ¢

logical argument of the ST as a

The student did not comprehend

many parts of the logical argumg

The student did not comprehend

the majority or all the parts of the

as a whole in an accurate manner

whole in an accurate manner.

of the ST as a whole in an

accurate manner.

logical argument of the ST as a

whole in an accurate manner

6) How well did the students

maintain the stylistic features of]

The student demonstrated

masterful domain-specific

The student demonstrated

proficient domain-specific

The student demonstrated

weak domain-specific knowledge

The student demonstrated

poor domain-specific knowledge
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the ST in TT where necessary?

knowledge of the TT which
resulted in achieving an

exceptionally readable translation

knowledge of the TT which
resulted in achieving an

acceptably readable translation in

of the TT with the result of many
parts of the TT being

inappropriate in relation to

the TT

readability

of the TT with the result of most
parts of the TT being

inappropriate in relation to readabil

7) How grammatically
satisfactory was the student’s

command of the TL?

The translation displayed

exceptional command

The translation displayed

acceptable command

The translation displayed frequently

inappropriate command of

LOTE/English

LOTE/English

LOTE/English

The translation displayed poor
command of LOTE/English

8) Overall, how acceptably did the
student achieve readability in

the TT?

The student fully achieved
the readability of the translation in
the TL

The student mostly achieved
the readability of the translation in
the TL

The student did not achieve the

readability of the translation in the |
and many parts of the translation

posed difficulty in achieving

appropriate
readability

The student did not achieve the

readability of the translation in the |

and dominant portion of the

translation posed difficulty in

achieving appropriate readability

9) How adequately did the
student achieve readability for
target readers in terms of the
translation as a coherent

text?

Most or all of the parts of the

translation did not pose difficulty

Many parts of the translation did

not pose difficulty in achieving

in achieving a coherent TT.

a coherent TT

Many parts of the translation

posed difficulty in achieving a
coherent TT

Most or all parts of the
translation posed difficulty in

achieving a coherent TT

10) Overall, how appropriately did
the student try to communicate

with the client?

The student fully achieved
appropriate communication with

the client

The student very frequently

achieved appropriate

communication with the client

The student rarely achieved
appropriate communication with

the client

The student did not achieve
appropriate communication with

the client at all

11) How effectively did the
student attempt to justify
translation decisions in a form

of, for instance, translator’s

The student demonstrated a_
masterful ability in attempting to
justify translation decisions to the

client

The student demonstrated a_
proficient ability in attempting to
justify translation decisions to the

client

The student demonstrated a_
weak ability in attempting to

justify translation decisions to

the client.

The student did not justify any of

translation decisions that were

necessary to do so for the client
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notes?

12) How appropriate did the
student address
culturally-challenging problems

in the translation task?

All of the student’s solutions

in addressing culturally-

challenging problems

were appropriate

Most of the student’s solutions

in addressing culturally

-challenging problems

were appropriate

The student frequently failed

to address culturally

-challenging problems in

an appropriate manner

The student did not
address culturally-challenging

problems at all

13) Overall, how appropriately did

The student demonstrated a_

the student use available resources masterful ability in using

to collect necessary information to

assist with the translation?

available resources appropriately

The student demonstrated a_

proficient ability in using

available resources appropriately

The student did not use
available resources appropriately,

and he/ she frequently depended

on his/her own decisions

without reference to resources

The student did not use
available resources appropriately,

and he/ she very frequently

depended on his/her own

decisions  without  reference

résources

/52=/100
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An accurate comprehension of a ST: The extent to which a student comprehended a ST accurately. A failure to do so is

likely to result in a mistranslated translation which does not reflect the content of a ST in a precise manner.

Client: A person or an organisation who wish to offer translation jobs to a translator. They can be an individual, company

or a translation agency.

Command of LOTE/English: a translator’s knowledge of LOTE/English and his/her ability to use such knowledge.

Communication with a client: ways in which the student attempted to communicate with a client. This would include
translator-client negotiation (e.g. concerning a deadline, and the stylistic features of a TT), confirmation (e.g. the meaning of
a term in abstract nature, client’s stylistic preferences, and information about proper nouns) and the methods of
communication (e.g. when and how the student communicated with the client). If such communication is failed, this is

likely to have harmful effects on translator-client relationships.

Comprehension of the logical argument: The extent to which a student precisely comprehended the logical argument of
an ST as a whole. The logical argument can be defined as logical relationships between sentences and paragraphs, forming a

logically coherent text as a whole. Failure to do so would result in the misrepresentation of the content of a ST ina TT.

Culturally-challenging problems: problems that are derived from cultural differences between an ST and a TT, and where
efforts are required to achieve the TT audience’s comprehension of the translation. Examples would include
culturally-specific terms (e.g. ‘mate’ in English) and culturally-specific concepts (e.g. wabi and sabi in Japanese). Failure to
solve such problems is likely to result in a situation where a translator cannot accurately comprehend culturally-specific

information in the ST and target readers find such information difficult to understand in the TT.

Domain-specific knowledge: Specialised knowledge with which a translator is required to be familiar in order to achieve
the accurate understanding of the content of a ST and/or to achieve a translation which is legitimate for a specific kind of
target reader. An example of domain-specific knowledge would be medical knowledge necessary in translating a ST in the

medical domain. Lack of such knowledge is likely to result in the miscomprehension of the content of the ST.

Instructions by the client: Usually, a client provides a translator with various instructions regarding the translation job at
the time of offering a job. Instructions would include a deadline, purposes of the translation job, kind of target readers, and
formatting issues. In the case of assignments, students should be given a ‘translation brief” for a task. If a student did not
precisely reflect the instructions regarding kind of target readers, for example, this may result in producing a TT that makes

it difficult for target readers to comprehend it easily.

Justification of translation decisions: providing a client with legitimate reasons and evidence of translator’s decisions in

translating. Such decisions would be typically realised by the use of translator’s notes and/or emails and phone calls to the
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client. Failure to do so is likely to result in giving unreliable impression of a translator to the client due to failure to make

reasonable efforts in reaching such decisions.

Problem: any matter in a translation job which can be explicitly identified as a challenge for a translator. Unless a
solution can be found, such a matter will remain, or deteriorate. In the context of translation, examples of such problems can
include: difficulty in achieving an accurate translation to the ST, a translator being unfamiliar with the domain of the ST
and/or TT, the content of a ST being contrary to translator’s beliefs, or socially-accepted norms, or where ST contains

culturally-specific references which do not exist in the TT culture.

Readability: The extent to which a TT can be read and understood by target audience naturally and easily. If target readers
are medical specialists, for example, terms used in the TT need to be suitable terms used by the specialists. Failure to
achieve appropriate readability is likely to result in a situation where target readers find the TT difficult to understand or the

TT being unsuitable for expectations of readability held by target readers.

Stylistic feature: apart from the content of a text, its style is likely to provide readers with writer’s intentions. Examples
of stylistic features would include the presentation of a text, choices of words, and the developments of the argument of the
text. Failure to maintain stylistic such features of a ST in a TT is likely to result in the misrepresentation of writer’s

intentions and therefore an inaccurate translation of a ST.

Use of available resources: any tool which provides a translator with useful information in gaining domain-specific
knowledge required by an ST and/or a TT, and in finding appropriate equivalences between the ST and the TT. Examples
of this would include a dictionary, Google search engine and various other websites (e.g. a company’s website). Failure to
use available resources, where necessary, is likely to result in the inappropriate choices of equivalences and mistranslations.

Also, this could result in giving a negative impression of his/herself to the client.
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