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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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Translation Brief: The following text was taken from a novel entitled “Cricket Kings” by William
McInnes. 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.
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 McInnes
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the ST in TT where necessary?
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3
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 in a 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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