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Abstract

Problem analysis has played an important role in studies concerning students and
professional interpreters. While problems in interpreting have been investigated by
different schemes and approaches, little consensus has been reached on the paradigm of
analysis. Although interpreters’ and trainees’ self-perceptions of their interpreting
performance have been reported in previous studies, they are seldom compared with an
evaluation of their actual performance. In interpreter training, learners’ self-perceptions
of their problems usually serve as the monitor of their learning process, which makes it
crucial to study learners’ perceptions and their relationship to factors associated with the
learning of interpreting. This study thus aims to fill the research gap and make a
significant contribution in this area.

The present study set out to investigate the learning of interpreting from a problem
analysis perspective. A three-level analytical model of interpreting problems was
applied in the study, including problems at the levels of language/form, content/meaning
and presentation/delivery. Participants of the study included 317 undergraduate students
enrolled in interpreting courses (English and Chinese) in a university in southeast China.
In addition, 4 interpreting teachers participated in the research. A combination of
questionnaires, interviews and elicitation interpreting tests was employed. Focus group
interviews were conducted with 45 students who were selected based on parameters of
interest in this study. Students’ interpreting scores and language scores were collected as
achievement measures. A group of 77 students participated in the elicitation interpreting
test, the output of which consisted of a small-size interpreting learner corpus.

Findings of the study suggest that students applied meaning-oriented criteria in
their self-evaluation in interpreting. However, they more often seemed to encounter
delivery level problems in their interpreting practice. Deficiency in relevant vocabulary
was also a concern of student interpreters. Many learner variables were found to be
significantly related to students’ perceptions of interpreting problems, including dialect,
family background, language competence (Chinese and English), language learning
habits (English), self-training duration, knowledge of, interest and confidence in

interpreting, as well as their multitasking skills and short-term memory. Students’ score



in English Listening, their self-perceived Chinese writing ability and score in English
Intensive Reading were found to be the top three significant contributors to their
interpreting achievement. Moreover, the comparison between student-perceived and
teacher-evaluated problems in interpreting indicated that students tended to significantly
under-evaluate the problems of “inaccurate pronunciation” and “repetition and self-
correction”. A corpus-based analysis of students’ interpreting output in the elicitation
test suggested that there were substantial occurrences of both types of problems. The
students’ greatest pronunciation problem was segmental error, especially the use of
incorrect consonants. For the second problem, most self-repairs and truncated segments
were finished by students. The former occurred primarily at the lexical level and the
latter at the phonological level, both often resulting in the articulation of relevant
segments.

This study provided a three-dimensional way to examine problems in students’
learning of interpreting at the undergraduate level. Learners’ self-perceptions, teacher’s
evaluation of their actual problems and a corpus-based analysis of their under-evaluated
problems were all included in the picture. Influences from learner variables were taken
into consideration. The impact of these variables and problem perceptions on learners’
achievement in interpreting was also examined. The study indicated the importance of
addressing relevant learner variables in interpreting classrooms, such as learners’ socio-
biographic and cognitive-affective factors, language competence and learning habits. It
also called for a supportive classroom environment to help learners examine their
interpreting performance in a more objective way. The subsequent corpus-based
analysis of students’ under-evaluated problems provided specific insights to the training

of interpreting students.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

Research on the training and learning of interpreting represents a considerable
proportion of Interpreting Studies. For example, as one of the earliest researchers in the
discipline, Eva Paneth (1957, as in Pochhacker & Shlesinger, 2002b) reported in her MA
thesis on the observation of the interpreting practice. The study provided pedagogical
insights for the training of interpreters. In the specialized bibliography on interpreter
training by Altman (1987), many important studies on the teaching of interpreting
between 1970s and the late 1980s were introduced, including those in different
languages and from different countries. The Language International Conference series,
which began in 1991, has covered topics concerning the teaching of translation and
interpreting in particular, most of which have been collected in the conference
proceedings (see Dollerup & Loddegaard, 1992; Dollerup & Lindegaard, 1994; Dollerup
& Appel, 1996; Hung, 2002).

Recent changes in global higher education and in international job markets pose
new challenges for the training and learning of interpreting and for relevant research. As
stated in Kelly and Way (2007), although there have been substantial discussions on
didactical issues — i.e., “what to teach” — in earlier research, there has been a recent
increase in the number of studies on the learning of translation and interpreting that
provide practical insights into “how to teach” (p. 2). Such a change of focus from
training to learning is, on the one hand, relevant to the humanistic view in general
education (see Kiraly, 2000) and, on the other hand, greatly influenced by research on
Second Language Acquisition (SLA) (see Williams, 1994). Moreover, due to the
expanding target of current training programs (see Pym, 2001) and the increasing
phenomenon of training for working into the B language' (see McAlester, 1992;

Campell, 1998; Donovan, 2004), established research (e.g. Delisle, 1981; Weber, 1984)

1According to AIIC language classification, A language is “the interpreter's mother tongue (or another
language strictly equivalent to a mother tongue), into which s/he interprets from all other working
-languages, generally in the two modes of interpretation, simultaneous and consecutive” (AIIC, 2004,
language combination, para. 3), while B language is “an active language which is not the interpreter’s
mother tongue” and “can only be acquired after years of hard work and frequent stays in a country of that
language” (ibid, para. 4). Usually, it is “customary only to work into the second active language out of the
mother tongue” (ibid, para. 4).



and teaching experience (e.g. School of Translation and Interpretation (ETI), University
of Geneva; School of Interpreting and Translation (ESIT), University of Paris III)
informing professional conference interpreter training are hardly applicable. Thus, there
is a growing need for research, especially from an empirical perspective, to guide
training at different levels and for different language combinations.

In particular, problem analysis® has frequently been observed in research on
interpreting learning® (e.g. Ficchi, 1999; Lindquist, 2005). As a form of product analysis,
it can provide insights into the process of learning and reveal important aspects for
pedagogical development (see Tarone & Yule, 1989; Ficchi, 1999; Pan & Yan, 2012). A
problem analysis of students’ interpreting performance is also instrumental to the
development of criteria for classroom assessment (Lindquist, 2005). Many classroom
assessment or testing schemes apply a system based on error calculation (see Sherwood,

2000). Therefore, the study of problems in interpreting learning is of great significance.

1.1 Statement of the Problem

Despite much attention in the academic field, the study of interpreting learning and
a more “systematic investigation” (P6chhacker & Shlesinger, 2002b, p. 177) of student
interpreters are comparatively rare. A majority of the research on interpreting pedagogy
is concerned with the development of training methods and techniques (see Altman,
1987; Dollerup & Loddegaard, 1992; Dollerup & Lindegaard, 1994; Dollerup & Appel,
1996; Hung, 2002; etc.). It was not until the last decade that the research focus moved to
the study of learners and their learning process, as exemplified by studies on the
development of interpreting competence (e.g. Kalina, 2000; B. Wang, 2007) and on
factors influencing learner performance, e.g. aptitude (see Lopez Gomez, Bajo Molina,

Padilla Benitez, & Santiago de Torres, 2007; Timarovda & Ungoed-Thomas, 2008;

* This study uses the term “interpreting problems™ to refer to the observable inconsistencies between the
produced interpreting outputs and the expected interpreting outputs or the difficulties in achieving the
latter, regardless of binarism (see “2.1.1 Defining Problems in Interpreting Learning” in Chapter 2).
“Problem Analysis”, instead of “Error Analysis”, is used in this study to distinguish itself from Error
Analysis (EA) in SLA, which is an outdated and also controversial term in the discipline (also see Chapter
2). .

3 “Interpreting learning” and “the learning of interpreting” are used interchangeably in this study. Both are
used in contrast to “the teaching of interpreting”. While the former focuses on “how students learn”, the
latter emphasizes “what to teach” (Kelly & Way, 2007, p. 2) (also see Pan & Yan, 2012; Yan, Pan, & H.
Wang, 2010; Yan, Pan, H. Wu, & Y. Wang, in press).



Russo, 2011; Shlesinger & Pdchhacker, 2011), anxiety (see Jiménez Ivars & Pinazo
Calatayud, 2001; Chiang, 2009, 2010), personality (see Schweda Nicholson, 2005),
language competence (see Campbell, 1998; Malkiel, 2008), etc. Nevertheless, there is a
dearth of literature addressing the complicated matter of interpreting learning. Greater
efforts are necessary in this respect, especially under the influence of the “humanistic”
trend in interpreter training as suggested by Grbic (2008, p. 265).

As far as research methodology is concerned, recent years have seen a growing
number of studies on interpreting learning with an empirical design. According to
Péchhacker and Shlesinger (2002b), studies in the field of interpreting pedagogy used to
consist of “experiential description” (p. 177). Currently, more empirical studies have
been conducted and the field has borrowed abundantly from adjacent disciplines such as
SLA. For example, the study of Yan, Pan and H. Wang (2010) applied quantitative
analysis of students’ self-reported questionnaire data and their interpreting scores. In
addition to identifying a number of learner factors influencing interpreting learning, the
study found that learners’ language abilities were significantly related to their
interpreting ability. In Shaw, Gribic and Franklin (2004), a qualitative research approach
was adopted, whereby focus group interviews were held with student interpreters.
Applying a grounded theory approach, the study established a model consisting of
constructs concerning the successful transition from language learning to interpreting
learning. However, although the significance of the triangulation of research methods in
providing more reliable findings has been recognized (e.g. Nunan, 1992/2008; Creswell,
1994), such design is rarely seen in studies on interpreting learning.

Although promoted by Shlesinger (1998) more than twenty years ago, corpus-
based interpreting research is still in its infancy. Despite the extensive use of corpus
analysis in contrastive analysis (e.g. Gilquin, Papp, & Diez-Bedmar, 2008), error and
interlanguage analysis of second language learners (e.g. Granger, 1998; Granger, Hung,
& Petch-Tyson, 2002) and in investigations into translation universals (e.g. Mauranen &
Kujamiki, 2004), most corpus-based interpreting research primarily concerns the study
of “interpretese” (see Shlesinger, 2008, p. 237) with the development of a few corpora
composed of professional interpreting, such as the European Parliament Interpreting

Corpus (EPIC) (see Bendazzoli & Sandrelli, 2005, 2009). More recently, corpus-based



assessment has been recommended for interpreting classrooms (e.g. Lindquist, 2005)
and with respect to the construction of a corpus of interpreting learners, such as the
Parallel Corpus of Chinese EFL (English as a Foreign Language) Learners (PACCEL)
(Wen & J. Wang, 2009). Nevertheless, the potential of corpus analysis in interpreting-
classroom research requires further exploration.

Moreover, although problem analysis has been used and proved beneficial in
researching interpreting learning (e.g. Ficchi, 1999), it is difficult to reach a consensus
on the definition and classification of problems of interpreting learners. For example, as
one of the earliest researchers on problem analysis in interpreting, Barik (1971),
following the trend in translation error analysis, regarded meaning departures between
the source speech and target speech as errors in interpreting. He classified these errors
into omissions, additions and substitutions or errors of translation. Falbo (1998),
however, studied both content problems and form problems in simultaneous interpreting
output. Likewise, Chang and Schallert (2007) applied a combination of propositional
analysis of the semantic content and error analysis of the linguistic quality in their
analysis of simultaneous interpreting. In addition, there are studies devoted to the
particular investigation of speech-related problems in interpreting products, among
which, silent pauses and disfluencies are most often discussed (e.g. Moser-Mercer,
Kuenzli & Korac, 1998; Tissi, 2000; Macias, 2006). These studies underlie the potential
scope of problem analysis in interpreting.

Furthermore, there are disputes over whose judgment should be applied in the
evaluation of learners’ performance. Most of the previous research applies the
assessment by teachers or researchers. Recently, however, an increasing number of
studies focus on learners’ or professional interpreters’ perceptions of their own
performance and problems in interpreting (e.g. Bartlomiejczyk, 2007; Takeda, 2010;
Bontempo & Napier, 2011; Pan & Yan, 2012). There is even a growing tendency to use
self-assessment in interpreting classrooms as a measure of learners’ acquisition of
interpreting knowledge (e.g. H. Lee, 2005; Fowler, 2007; Postigo Pinazo, 2008).
Nevertheless, the disparity between the evaluation criteria and the assessment results of
teachers and learners have seldom been addressed in previous studies. Moreover, the

judgment of learners and that of teachers or researchers, both human assessments, are



subjective and may be influenced by saturation when the process is lengthy. Therefore, it
is challenging to understand what learners’ actual problems in interpreting classrooms
may be.

Despite the lack of study regarding learners’ actual problems versus their self-
perceptions, there has been recent interest in investigating interpreting learners’
problems in relation to other factors in the learning of interpreting. For example, a
handful of studies explored the relationship between students’ problems and different
learner variables or their achievement in learning interpreting (see Yan et al., 2010; Pan
& Yan, 2012). Many more efforts are needed in this respect before a fuller picture of
interpreting problems can be sketched and their role in interpreting learning can be
identified.

What remains to be addressed includes the lack of systematic empirical
investigation into the burgeoning college interpreting programs in China. With the
largest population in the world, the country nurtures a great interpreting market and has
an ever-growing need for gaining and imparting knowledge in English (see Dawrant &
Jiang, 2001; Xu, 2005; Pan, Sun, & H. Wang, 2009; B. Wang & Mu, 2009). Following
the policy in 2000 to make interpreting a “compulsory course” for all English major
programs at the undergraduate level (Dawrant & Jiang, 2001, Training and Accreditation
section, para. 2), programs of Bachelor in Translation and Interpreting (BTI) were
established as trial programs in 2006 in the Chinese mainland (see Q. Wu, 2010). As it is
difficult to apply the established pedagogy from the West in these newly developed
interpreting programs (see Pym, 2001), it is necessary to conduct more relevant research
in the context of Chinese higher education. As put forward in Kelly and Way (2007),
although much is known about the more traditional profiles of teaching and learning in
Western countries, investigation into interpreting in developing countries, which rarely
appears in the discourse of interpreting pedagogy research, is necessary in
contextualizing “translator and interpreter training within this broader higher education

framework” (p. 6).

1.2 Purpose and Significance of the Study

The current study, based on empirical data gathered from interpreting courses from



a university in southeast China, serves as an attempt to address the above-listed issues.
Specifically, this study aims to investigate learners’ performance from a problem
analysis perspective, where learners’ perceptions of their problems in interpreting,
teacher’s evaluation® of their actual performance in an elicited test and a corpus-based
analysis of students’ under-evaluated problems were examined and compared. The
relations between students’ perceptions of interpreting problems and learner variables
(including socio-biographic variables, language learning variables and interpreting
learning variables) were explored. Contributing factors to students’ interpreting
achievement were identified. It is hoped that such a thorough investigation of students’
problems in interpreting can shed light on interpreting learning and thus provide
pedagogical implications for interpreter training. More specifically, the current study
aims to address the following research questions on interpreting learning at the tertiary

level in China:

Research question 1: How do students perceive their problems in interpreting?
Research question 2: How do learner variables affect students’ perceptions of
problems in interpreting?

Research question 3: What are the factors that contribute to students’ interpreting
achievement?

Research question 4: Is there any discrepancy between students’ perceptions and
the teacher’s evaluation of their problems in interpreting?

Research question 5: What are the features and patterns of students’ under-

evaluated problems in interpreting?

The study is significant in the following respects:

First, this study provides important insights into the development of interpreting
pedagogy in the Chinese higher education context. The study was performed based on
data gathered from interpreting courses in a Chinese university. Because many similar
courses are offered now that interpreting is compulsory for all university English

language programs (see Dawrant & Jiang, 2001), the results of the current study may

* In this case, it also refers to the researcher’s evaluation (see Chapter 3 Research Methodology).



provide useful insights into the development of such programs.

Second, this study develops a three-level model of problem analysis based on
previous research and a few pilot investigations (Pan & Yan, 2009, 2012; Yan et al.,
2010). The model classifies students’ interpreting problems into those at the
language/form level, the content/meaning level and the presentation/delivery level, each
including several sub-categories of problems. The relationship between students’
perceptions of these problems and individual learner variables was explored. The
predicting power on learners’ interpreting achievement by these problem perceptions,
along with different learner variables, was further examined. In addition, students’
perceptions of each of the sub-category of problem types were tested against the
teacher’s evaluation of their performance concerning these sub-categories. Results of the
study can enrich the understanding and development of the model of problem analysis,
thereby serving the purposes of both teaching and evaluation in interpreting classrooms.

Third, this study has an empirical design, which investigates the learning of
interpreting through the triangulation of research methods. Compared with other studies
on the performance analysis of interpreting learners, the current study gathered research
data from different perspectives and by various methods, including those collected from
learners and teachers and the more objective source of a self-built interpreting learner
corpus. The reason for the application of triangulated research methods lies in that the
use of any single research method has its individual drawbacks (see Nunan, 1992/2008;
Creswell, 1994). The study applied both quantitative and qualitative research methods
through the use of questionnaires, interviews, learners’ interpreting scores, elicitation
test results and transcriptions of their test performance. It is believed that through the
triangulation of research data and research methods, a more comprehensive view of
learners’ problems in interpreting learning can be gained, especially with the objective
analysis provided by the corpus linguistic analysis approach.

Finally, the study corresponds to the application of the corpus linguistic approach
in the investigation of interpreting learning by attempting to develop an annotated
interpreting learner corpus for problem analysis. To compensate for the limitation that a
corpus, with large quantity of performance data, usually lacks specific information

regarding subjects’ mentality during performances or additional information about the



performance (see Granger, 2002), the questionnaire data on learner variables and
learners’ perception of problems, interviews with learners and teachers and the teacher’s
evaluation of learners’ performance were triangulated to provide complementary
findings. The construction of an interpreting learner corpus is a useful start for the
analysis of interpreting learners’ performance. Such an attempt, when expanded with
corpora of learners at different levels with a wider regional coverage or with learner
corpora of different language combinations, can reveal more about the learning curve of
interpreting learners, the development of interpreting competence and expertise and the

special features of interpreted language (cf. Shlesinger, 2008).

1.3 Structure of the Dissertation

The dissertation consists of five chapters.

Chapter 1 introduces the background of the research and the purpose and
significance of the study. A general overview of the layout of the dissertation is also
given.

Chapter 2 reviews the notion of problem analysis in interpreting and related
disciplines. Special attention is paid to the relationship between the concept of
“problem” investigated in the current study and relevant terms in Error Analysis,
Interlanguage, Translation Shifts, problems in interpreting process analysis, etc. The
particular relationship between interpreting competence and the concept of problems in
interpreting learning is discussed. Based on these comparisons, this chapter further
discusses the scope of problem analysis in interpreting studies. A review is given of
existing models in product-oriented, process-oriented and norm-based interpreting
studies, in addition to those in accreditation tests and classroom assessment. The chapter
further investigates studies on the relationship between language learning and
interpreting learning, those on learners’ self-perceptions and individual differences in
interpreting learning. A summary is provided at the end of the chapter.

Chapter 3 gives an account of the research methods used in the study, including an
introduction to the research questions, participants, instruments and procedure of the
study, which is then followed by a description of how the data were analyzed in this

study.



Chapter 4 lists the findings concerning the five research questions. Quantitative
findings from the questionnaire analysis and qualitative findings from the interview
analysis, in addition to findings gained from the corpus analysis, are reported with
respect to each research question. A chapter summary is also provided for this section.

Finally, Chapter 5 summarizes and discusses this study’s major findings. The
study’s implications for both interpreting research and interpreter training are discussed.
The limitations of the study are introduced, along with suggestions for future research.

The dissertation’s conclusions are presented at the end of the chapter.
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Chapter 2 Literature Review

Problem analysis has often been applied in interpreting classroom research (e.g. Ng
& Obana, 1991; Shakir & Farghal, 1997; Ficchi, 1999; H. Zhong, 2004; Lindquist,
2005; H. Li, 2009; Pinochi, 2009; etc.). The study of learner problems, allowing learners
to act as active subjects in the learning process, is important for the development of both
teaching strategies and classroom assessment methods. This chapter will firstly outline a
review of studies on problem analysis in interpreting learning as well as those in
adjacent fields. Subsequently, a discussion on relevant methods and important findings
in previous studies of learner problems will be presented. Relevant studies on teacher
evaluation, learner perceptions and corpus analysis in interpreting learning will also be
examined. Furthermore, a section on the importance of studying learner perceptions and

learner differences in interpreting learning will be provided.

2.1 Problem Analysis in Interpreting Learning
2.1.1 Defining Problems in Interpreting Learning
2.1.1.1 Defining Problems in Interpreting

The study of problems in interpreting is to a great extent related to concepts in
adjacent disciplines such as Error Analysis (EA) and Interlanguage Studies in SLA and
translation errors or shifts in studies of written translation®. Thus it is important to
review the development of these related concepts and relevant studies in interpreting
before a proper definition of “problems” can be drawn for the current study.

Errors and Interlanguage were both used in SLA to study second/foreign language
(SL/FL) leaners’ language output as an indication of their learning process. Developed
in the late 1960s, EA in SL/FL learning reached its “heyday” in the 1970s (James, 1998,
p. 13). A language error is regarded by James (1998) as “an unsuccessful bit of

language” (p. 1). More specifically, differentiating between errors and mistakes by

> According to Gile (1995a), Pochhacker (2004) and Schiffner (2004), translation research and
interpreting research are closely related, with one informing greatly the other. Thus relevant literature in
translation studies is also reviewed in the current study. Following the convention in Gile (1995a) and
Pdchhacker (2004), when written with a capitalized “T”, “Translation” is used as a covering term for both
“written translation and interpreting”, whilst “translation”, with a lower case “t”, stands for “written
translation” only.
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systematicness and randomness, Corder (1967/1983) states that the term “error” refers
“to the systematic errors of the learner from which we are able to reconstruct his
knowledge of the language to date, i.e., his transitional competence” (p. 168, italics in
the original). Applied widely in language teaching but becoming controversial due to its
limited focus on the negative side of learner outputs, EA was later taken over by
Interlanguage Studies, which, focusing on the developmental stages of the learner
language, becomes more constructive for the understanding of SLA (see James, 1998;
Lightbown & Spada, 2006). Interlanguage was defined by Selinker (1972/1983) as “a
separate linguistic system based on the observable output which results from a learner’s
attempted production of a TL (Target Language, i.e., the second language the learner is
attempting to learn) norm” (p. 176).

EA and Interlanguage have been subsequently applied in Translation Studies.
Influenced by the ideas of Selinker, Toury (1979) argues that translation, regardless of
direction, i.e., into a translator’s mother tongue (cf. A language) or a second language
(cf. B language), shares the features of interlanguage when the expected norm of
Translation is compared to the target norm in a language learning system. He even
proposes that “the analysis of interlanguage forms occurring in translations should form
an integral part of any systematic descriptive study of translation as an empirical
phenomenon” (p. 225). In addition to being compared to interlanguage, translation, with
its intermediate features, is also compared to a translanguage (e.g. Al Khafaji, 2007; Al-
Hassnawi, 2010). According to Al Khafaji (2007), translanguage is “a transitionally
unstable linguistic entity that evolves during acts of translation along intersecting stages
in a ‘trip’ stretching from the ST (Source Text) towards the TT (Target Text) during
which hybrid ‘language’ comes into being banking on the linguistic and social potentials
of the SL (Source Language) and TL (Target Language)” (p. 473, elaboration added by
the author of the current study).

Translation error analysis quickly displayed its importance in translation teaching
and gained further enrichment in its connotation (e.g. Pym, 1992; M. Kim, 2007). For
example, Pym (1992) relates the definition of translational competence to that of
translation error and highlights the significance of dividing errors into binary and non-

binary in translation teaching. According to him, “a binary error opposes a wron
t=}
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answer to the right answer”, whilst “nonbinarism requires that the TT actually selected
be opposed to at least one further TT1 which could also have been selected, and then to
possible wrong answers” (p. 282). M. Kim (2007), forwarding the notion of translation
errors in Pym (1992), investigated translation errors with the application of a model
inspired by Systemic Functional Grammar (SFG). Errors in the study included “the
problematic parts” in student translations “in terms of accuracy and appropriateness” (p.
167). Furthermore, the study of translation shifts has greatly expanded the notion of
translation errors to a more norm-governed level (see Munday, 1998, p. 2). Translation
shifts, defined as “departures from formal correspondence in the process of going from
SL to TL” (Catford, 1965, p. 73), was originally used to mean inconsistence between the
ST and the TT at a linguistic level. The notion was later forwarded by van Leuven-Zwart
to include comparisons between the ST and TT at the semantic, stylistic and pragmatic
levels whereby systemic functional linguistic and discourse theories were incorporated
(see Munday, 1998). Therefore, the recent exploration of translation shifts has seen more
prominence gained by “the translator’s effort to establish translation equivalence (TE)
between two different language systems” (Al-Zoubi & Al-Hassnawi, 2001, Introduction,
para. 2).

As a much younger discipline (see Pochhacker & Shlesinger, 2002a), Interpreting
Studies have applied problem analysis perhaps since the groundbreaking works of
Gerver (1969/2002) and Barik (1969), both concerning the output analysis of
simultaneous interpreting. In Gerver (1969/2002), the term “discontinuity” rather than
“error” was applied to describe “deviations from the input message found in the output”
(as cited in Pochhacker & Shlesinger, 2002b, p. 54). Likewise, from the perspective of
interpreting product analysis, the more controversial work of Barik (1969), in addition to
examining the differences regarding time factors in the simultaneous interpreting
outputs of professional interpreters, students and amateurs, also investigated problems in
the content aspects, which was defined as “the departures which arise in the translated
version of a text in relation to the original version” (p. 23-24). Content problems in
interpreting were further divided into omissions, additions and substitutions and errors
(ibid, p. 83-99). It thus seems that earlier works on error or problems in interpreting

were developed with much influence from the “source-target correspondence” in
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translation theories (Pochhacker, 2004, p. 141).

In addition to the adaptation of concepts of translation errors or shifts in analyzing
the outputs of simultaneous interpreters in some earlier works, terms such as difficulties
or problems have also been applied in process-oriented interpreting studies. The use of
interpreting problems or difficulties might inherit from relevant concepts such as
translation problems, which often appear in process-oriented translation research,
especially in relation to discussions on translation strategies (e.g. Krings, 1986;
Lérscher, 1991). In Lorscher (1991), a translation problem “denotes all those (linguistic)
problems which a subject is faced with when performing a translation” (p. 94).
Additionally, Lorscher assumes that “translation problems always lead to translation
strategies” (ibid, p. 201). Likewise, in Gile (1995a), the term “performance problems”
(p. 159) was introduced along with his Effort Models in interpreting. According to Gile,
performance problems may happen at any stage during the process of interpreting and
occur for both student and professional interpreters. Although without an official
definition, performance problems seem to serve as the starting point for Gile’s
investigation of the Effort Model in interpretation. Problems such as hesitations,
deviations, quality deterioration were discussed in the model and relevant triggers for
the problems were investigated. Specifically, Jensen (1985) discussed error typologies in
simultaneous interpreting, which also provides insight into the mental process of
interpreters. Ng and Obana (1991), using the introspective method often applied in
process-oriented translation research, investigated the process of interpreting and the
specific problems in interpreting from Japanese to English. Agrifoglio (2004) also
discussed the difficulties and failures in interpreting from a process/strategy perspective
where errors were divided into meaning and expression failures.

Furthermore, problems or difficulties were also used in a general way to describe
the challenges facing the development of the profession of interpreting (e.g. Biscaye,
1993) or in need analysis studies for interpreting and translation classroom research (e.g.
D. Li, 2002).

In addition, studies such as Pan and Yan (2009, 2012) and Yan et al. (2010)
investigated interpreting learners’ perceived problems, i.e., problematic areas of their

own interpreting output. These studies extended the connotative dimensions of problems
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in interpreting classroom research.

Interestingly, in Chang and M. Wu (2009), the term “shifts” was applied when
analyzing “discrepancies ... between the original use of address forms and the
interpreter’s rendition” (p. 172) in interpreted question and answer sessions in
international conferences.

Apart from the general recognition of the interplay between problem analysis in
Language Learning, Translation Studies and Interpreting Studies, there are certain
efforts to distinguish translation or interpreting errors from those studied in other
disciplines (e.g. Séguinot, 1990). Séguinot (1990) noted that translation errors, i.e.,
“errors that would not occur in spontaneous native language production” (p. 69), were of
special interest to researchers of translation. Nevertheless, nowadays in an interpreting
classroom, where students are “in most cases language students” (Zannirato, 2008), an
integrative study of problems investigated in SLA, Translation Studies and Interpreting
Studies becomes necessary if a comprehensive picture of interpreting learning is to be
sketched.

In conclusion, on the one hand, there have been great efforts to define problem
related terms such as errors, interlanguage and shifts in SLA and Translation Studies; on
the other hand, although addressed often in Interpreting Studies, most of the cases the
terms regarding errors or problems are borrowed from SLA or Translation Studies (e.g.
Barik, 1969; Gerver, 1969/2002) or used directly with no elaboration (e.g. Ng & Obana,
1991; Biscaye, 1993; Gile, 1995a; Ficchi, 1999).

Based on a review of the literature in adjacent fields and studies concerning
problems in the field of Interpreting Studies, the current study uses the term
“interpreting problems” to include problems or errors reflected in both interpreting
products and process, as well as problems concerning learners’ needs in interpreting
classrooms. Interpreting problems in this study are therefore defined as the observable
inconsistencies between the produced interpreting outputs and the expected interpreting
outputs or the difficulties in achieving the latter, regardless of binarism (see Yan et al.,
2010; Pan & Yan, 2012). In particular, in interpreting learning, an interpreting problem
refers to the observable inconsistency between the produced interpreting outputs of the

learner and the expected interpreting outputs or the difficulties in achieving the latter



15

(based on the norms of the community of interpreting classrooms, see Wenger, 2006, for
the notion of “community of practice”), regardless of binarism. This definition of
interpreting problems has three features: 1) it is subject to the specific norms or
expectations of interpreting in different contexts, for example, the norms of the
interpreting classroom or the norms of the professional market; 2) it is descriptive as
both binary and non-binary problems are given consideration; and 3) it is developmental
as it changes with learners’ gradual acquisition of interpreting competence with the aim
to produce the expected interpreting outputs. The following section will elaborate on the

relationship between interpreting competence and problems in interpreting learning.

2.1.1.2 Interpreting Competence and Problems in Interpreting Learning

The term competence is central to the connotation of interpreting problems. Pym’s
(1992) definition of translation errors is based on that of translational competence, and
translation teaching is described as “the transfer of translational competence from
teacher to student” or “the sum of communication acts by which translational non-binary
errors are produced and converted into their opposite, namely translational knowledge”
(p. 283). In short, the process of translation teaching can be regarded as the process of
transferring translation errors into translational knowledge, i.e., the process of assisting
students in their acquisition of translational competence. Likewise, interpreting
competence, as the target of interpreting learning and teaching, forms the core of “the
expected interpreting outputs” in the current definition of interpreting problems. The
following section gives an account of the concept of interpreting competence and its
relationship to problems in interpreting.

According to Chomsky (1965), the concepts of errors, competence and
performance are interrelated. Competence is regarded as the knowledge of the correct or
standard language use, the core for different performances. To develop competence

therefore involves the abatement of errors and problems:

Linguistic theory is concerned primarily with an ideal speaker-
listener, in a completely homogenous speech community, who

knows its language perfectly and is unaffected by such
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grammatically irrelevant conditions as memory limitations,
distractions, shifts of attention and interest, and errors (random or
characteristic) in applying his knowledge of the language in
actual performance ... To study actual linguistic performance, we
must consider the interaction of a variety of factors, of which the
underlying competence of the speaker-hearer is only one. In this
respect, study of language is no different from empirical

investigation of other complex phenomena. (p. 3-4)

Based on such interrelationships, Chomsky (1965) described competence as “the
speaker-hearer’s knowledge of his language” and performance as “the actual use of
language in contract situations” (p. 4).

Likewise, when discussing translation competence, Schiffner and Adab (2000)
described it as the collective term for the ability of different performances, including
both the know-what and know-how of translation-related knowledge given the practical

nature of translation:

The term competence, thus, acts as a superordinate, a cover term
and summative concept for the overall performance ability which
seems to be so difficult to define. It encompasses a number of
different elements or abilities to do specific (detailed) things,
which are in turn based on knowledge. This knowledge (i.e.,
declarative knowledge, knowing what) is applied on the basis of
an evaluation of various factors affecting the translation situation,
e.g. awareness of the communication situation, of the purpose of
the (translational) activity, of the communicative partners, etc.
(i.e., operative knowledge, knowing why and how to). The ability
to make use of this knowledge and to apply it is linked to
awareness, which could also be described as conscious decision-

making or transfer competence. (p. x)
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Interpreting competence, in a similar vein, can therefore be defined as the
knowledge and skills one should have as a professional interpreter, which directs the
performance of an interpreter or potential interpreter, in the reduction of interpreting
problems, towards the norms of the professional community of interpreters. The
professional community of interpreters can be compared to a “community of practice”,
i.e., a group “of people who share a concern or a passion for something they do and
learn how to do it better as they interact regularly” (Wenger, 2006, What are
communities of practice, para. 2). As stated in Lave and Wenger (1991), norms of the
community of practice are co-built by both new-comers and old-timers, and therefore, in
an interpreting classroom context, both learners and trainers participate in the process of
classroom norm construction. Consequently, the definition of interpreting competence is
subject to the objectives of interpreting learning of both learners and trainers, which may
vary in ditferent training programs.

Nevertheless, existing definitions of interpreting competence in previous literature
seem to favor the norms set up exclusively by professional interpreters or organizations
of professional interpreters, and meanwhile tend to overlook the participation of
learners’ in the construction of interpreting competence. For example, Kalina and Koln
(2000) defined the competence of a professional interpreter as “the competence to
process texts within the scope of a bi- or multilingual communication situation with the
aim of interlingual mediation” and “the capability of acting and performing in a
situation characterized by externally determined constraints, such as the pressure of
time, lack of semantic autonomy and the potential interference between closely
connected processes of production and comprehension” (p. 5). The Canadian National
Standard Guide for Community Interpreting Service (HIN, 2007) defines interpreting
competence as “the ability to interpret a message from one language to the other in the
applicable mode”, “the ability to assess and comprehend the original message and
render it in the target language without omissions, additions or distortions” as well as
“the knowledge/awareness of the interpreter’s own role in the interpreting encounter” (p.
15). More specifically, B. Wang (2007), based on the concepts of “translation
competence” and “translator competence” defined in Kiraly (1995, p. 16), distinguishes

“interpreting competence” from “interpreter competence”, defining the former as “the
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underlying system of knowledge and skills needed to be able to interpret” and the latter
as “the underlying system of knowledge and skills, professional qualities and psycho-
physiological qualities needed in working as an interpreter” (p. 47). It seems that the
definitions of B. Wang (2007) have taken into consideration different communities of
practice in interpreting learning with the notion of “interpreter competence” catering for
a program aiming exclusively at cultivating professional interpreters, and the notion of
“interpreting competence” with greater plasticity for programs cultivating interpreting or
interpreting-related competence. In fact, as suggested in Pym (2001), excessive
segmentation in academic disciplines did not take into consideration the actual needs of
students and parents, or the reality of institutions and local markets, where the training
of some compound talents, possibly referred to as “language service providers” (p. 21),
instead of translators and interpreters in a traditional sense, are in great demand.
Besides, studies concerning needs analysis in interpreting programs or courses suggest
that not every student in interpreting training programs aims to becoming a professional
interpreter, on the contrary, most students attended these programs or courses for the
enhancement of language(s) or employment opportunities in language-related fields
(Bao, 2004, 2008; H. Liu, 2007; Yan et al., 2010; Pan & Yan, 2012).

A study by Orozco and Hurtado Albir (2002), although concerning written
translation, established an insightful model to measure translation competence in
relation to translation problems, translation errors and general notions about translation,
with the inclusion of learners’ perspectives. In their study, translation problems refer to
those students need to develop strategies to solve, while translation errors are those
unsolved or not appropriately solved. The acquisition of translation competence is
therefore measured by the observation of learner behaviors through the Translation
Problems Instrument (TPI), the Translation Errors Instrument (TEI) and the Translation
Notions Instrument (TNI) applied at the beginning, middle and the completion of
training (ibid, p. 380). Furthermore, problems in the TPI include the linguistic problem,
extra-linguistic problem, transfer problem and the pragmatic problem (ibid, p. 381),
whereas TEI includes error types of “wrong meaning” and “no meaning” as opposed to
“successful solutions” (ibid, p. 382). This study provided meaningful results about the

acquisition of translation competence through the investigation of problems and errors



19

against students’ knowledge of translation notions and has been a source of inspiration
for this research.

Given the significance of interpreting and translation competence in the study of
interpreting problems (e.g. Campbell, 1991; Pym, 1992; Orozco & Hurtado Albir, 2002),
a review of studies on the construct of interpreting or translation competence can offer
great insights into the latter.

There are generally two approaches to the conceptualization of translation
competence, one is a minimalist approach as raised by Pym (2003) and the other is
component-based (e.g. Campbell, 1991; PACTE, 2005). The former focuses on the
specific core of translation activities while the latter tends to divide translation
competence into several interrelated components. In the minimalist approach proposed
by Pym (2003), translation competence is regarded as “the ability to generate a series of
more than one viable target text (TT1, TT2 ... TTn) for a pertinent source text (ST)” and
“the ability to select only one viable TT from this series, quickly and with justified
confidence” (p. 489). Alternatively, according to PACTE (2005), translation competence
can be made up of five sub-competencies, i.e., bilingual sub-competence, extralinguistic
sub-competence, instrumental sub-competence, knowledge about translation sub-
competence, and strategic sub-competence (PACTE, 2003, as cited in PACTE, 2005, p.
610). Campbell (1991), in proposing “a tentative developmental schema for translation
competence” (p. 338), divided translation competence into three factors: lexical coding
of meaning (measured by text length, lexical variety, average word length, words
directly translated and content/function words), global target language competence
(measured by tokens misspelt, words shifted, words omitted and more verbal) and
lexical transfer competence (measured by mean lexical agreement, words shifted and
words directly translated) (p. 335-336).

Adopting a component-based approach, Gile (2009) attempts to bridge the notions
of translation and interpreting competence in the model where translation and
interpreting competence denotes the training content and is compromised of the

following:

1) Interpreters and translators need to have good passive knowledge
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of their passive working languages;

2) Interpreters and translators need to have good command of their
active working languages;

3) Interpreters and translators need to have sufficient knowledge of
the themes and subject-matters addressed by the texts or speeches
they translate;

4) Translators must have both declarative and procedural knowledge

about Translation. (p. 8-10).

Similarly, in B. Wang (2007), interpreting competence, as a sub-competence of
interpreter competence in his scheme, can be divided into the sub-components of
language, knowledge and interpreting skills.

Conversely, Kalina and K&ln (2000) focus primarily on the discussion of linguistic
and psycholinguistic competence in processing interpreting tasks. They also mentioned
the necessity of training performing competence in current interpreting programs.

Currently, there is a tendency to investigate interpreting competence differently
from competence in other activities and according to different settings. Growing
attention is also paid to different stages during the acquisition of interpreting
competence. For example, Rosiers, Eyckmans and Bauwens (2011) investigated the
differences between translation and interpreting students at the entry level of translation
and interpreting training. Although differences were found concerning learners’ anxiety
levels and their self-perceived communication competence and language skills, no
significant correlations were identified between these features and learners’ sight
translation performance. Also, Cai (2001) investigated the development of consecutive
interpreting competence through the comparison of the performance of pre-training
interpreting students, student interpreters and professional interpreters. It was found that
differences existed among the three groups concerning particularly the variables of
information, time, strategies and language.

Despite the various schemes of interpreting or translation competence, some core
elements can be identified throughout different models, such as the language

competence (cf. the global target language competence in Campbell, 1991; TPI in
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Orozco & Hurtado Albir, 2002; the bilingual sub-competence in PACTE, 2005; the
language component in B. Wang, 2007; the first two elements in Gile, 2009; ), content
knowledge competence (cf. the extralinguistic sub-competence in PACTE, 2005; B.
Wang, 2007 and the knowledge component in Gile, 2009), transfer competence (cf.
lexical coding of meaning and the lexical transfer competence in Campbell, 1991; TPI
and TEI in Orozco & Hurtado Albir, 2002; the minimalist approach in Pym, 2003),
interpreting or translation specific competence (cf. performing competence in Kalina &
Ko&ln, 2000; element four in Gile, 2009). Therefore, the study of the disparities between
learners’ performance and the ideal performance as underlined by competence in these
core elements, i.e., problems analysis in interpreting learning, should highlight these
relevant aspects. The following section will review the scope of interpreting problems

investigated in previous literature.

2.1.2 Scope of Problem Analysis in Interpreting Learning

Problem analysis concerning interpreting learning can be found widely in studies of
interpreting quality, performance analysis of professional and student interpreters, and
studies regarding the interpreting or translation process. In addition, it is widely applied
in schemes of interpreting accreditation tests and classroom assessment. This section

will outline a review of existing schemes in the above mentioned fields.

2.1.2.1 Existing Models in Product-oriented Interpreting Studies

Problem analysis is closely related to quality and performance analysis in
interpreting as the latter usually implies the “expectation” or “perfection”, which is
opposed to problems in interpreting (Grbi¢, 2008, p. 241-246). Despite the large amount
of studies in this field, interpreting quality has always been a thorny area to address due
to the lack of consensus among various parties of judgment involved (see Shlesinger,
1997, Pochhacker, 2004, 2005). However, this review will only look into the existing
models of quality and performance assessment as far as problem analysis of interpreting
learning is concerned.

As one of the pioneering studies of interpreting quality, Biihler (1986) applied a

survey study among professional interpreters on criteria concerning interpreting quality.
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The criteria listed in the questionnaire were loosely divided into two categories: the
linguistic (semantic) category (including native accent, fluency of delivery, logical
cohesion of utterance, sense consistency with original message, completeness of
interpretation, correct grammatical use, use of correct terminology and use of
appropriate style) and the extra-linguistic (pragmatic) category (pleasant voice, thorough
preparation of conference documents, endurance, poise, pleasant appearance, reliability,
ability to work in a team and positive feedback from delegates) (ibid, p. 231, 233) (also
see Schweda Nicholson, 1987, for a detailed theoretical discussion on the linguistic
(semantic) and extra-linguistic (pragmatic) aspects of simultaneous interpreting). The
study found that almost all linguistic criteria were ranked as highly important by the
participants, whilst “reliability” was ranked the highest among all the extra-linguistic
criteria (ibid, p. 233).

Many items in Biihler’s (1986) questionnaire have been frequently used and
discussed in later interpreting quality studies, although questionnaire subjects might
differ (Gile, 1990; Marrone, 1993; Kopczynski, 1994a, 1994b; Kurz, 1989a, 1993, 1994,
2001; Moser, 1995, 1996; Pochhacker, 2005; Chiaro & Nocella, 2004; Zwischenberger,
2010; Zwischenberger & Pochhacker, 2010). For example, Kurz (1989, 1993, 1994,
1996) surveyed conference delegates instead of interpreters through the application of
eight of the sixteen parameters from Biihler’s questionnaire, using primarily the
“linguistic (semantic) criteria” except for “use of appropriate style”, which was changed
into “pleasant voice” from the category of “extra-linguistic (pragmatic) criteria” (Kurz,
2001, p. 405-407). According to the comparison made in Kurz (2001), although
interpreters in Biihler (1986) gave higher ratings on the significance of all eight quality
parameters compared to the ratings given by conference delegates in Kurz (1989, 1993,
1994, 1996), most of the ratings were “parallel” except that interpreters “considered
‘grammar’ far more important than delegates did” (p. 406). Meanwhile, according to the
results listed in Kurz (2001), both interpreters and delegates seemed to regard “sense
consistency” as the most significant criteria in interpreting quality, followed by “logical
cohesion” (p. 406).

Kopczynski (1994a), borrowing the definition of pragmatics in Austin (1962) and
Searle (1969), as well as the questionnaire design of Bithler (1986), further investigated
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the pragmatic aspect of quality, i.e., the contextual variables for quality, including
factors such as the setting, the form and content of the message, the existing norms of
interaction and interpretation of a speech community and the participants (p. 88-89). He
looked specifically into the expected functions (content-related ones, i.e., rendering the
general content of TL, rendering the detailed content of TL and terminological
precision; and form-related ones, i.e., style, grammatical correctness of utterances,
fluency of delivery, diction and voice qualities) of and the possible irritating factors
(faulty terminology, ungrammatical sentences, stylistic mistakes, incomplete sentences,
lack of fluency, poor diction, monotonous intonation, monotonous tempo, speeding up
and slowing down, too general rendition of content and too detailed rendition of content)
in conference interpreting among conference participants, including hosts, speakers and
listeners (ibid, p. 92). Results of the study indicated that most of the participants
regarded “rendition of detailed content” as the most important factor, followed by
“terminological precision” and then “fluency” (ibid, p. 93). As for the irritants,
“incorrect terminology” was ranked first, whereas speakers and receptors varied on their
responses to the second and third irritants (ibid, p. 94). Likewise, participants from
different professions held different opinions concerning these irritants (ibid).

Another study often cited on interpreting quality is that of Moser’s (1995) where a
questionnaire for standardized interviews among conference participants by interpreters
from the International Association of Conference Interpreters (AIIC) was applied. The
aim of the study was to find out the influence of individual characters of conference
participants on their expected performance of simultaneous interpretation, including
what might be considered irritating to them. Both open and closed questions were used.
In the study, criteria concerning content and formal match were investigated. The
content match included elements such as completeness of rendition, terminological
accuracy and faithfulness to meaning (cf. linguistic (semantic) criteria in Biihler, 1986),
while the formal match included those such as synchronicity, rhetorical skills and voice
(cf. extra-linguistic (pragmatic) criteria in Biihler, 1986). The study found that many of
the “principle expectations”, such as clarity of expression, completeness of rendition,
accurate terminology, etc. remained “constant” for different conference participants

(ibid, p. 23). Additionally, long pauses and lagging behind the original were chosen by
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many and ranked high in the list of irritations for participants (ibid, p. 19).

Chiaro and Nocella’s (2004) study, where the innovative application of the World
Wide Web was employed, investigated interpreters’ perceptions of linguistic and non-
linguistic factors affecting quality through the application of the questionnaire items in
Bithler (1986) but modified them into rank order scales. The study found that
consistency with the original, completeness of information and logical cohesion in the
linguistic criteria group were ranked as the three most important factors, whereas
concentration was ranked as the first in the extra-linguistic criteria, followed by
preparation of conference documents and ability to work in a team.

More recently, Zwischenberger and Péchhacker (2010), applying 11 output-related
items from Biihler’s (1986) questionnaire in their web-based survey, investigated AIIC
interpreters’ perceptions of quality and role. The 11 quality parameters were divided into
content-related (i.e., sense consistency with the original, logical cohesion and
completeness), form-related (i.e., correct terminology, correct grammar and appropriate
style) and delivery-related ones (i.e., fluency of delivery, lively intonation, native accent
and pleasant voice) (Zwischenberger, 2010, p. 135). Findings of the study suggest that
the top quality parameters outlined by Biihler (1986) remained important, i.e., sense
consistency with the original and logical cohesion, both content-related. However,
compared to Biihler (1986), there was a rise of significance attributed to form-related
parameters such as correct terminology, correct grammar and appropriate style. In
addition, fluency of delivery was regarded as the most important among all the delivery
related parameters. Interpreters’ perceptions concerning these parameters were
influenced by specific interpreting settings or meeting types. Significant difference was
found in interpreters’ assessment of quality between a simultaneous interpreting with
lively intonation and that with monotonous intonation, indicating the importance of
intonation as a quality parameter. The study also explored the influence of interpreters’
socio-demographic and professional background variables (i.e., gender, A language, age
and working experience and education) in their perceptions of an interpreters’ role, and
significant differences were found concerning many of these variables.

A follow-up study by Zwischenberger (2010) compared the questionnaire findings

concerning quality criteria of professional interpreters in AIIC and those in the German
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Association of Conference Interpreters (VKD). The study indicates that both AIIC
members and VKD members held the content-orientated quality criteria in assessing
simultaneous interpreting. Both groups were similar in their perceptions of most of the
quality parameters except for that of correct grammar, which gained a significantly
higher rating from the AIIC interpreters. This finding suggests a stricter standard of the
AIIC interpreters on the interpreted language, which is in accordance with the
organization’s professional rule of interpreting only into the A language.

As well as survey studies on quality, analysis on interpreting outputs has also been
popular in product-oriented interpreting studies (Chiaro & Nocella, 2004). As mentioned
earlier, a pioneering study by Barik (1969) concerning error analysis in product-oriented
interpreter studies, looked into the meaning departures between the ST and TT as well as
time factors. Time factors investigated in the study included pauses and time lag
between the ST and TT, whereas content analysis included that on omissions, additions,
substitutions and errors, as well as translation disruptions. The scheme of the latter, i.e.,
content analysis, discussed separately in Barik (1971, 1994) (see Table 2.1), has been
applied and cited often in studies on interpreting problems (e.g. Cokely, 1986; Altman,
1994; H. Kim, 1994; T. Wang, 2010).

Table 2.1. Coding scheme of content analysis in Barik (1969, 1971, 1994) (Based on
Barik, 1994, p. 122-133)

Omissions Additions Submissions and Errors
M1: Skipping omission AT: Qualifier addition E1: Mild semantic error
M2: Comprehension A2: Elaboration addition | E2: Gross semantic error
omission A3: Relationship E3: Mild phrasing change
M3: Delay omission addition E4: Substantial phrasing
M4: Compounding omission | A4: Closure addition change

ES5: Gross phrasing change

Another influential study by Gerver (1971) carried out an experiment to examine
the influence of noise on the performance of simultaneous conference interpreters. The

verbal and temporal factors of the interpreters’ output were investigated. The
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effectiveness of consecutive interpreting and simultaneous interpreting was also
compared. Unlike Barik (1969), Gerver calculated the number of correct words as well
as the words omitted, errors of commission and corrections in the interpreting output.
Also, Gerver adopts the scales outlined in Carroll (1966) for machine translation in the
evaluation of the interpreted content, i.e., the scale of intelligibility and the scale of
informativeness. As for the temporal factors, the calculation of pauses and time
distribution was applied. The intelligibility and informativeness scales, being introduced
into interpreting studies by Gerver, have later been constantly applied in studies on
interpreting performance analysis (e.g. Anderson, 1979, 1994).

Apart from the application of scales adopted from machine translation studies,
other methods have also been applied for content analysis of interpreting outputs,
including the comparison of idea units (e.g. M. Liu, 2001), propositional analysis (e.g.
Dillinger, 1990, 1994; Lambert, 1984, 1989; Chang, 2005; Chang & Schallert, 2007;
Albl-Mikasa, 2008) and translation key (information) analysis (e.g. Sherwood, 2000).

Many other models for comparing ST and TT in interpreting have also been
proposed. In Dam (2001), lexical similarity and dissimilarity at the formal level and
omissions and additions at the meaning level were both examined. Likewise, Falbo
(1998) studied both content problems and form problems in simultaneous interpreting
outputs.

Clifford (2001), introducing discourse theory into his performance-based
assessment scheme, proposed a rubric to measure interpreter’s competence concerning
deixis, modality and speech acts. In a similar vein, Lindquist (2005) put forward an
MRC model based on discourse theory for the analysis of interpreters’ performance. The
basic parameters in his model included meaning (M), rhetorical value (R) and clarity
(C). Meanwhile, the deviations between ST and TT were investigated through the
coding of problem types of omissions, additions, lexical shift, grammatical shift,
syntactical shift, coherency (hesitations, false-starts and any disfluency), pronunciation
error and the unintelligible (ibid). In another landmark study, Setton (1997) proposed a
pragmatic model of simultaneous interpreting based on theoretical models of relevance
theory, cognitive semantics, mental models and speech-act theory. Many aspects of

interpreting at the structure level, context level and processing level were analyzed.
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Furthermore, Jimenez-Crespo (2011), based on the comparison between a corpus of the
original and localized Spanish corporate websites, analyzed the inadequacies in the
latter. An error typology divided into the lexical, syntactic, stylistic, typographic and
pragmatic levels was proposed from the bottom-up analysis of the corpora data.

Borrowing heavily from the research design of Barik (1969) and especially Gerver
(1971), and incorporating the questionnaire scheme of Biihler (1986), Pio (2003) applied
an error-based performance analysis scheme in her study on the relation between
delivery rate and quality in simultaneous interpreting in terms of meaning (linguistic
deviations) and fluency (non-linguistic deviations). Meaning discrepancies between the
ST and TT in the study were examined by looking at errors including omissions,
substitutions, additions and logical-time sequence errors, where deliberate use of these
methods as strategies by the interpreters was explained and excluded from the
examination (ibid). Meanwhile, interpreting fluency was examined by
pronunciation/phonation errors; unfilled pauses; filled pauses (or hesitations),
repetitions, corrections and false starts; and the ear-voice span (ibid). Each of these
factors was provided with a separate definition. The study found that omission was most
subjective to ST delivery speed and students produced more filled pauses under both
fast and slow delivery rate than professional interpreters. This study put forward a
detailed and clear model for the examination of meaning- and fluency-related problems
in simultaneous interpreting.

Chang and Schallert’s study (2007), in investigating the impact of directionality on
the performance of simultaneous interpreters, analyzed interpreting errors including
“language-use errors (grammatical and lexical errors)” and “presentation errors (self-
corrections and incomplete sentences)” (p. 161), in addition to a propositional analysis
of the content (including the analysis of omitted, added and erroneous propositions).

Recently, a growing number of studies on delivery or presentation specific factors
and their importance in the overall interpreting quality or performance have been
undertaken (e.g. Shlesinger, 1994; Mead, 2000, 2002, 2005; Ahrens, 2005; Kellett
Bidoli, 2005; Pradas Macias, 2006; Holub, 2010; Rennert, 2010). As stated by Gile

(2009), presentational factors play a very special role in Translation quality assessment:
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Good voice and pleasant delivery, pleasant style and good layout
of a printed page can occasionally do more toward convincing a
listener or reader than the quality of the idea that is formulated or
the information that is delivered. Conversely, good content is
weakened by poor style in writing, unusual or inaccurate

terminology, a poor voice or poor delivery of a speech. (p. 38)

The method of temporal pattern analysis was introduced into the study of
simultaneous interpreting by Goldman-Eisler (1967). In that study, Goldman-Eisler
compared the temporal patterns in terms of “rhythm” (measured by the pattern
relationship between hesitation and fluent periods) in spontaneous speech, reading aloud
and simultaneous interpreting (p. 125).

In particular, Shlesinger (1994) studied intonation, its role in “creating meaning”
(p. 225) and its relationship to grammar. In her model of analysis, she investigated the
“salient features of interpretational intonation”, including tonality (distribution of
information units), tonicity (pitch prominence), tone (falling or rising pitches) and
prosody (duration and speed) (ibid, p. 228). Ahrens (2005) discussed specifically
prosody analysis in interpreting. Following Barik (1969) and using a computer-aided
method, the study calculated the speech rates and rates of articulation of the ST and TT.
In addition, the computer program PRAAT was applied to analyze the segmentation of
intonation units. Furthermore, the study of Holub (2010) suggests that monotonous
intonation had an impact on the audiences’ comprehension of the interpreting output and
influenced their assessment of the overall quality although all the other variables of the
interpretation were controlled.

Rennert’s study (2010) demonstrated that perceived disfluencies, including
hesitations, vowel lengthening and repairs, could relate to the user’s assessment of
interpreting accuracy and the interpreter’s self-assessed comprehension and
performance. Pradas Macias (2006) studied the percentage of silent pauses in relation to
the rating of quality of simultaneous interpreting. The quality parameters included
overall quality, impression of professionalism, impression of reliability, quality of

original speech, accent, voice, logical cohesion, correct rendition of sense,
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completeness, terminology, style, diction, intonation and fluency (ibid, p. 35). The study
indicates that silent pauses form a negative factor for the evaluation of fluency and other
quality parameters.

Mead (2000) studied pauses, “as an index of fluency” (p. 89), in a consecutive
interpreting experiment with student subjects. In his analysis scheme, pauses were
divided into silent pauses and filled pauses (the latter including false starts and
repetitions, as well as mixed pauses, i.e., a mix of silent and filled pauses), the time of
both were calculated (ibid). Students’ self-reported reasons for making those pauses
were explored. The study found significant differences between students’ interpreting
into their A and B languages. Relevant factors related to the disfluency problems,
including learners’ weakness concerning specific items of expression was worth noticing
(ibid). In Mead (2005), a scheme of fluency analysis in interpreting was proposed,
including the analysis of temporal variables such as speech rate, duration of pauses,
phonation/time ratio, articulation rate and mean length of run. He further stated that
pause length, pause position and interpreters’ retrospective comments should be taken
into consideration collectively. In contrast, Tissi (2000), applying an analysis scheme
introduced in discourse analysis, studied both silent pauses and disfluencies in
simultaneous interpretation. In her scheme of analysis, disfluencies and filled pauses
were both treated as filled pauses, including vocalized hesitations, vowel and consonant
lengthening, interruptions, repeats, restructuring and false starts. Furthermore, Petite
(2005) studied repair based on the taxonomy of Levelt (1983) in a corpus of
simultaneous interpreting of professional interpreters. Repairs analyzed in the study
included post-articulatory appropriateness repairs, post-articulatory error repairs, post-
articulatory different repairs and mid-articulatory repairs. A more recent study
undertaken by Bendazzoli, Sandrelli and Russo (2011) studied disfluencies in
simultaneous interpreting in a corpus-based investigation. Disfluencies in the study
included mispronounced and truncated words. The features, types and possible cause of
these disfluency problems were further explored.

Apart from the specific attention paid to pauses concerning interpreting delivery, the
difficulty in rendering numbers has also been addressed frequently in the analysis of

interpreting outputs (e.g. Alessandrini, 1990; Mazza, 2001; Pellatt, 2006; Pinochi,
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2009). For example, Alessandrini (1990) conducted an experiment with professional
interpreters on their rendition of numbers in consecutive interpreting. Errors concerning
numbers were grouped into omissions, errors and approximation, whereas errors in the
interpreted text were categorized as omissions, semantic errors and morphosyntactic
errors (ibid, p. 78). The study demonstrated that it was possible to examine the impact of
errors regarding numbers in interpreted texts. Mazza (2001) investigated the problems
related to number reproduction in simultaneous interpreting between Italian and English
and through an experiment with student interpreters. Errors in rendering numbers were
further classified into omissions, approximations, lexical mistakes, syntactical mistakes,
phonological mistakes and other mistakes (ibid, p. 94). Errors of omission in numbers
were found to be the most common (ibid). Pinocchi (2009), duplicating the study of
Mazza (2001) with the language pair of German and English and the added error type,
i.e., transposition of the digits (p. 43-44), produced similar results and concluded that the
problem of omission in interpreting is independent of language. A further example of
difficulties in interpreting numbers between Chinese and English can be found in Pellatt
(2006).

In addition to the output-related empirical studies such as survey studies on
interpreting quality and performance analysis of experimental data, some theoretical
discussions regarding interpreting output or quality constructs have also contributed
greatly in sketching the scope of interpreting problem analysis. As far as interpreting
types are concerned, whilst there are some arguments for differentiating quality criteria
for different types of interpreting, for example, between consecutive and simultaneous
interpreting (e.g. C. Li, 2006), between professional interpreting and student interpreting
(e.g. Riccardi, 2002a), or between interpreting into the A language and interpreting into
the B language (e.g. Campell, 1998), the study of Pochhacker (2001) raises the point
that there was some “common ground” for quality of interpreting of different types such
as conference interpreting and community interpreting (p. 423).

Riccardi (2002a) stated that quality analysis for professional interpreting should
follow the “macrocriteria” of equivalence, accuracy, appropriateness and usability (p.
118-120), whereas evaluation for student interpreting should follow the “microcriteria”

of phonological deviations, prosody deviations, production deviations (false starts and
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filling elements), pauses, lexical deviations (of common and technical terms),
morphosyntactic  deviations, logical/semantic deviations, omissions, additions,
reformulations, register, technique, successful solutions, overall performance, eye
contact, hand control and/or gesticulations and/or posture, as well as incomplete
sentences (ibid, p. 121-123).

Based on a review of previous studies, Kalina (2002) provided a theoretical
framework for the analysis of quality of interpreters’ output in both simultaneous and
consecutive interpreting. The model of Kalina consisted of three layers with a number of

parameters at each layer (see Table 2.2).

Table 2.2. Dimensions of interpreters’ output in Kalina (2002, p. 125).

Semantic Content Linguistic Performance Presentation
Consistency Grammatical correctness Voice quality
Logic, coherence Adherence to TL norms Articulation
Completeness Comprehensibility Public speaking
Accurateness Stylistic adequacy Discipline
Unambiguity Terminological adequacy Simultaneity
Clarity Discretion Technical mastery
Reliability Lack of disturbance Conduct

Furthermore, Riccardi (2002b) provided a more comprehensive scheme for the

analysis of interpreting output with a general view of interpreting in both didactic and
research contexts, which is by far the most comprehensive (see Table 2.3). Nevertheless,
the parameters under the category of “interpretation” in the table primarily relate to the

process of interpreting rather than its product (see the next section).
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Table 2.3. Descriptive parameters for interpreted text (Based on Riccardi, 2002b, p. 23-
26)

1. Delivery 2. Language 3. Content 4. Interpretation
1) Pronunciation and 1) Standard lexicon | 1) Changes 1) Reformulation
phonation 2) Technical lexicon (substitution, | 2) Anticipation

2) Output (production 3) Morphosyntax synthesis or 3) Décalage
speed and rhythm) and syntax paraphrase); 4) Technique

3) Prosody (word, clause | 4) Calques 2) Omissions 5) Overall
and sentence accent 5) Internationalisms | 3) Additions performance
as well as intonation) (transliteration) 4) Logical links

4) Non-fluencies 5) Register

a. Filled pauses, coughs,
glottal clicks, audible
breathings

b. False starts and

repetitions

5) Pauses

A comparison of the scheme in Kalina (2002) and that in Riccardi (2002b) suggests
some shared parameters both at the macro- and micro-level. For example, the macro-
level parameters of semantic content, linguistic performance and presentation in Kalina
(2002) are comparable to those of content, language and delivery in Riccardi (2002b)
respectively. Most of the micro-level parameters can be found in many empirical studies
which have been reviewed in an earlier part of this section.

In conclusion, both the empirical studies and theoretical modeling in product-
oriented interpreting studies have provided useful insights into the schematizing of
problems in interpreting outputs. So far, theoretical discussions regarding interpreting
output analysis suggest three parameters at the macro-level: the content/meaning,
language/form and presentation/delivery levels. These three macro-level parameters are
applicable for grouping parameters in many empirical studies of interpreting quality

surveys and performance analysis. Studies with interpreting performance analysis have
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helped to unveil the composition of the three macro-level parameters and provided
analytical schemes for micro-level parameters such as pauses, disfluencies and numeric
errors. The schematization of the parameters at different levels makes it possible to use
computer-aided programs and methods to analyze large corpora of empirical data in a
systematic way (e.g. Bowker, 2001; Lindquist, 2005; Fernandez-Silva & Kerremans,
2011; Hassani, 2011; Jimenez-Crespo, 2011). By doing this, a more objective modeling
for the study of interpreting outputs can be seen (e.g. Riccardi, 2002b). However,
caution should be exercised in the application of these models as most of the empirical
and theoretical studies mentioned in this section concern simultaneous interpreting only
(except for Mead, 2000; Kalina, 2002; Riccardi, 2002b). In general, consecutive
interpreting has not been addressed frequently in product-oriented interpreting studies as
a whole (see Kalina, 2002). Furthermore, the analysis of interpreting outputs alone
provides only one side of the story. It needs to be compared to the investigation of
interpreting process to gain a full dimension of the activity. The next section will review

existing models relevant to problem analysis in process-oriented interpreting studies.

2.1.2.2 Existing Models in Process-oriented Interpreting Studies

Many models relevant to problem analysis in process-oriented interpreting studies
overlap with those in product-oriented interpreting studies discussed in the previous
section, especially those regarding the temporal factors in simultaneous interpreting (e.g.
Goldman-Eisler, 1967; Gerver, 1971; Tissi, 2000; Petite, 2005). Nevertheless, there are a
number of models, although smaller compared to those in the previous section, which
contribute specifically to the process of interpreting.

To start with, Gile (1995a, 2009) put forward the effort models in translation and
interpreting and listed problems relevant to the models, which have been applied in
numerous studies and continues to remain influential in the field of interpreting research
(see Hansen, Chesterman, & Gerzymisch-Arbogast, 2008). Gile (1995a) notes that
problems can occur in the interpreting performance of both professional and student
interpreters, which may be triggered by any failure of the processing capacity in his
Effort Models for interpreting (both simultaneous interpreting and consecutive

interpreting). According to him, possible problem triggers in interpreting included an
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increase in processing capacity requirements (e.g. high density of the speech; external
factors such as deterioration of the sound quality, technical terms, strong accents,
incorrect grammar and lexical usage, unusual linguistic style and reasoning style;
unknown names; saturation; etc.) or speech segments with signal vulnerability (e.g.
names, numbers and acronyms) (Gile, 1995a, p. 172-174; Gile, 2009, 192-194). In
addition, Gile (2009) discussed the “language-specificity related problems” in speech
perception and production (e.g. differences in the perceptions of words, grammatical
redundancies, syntactic structures and sociolinguistic aspects), as well as cultural-
specific difficulties (p. 194-200). The speaker factor was also taken into consideration
(ibid). As mentioned by Gile (1995a), “processing capacity problems many result in two
types of adverse phenomena: deterioration of the content of the target-language speech
(errors, omissions, etc.), or deterioration of its delivery (linguistic output, voice,
intonation, etc.)” (p. 174-175, italics in the original). Therefore, linguistic and non-
linguistic anticipation becomes very important for interpreters in simultaneous
interpreting in particular.

Gile (1995a, 2009) also provided a comprehensive scheme for tactics to combat
problems in simultaneous interpreting, which is applicable for consecutive interpreting

with a few modifications (see Table 2.4).
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Table 2.4. Tactics against problems in simultaneous interpreting (Based on Gile, 1995a,

p. 192-206; Gile 2009, p. 201-211)

1. Comprehension

2. Preventive tactics

3. Reformulation tactics

tactics

1) Delaying the 1) Taking notes 1) Delaying the response
response 2) Lengthening or 2) Using the boothmate’s help*

2) Reconstructing the shortening the Ear- | 3) Consulting documents in the
segment with the Voice Span booth

help of the context
3) Using the

boothmate’s help*
4) Consulting resources

in the booth

3) Segmentation and
unloading of short-
term memory

4) Changing the order
of elements in an

enumeration*

4) Replacing a segment with a
superordinate term or a more
general speech segment

5) Explaining or paraphrasing

6) Reproducing the sound heard in
the source-language speech

7) “Instant naturalization”

8) Transcoding

9) Form-based interpreting

10) Informing listeners of a
problem*

11) Referring delegates to another
information source

12) Omitting the content of a speech
segment

13) “Parallel” reformulation

14) Switching off the microphone

* Those marked with asterisks are not applicable for consecutive interpreting according

to Gile (1995a, 2009). Also, the note-taking tactics are for consecutive interpreting in

particular.

Many of these tactics listed in the table to be applied against potential interpreting

problems are closely related to the parameters listed in the previous section concerning
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the analysis of interpreting outputs at the content/meaning, language/form and
presentation/delivery levels, such as omission, addition, reformulation of information,
the production of awkward linguistic expressions (e.g. reproducing the sound heard in
the source-language speech), or even some presentation flaws (e.g. pauses due to
consultation of resources and boothmate’s help, or the time when interpreters switch off
the microphone under extreme adverse conditions).

Kalina (2002), as well as proposing a model of output analysis of interpreting
quality, also listed factors that might affect quality from a process-oriented perspective.
The set of factors can be broadly divided into pre-process prerequisites, peri-process
conditions, in-process requirements and post-process efforts, which are similar to the
extra-linguistic parameters in Bihler’s (1986) questionnaire and those discussed in
Schweda Nicholson (1987) (also see Kalina, 2005).

Donato (2003), based on the model in Gile (1995a), proposed an analysis scheme
for data gathered from an experiment with student interpreters in simultaneous
interpreting (see Table 2.5). The sub-types under the category of reformulation
strategies, such as morphosyntacitic reformulation, synthesis and expansion sound very
similar to terms such as inconsistency, omission and addition in the content category in

models of product-oriented interpreting studies.
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Table 2.5. Descriptive criteria of strategies in simultaneous interpreting in Donanto

(2003)

1. Comprehension

Strategies

2. Reformulation Strategies

3. Emergency

Strategies

1) Stalling by using
neutral material

2) Anticipation

3) Time lag

1) Morphosyntactic reformulation
a. Morphosyntactic transformations
b. Syntactic segmentation

c. Least-commitment strategy

1) Transcoding
2) Approximation
3) Evasion

4) Substitution

d. Changing the order of phrases or
elements of other type within the
clause

2) Synthesis

a. Generalization

b. Simplification

c. Deletion

3) Expansion

a. Explanatory additions

b. Additions to maintain coherence

c. Repetition

d. Paraphrase

Many empirical studies were devoted to the mapping of coping tactics or strategies
in interpreting. For example, Kohn and Kalina (1996), based on the analysis
professional conference interpreting data and the interpreters’ retrospective comments,
identified strategies such as omissions, completion, chunking and deletion. The study
provided a good example for empirical analysis of interpreting strategies. Ng and Obana
(1991) also applied the method of introspection in their study of problems regarding
interpreting by student interpreters. The interpreting was done sentence by sentence,
followed by a retrospective report of the students. The study found correlations between
distortion of the message and students’ problems with structure, argument, lexical items

or the combination of these problems. Al-Khanji, EI-Shiyab and Hussein (2000) studied
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the use of compensation strategies in simultaneous interpreting of professional
interpreters. After analyzing the TT in relation to the ST, the researcher identified 234
instances of compensation strategies, among which, those used most frequently were
skipping, approximation, filtering, comprehension omissions and substitution.
Furthermore, Chang (2005) conducted retrospective interviews with the interpreters to
investigate simultaneous interpreting strategies in relation to the propositional and error
analysis of interpreters’ interpreting products. Strategies found in the study included
anticipation, visualization, selection of important messages, omission, generalization,
etc.

Although Riccardi (2005) notes that there are possible ways of grouping strategy
models in a general way regardless of modes or types of interpreting, it has been popular
to compare strategies used in interpreting of different modes or in different conditions.
In a study by Agrifoglio (2004), constraints and failures were compared between sight
translation, consecutive and simultaneous interpreting through an experiment with
professional interpreters. The study found that meaning failures occurred comparatively
more frequently than expression failures in consecutive interpreting and sight
translation, whereas the opposite is true for simultaneous interpreting. Bartlomiejczyk
(2006), through the analysis of retrospective remarks of student interpreters in
simultaneous interpreting, identified 21 interpreting strategies such as addition,
anticipation, approximation, changing order, compression, delaying response,
inferencing, no repair, omission, parallel reformulation, paraphrase, personal
associations, repair and reproduction (p. 164-165). The study found that inferencing was
used most often when interpreting into students’ A language, and approximation when
interpreting into their B language. Yagi (2000) proposed a set of schemes to analyze
styles of simultaneous interpreting, which included the measurement of periodicity and
discourse development. The performance of novice and professional interpreters as well
as shadowers was compared and represented by graphics. Van Besien and Meouleman
(2008) also examined styles in simultaneous interpreting and found style differences
between two professional interpreters based on the analysis of their application of global
(presentation, additions and omissions) and local strategies (e.g. transcoding and

backtracking, anticipation, use of pauses, etc.). The resulted differences in the
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interpreted products included a “lean” and an “abundant” version (p. 135). Style
differences concerning strategies in dealing with speakers’ errors and repairs were also
found in a corpus study of Van Besien and Meouleman (2004). Furthermore, Meuleman
and Van Besien (2009) studied the strategies applied by professional interpreters in
simultaneous interpreting under extreme speech conditions such as syntactically
complex sentences and high speed of delivery. The study found that segmentation was
more often used than tailing when coping with complex sentences. The opposite was
found when the delivery speed is high.

As for single strategies studied in process-oriented interpreting studies, omission
may be regarded as one of the most often addressed. For example, Napier (2004)
provided a comprehensive taxonomy of omissions based on a review of studies treating
omissions as both errors and strategies. According to the scheme, omissions were
divided into five general categories, i.e., conscious strategic omissions, conscious
intentional omissions, conscious unintentional omissions, conscious receptive omissions
and unconscious omissions (ibid, p. 125). The study found that unconscious omissions
were narrowly followed by conscious strategic omissions based on data gained from an
experiment of sign language interpreting by professional interpreters and retrospective
interviews with them. Additionally, Pym (2008) studied omissions in relation to
contextualization, communication aims, communication risks and communication
strategy. Omissions in Pym’s study were classified into low risk and high risk ones. The
study indicates that decision-making in interpreting requires both “cognitive resources”
and “contextualization” (ibid, p. 97). Y. Wang (2008) constructed a corpus of
simultaneous interpreting of professional interpreters between Cantonese and English.
She analyzed the compression strategy in the corpus in particular. Compression strategy
in the study was classified into the categories of syllabic compression, lexical
compression, syntactic compression, semantic compression, situational compression and
pragmatic compression. The study found that the application of compression strategy
may be influenced by situations and contexts, textual inferences, delivery rate of the
speaker, as well as delivery rate, processing capacity and the professional experience of
the interpreter (ibid, p. 154).

Ficchi’s (1999) study is worthy of note as it analyzed student performance in
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consecutive interpreting at different learning phases. The study listed mistakes in student
performance according to the process of listening, note-taking and message delivery.
The researcher-generated list included omissions (meaning exclusion of parts of the
text), hesitation phenomena (false starts, repetitions, self-corrections and rephrasing),
faux-sens (incorrect reproduction of the original text, incorrect reproduction of verb
tense, incoherence and lack of cohesion), contre-sens, target language mistakes
(grammar mistakes, awkward use of language due to source language influence, errors
of translation, incorrect concordance between subject and verb or adjective and noun),
pauses (both silent and filled ones, which “exceptionally slowed down the rate of
presentation and betrayed hesitation and uncertainty”) and unfinished sentences (p. 202,
213). The study found that pauses remained the top mistake, though each mistake has
experienced a substantial decrease throughout the tests given to students at three stages.
Although the mistake categories seem to overlap and be somewhat blurred, the study
ascertained the possibility for learners to learn consecutive interpreting through an
autonomous approach.

Based on the previous review, it can be found that the exploration of strategies to
settle problems in the process of interpreting have, to a great extent, furthered the
dimension of problem analysis in interpreting. On the one hand, most of the problem
triggers in the interpreting process can be grouped according to the three-level scheme
in product-oriented interpreting studies, i.e., the scheme that consists of the
content/meaning, language/form and presentation/delivery levels. On the other hand,
many strategies adopted by interpreters in the process of interpreting share the same
terms with error analysis in product-oriented interpreting studies, such as addition and
omission (e.g. Napier, 2004; Pym, 2008; Y. Wang, 2008). Therefore, caution should be
exercised when using these terms in a problem analysis model. Similar to studies cited
in the previous section, many of the process-oriented interpreting studies are about
simultaneous interpreting and, therefore, generalization of the results for consecutive
interpreting should be undertaken with caution (see Agrifoglio, 2004; Riccardi, 2005).
Finally, there has been a growing application of corpus-based analysis of interpreting
strategies and its extension to norm-based interpreting studies (see Setton, 2011), which

are to be reviewed in more detail in the next section.
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2.1.2.3 Existing Models in Norm-Based Interpreting Studies
In addition to studies on interpreting strategies, the investigation of interpreting
norms, especially the corpus-based study of interpreting universals or the “interpretese”
(Shlesinger, 2008, p. 237), has gained increasing prevalence in the last two decades.
Studies on interpreting norms have borrowed greatly from the study of Translation
Norms, which was put forward by Toury (1978). According to Toury (1995), norms exist

in almost every social activity between rules and idiosyncrasies:

Along the temporal axis, each type of constraint may, and often
does move into its neighbouring domain(s) through processes of
rise and decline. Thus, mere whims may catch on and become
more and more normative, and norms can gain so much validity
that, for all practical purposes, they become as binding as rules; or
the other way around, of course. Shifts of validity and force often
have to do with changes of sfatus within a society. In fact, they
can always be described in connection with the notion of norm,
especially since, as the process goes on, they are likely to cross its
realm, i.e., actually become norms. The other two types of
constraints may even be redefined in terms of norms: rules as
“Imore] objective”, idiosyncrasies as “[more] subjective [or: less

inter-subjective]” norms. (p. 54, highlights in the original)

Toury (1995) stated that “adequacy” and “acceptability” were the two initial norms
for translation as a norm-governed activity (p. 57). He further classified translational
norms into “preliminary” and “operational” ones (ibid, p. 58).

The discussion relating to translational norms has been continued as a very
important theme in Translation Studies (e.g. Toury, 1998; Schiftner, 1998, 1999a,
1999b; Chesterman, 1999; Hermans, 1999; Pym, 1999; also see Pym, Shlesinger, &
Simeoni, 2008). Furthermore, the notion of Translational Norms and Descriptive
Translation Theories (see Toury, 1995) stimulated the investigation of Translation

Universals (e.g. Baker, 1993; Mauranen & Kujamiki, 2004) and Corpus-based
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Translation Studies (see Baker, 1995; Halverson, 1998; Laviosa, 1998, 2002; Munday,
1998; Tymoczko, 1998; Andeman & Rogers, 2007; Beeby, Rodriguez Inés, & Sanchez-
Gijoén, 2009). In a landmark work concerning corpus-based study of translation
universals, Baker (1993) put forward five universals in translation, i.e., explicitation,
disambiguation and simplification, grammaticality, avoidance of repetitions in ST and
exaggeration (p. 243-244). Following this pioneering study, there have been numerous
studies on each or all of the universals (see Mauranen & Kujamiki, 2004). House
(2008), based on a review of relevant studies, put translation universals within a
functional linguistic framework (see Figure 2.1). Translation universals such as
explicitation, simplification, disambiguation, standardization and “leveling out” were
put under the ideational metafunction group, and those of avoidance of repetition and

over/under-representation of ST/TT items under the textual metafunction group.
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Figure 2.1. House’ mapping for Universals in Translation (cited from House, 2008, p.

15).

Universals in Translation (L, - L)?
linguistic sources other sources?
/{kl\k)\ /\
linguistic linguistic variables  variables task
choices choices {who} {where, variables
T when) (why,
wheo for)
ideational interpersonal textual
metafunction metafunction metafunction
construing of speech functions  given/new ~ theme/rheme
experiential world and roles « reference ("phora”)
“processes” and « mooxd » ellipsis
their relation to - modality « conjunction
one another « lexical cobesion
~ explicitation? - avoidance of repetition?
- simplification? + over-representation of
- disambiguation? target and/or source items?
. standardisation? - under-representation of
» "levelling out™ source and/or target items?

More specifically, universals in learner translations have been explored in both
Kujamdki (2004) and Jaddskeldinen (2004). In Kujamiki (2004), students’
“(semi)professional self-understanding” of translation theory and L1 (first language)
competence were explored through the investigation of the “unique items”, which is
specific to the TL, in their translated texts (p. 188). Students’ translated and non-
translated language outputs were compared. The study found a certain level of under-
representation of these terms in students’ translated texts and concluded that such a
translation universal existed in the translation of students even when the ST posed no

specific difficulty for them. Meanwhile, Jadskeldinen (2004), through a small scale
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research project, found that the avoidance of repetition tended to appear in student
translations, although not in a very systematic way, given that students have not
“internalized the unspoken ‘norms’ of translation which professionals might share” (p.
213).

With the influence of norm-related investigations in Translation Studies, norms
were introduced into interpreting by Shlesinger (1989) and Harris (1990) and further
explored by many other scholars (e.g. Schjoldager, 1995; Gile, 1998a; Garzone, 2002;
Marzocchi, 2005; Diriker, 2008). Schjoldager’s (1995) study proposed a model to
analyze simultaneous interpreting data. The study put forward a methodological

framework to investigate the interplay among competence, performance and norms:

(1) Suggestion of theoretical models (competence).
(2) Source-target comparison (performance).
(3) Reconstruction of guiding principles in the translational

process (norms). (p. 80)

The theoretical model of translational relationships applied in the study included
five types of relationships: repetition, permutation, addition, deletion and substitution
(including equivalent substitution, paraphrastic substation, specifying substation, .
generalizing substitution, overlapping substitution and substation proper) (p. 81-82).

In addition, many of the questions listed in Diriker (2008) for further exploration of

interpreting norms are closely related to the current study:

1) What kinds of presence and performance are deemed
praiseworthy/correct/ethical in  Simultaneous Conference
Interpreting (SCI)?

2) Do interpreters’ decisions comply with and reinforce the norms
“on the air”, or are there divergences between what is said and
what is done?

3) (How) do the presence and performance of interpreters

influence the immediate and the broader social context(s)?
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4) (How) do the presence and performance of interpreters
influence the production and effect of the original speech?

5) How visible are interpreters in the actual conferences? How
much presence is granted to them and how much presence can
or do they assume? Do different degrees of (in)visibility
influence their performance and the general flow of
interaction?

6) Who are the users of SCI? What do they expect of interpreters?
Can we really talk about general and shared expectations, or
are expectations bound to subjective definitions?

7) Does gender play a role in the selection and pursuit of SCI as a
profession? Does it influence the presence and performance of
interpreters?

8) (How) do ideological and power differences manifest
themselves in SCI settings? Are interpreters aware of these?

9) What are the impact of various technologies (remote
interpreting, live broadcasts, webstreaming) on the presence

and performance of interpreters? (p. 215-216)

Among the questions in this list, 1), 2) and 6) may be regarded as expectations and
criteria of SCI, questions 3) to 5) relate to the influence of the presence of interpreters
and items 7) to 9) are about the personal, social and technical factors.

Shlesinger (1998), as the pioneer for Corpus-based Interpreting Studies (CIS),
introduced the difficulties and yet possibilities for applying corpus-analysis methods in
interpreting studies, especially in norm-based interpreting studies. She introduced the
notion of “Interpretese” in Shlesinger (2008, p. 237). Shlesinger (2008) compared the
oral and written STs and the translated and interpreted TTs by professionals through
lexical variety (measured by the type-token ratio), the verb system, the definite article,
part-of-speech distribution, possessives and lexical choices. Marked differences were
found between the translated texts and interpreted texts. She called for more efforts to

study the features of “Interpretese”, i.e., features of the product of interpreted discourse,
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whereby knowledge of the process of interpreting may be gained (ibid, p. 250).
Actually, the study of interpreting norms may be regarded as an extension of
product- and particularly process-oriented interpreting studies. PGchhacker (2004) stated

the close tie between the study of interpreting strategies and norms:

. strategies cannot be accounted for purely in terms of input
load. Rather, the interpreter’s awareness of — and attempt to meet
— certain expectations regarding his or her product and
performance, which Chesterman (1993) refers to as translational
“expectancy norms”, may be as powerful as cognitive constraints
in shaping the interpreter’s strategic response ... Nevertheless, the
line between the two (strategic and norm-guided behavior) would
be hard to draw. (p. 132, elaboration added by the author in the

current study)

Gumul (2006), for example, investigated the phenomenon of explicitation in
simultaneous interpreting and found that most of the explicitating shifts in the
experiment of student interpreters were not strategic, but were applied by the subjects
subconsciously. This might indicate that, explicitation could be regarded as a norm in
simultaneous interpreting rather than a strategy. The study of Baumgarten, Meyer and
Ozgetin (2008), based on a parallel corpus of translation and a corpus gathered from an
interpreter-mediated conference, questioned the inclusion of explicitation as a
Translational Universal. The study compared the interpreted version of place names in
both consecutive and simultaneous interpreting data in the corpus and found the
occurrence of explicitation in interpreting depended on the interpreting mode,
interpreters’ individual differences and other “constellation features” (ibid, p. 198).

Furthermore, studies such as Monti, Bendazzoli, Sandrelli and Russo (2005)
provided tagged corpus resources of professional interpreters and profusive
opportunities for the analysis of relevant strategies or norms displayed in the interpreted
discourse.

In conclusion, the extension of corpus-based interpreting strategy studies into the
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descriptive studies of interpreting norms has provided valuable theoretical knowledge
and methodological dynamic for problem analysis in interpreting research. The review
of studies in this field demonstrated that although there were several norms regularly
discussed or universals in Translation Studies such as explicitation or simplification,
corpus-based studies of “interpretese” were still sporadic and, therefore, much effort is
needed before systematic results can be gained. In addition, many established norms or
universal features in translated texts remain controversial, which also call for more
systematic explorations. Finally, although many empirical studies involve student
translators or interpreters, much remains unknown about the “semi-professional
translationese/interpretese” (Pan & H. Wang, 2012), the exploration of which can thus
shed much light on translation and interpreting pedagogy as well as the co-construction

of norms in the community of the translation and interpreting classrooms.

2.1.2.4 Existing Models in Accreditation Tests and Classroom Assessment

Schemes of accreditation tests and classroom assessment in interpreting, assessing
acquired knowledge and skills as well as problems of potential interpreters or
interpreting learners, are usually developed based on the theoretical investigation of
interpreting product, and particularly process and norms. This section will review
examples of interpreting accreditation tests and classroom assessment schemes, a
modeling of which are constructive to and can serve to aid problem analysis in
interpreting. Although there have been many discussions on the validity of test
constructs or test types such as aptitude texts and competency tests (see Arango-Keeth &
Koby, 2003; Campbell & Hale, 2003), the current review will only focus on the
assessment criteria in these schemes.

To this end, a review of the Practical Guide for Professional Conference
Interpreters stipulated by AIIC serves as a good start. According to regulations on
professional ethics in interpreting of AIIC (2004b), “the interpreter’s primary loyalty is
always owed to the speaker s/he is interpreting. It is the interpreter’s duty to
communicate the speaker’s meaning as accurately, faithfully and completely as possible,
whatever the speaker’s position or point of view” (4.1 Professional ethics, para. 9). In

addition to the requirement regarding quality in interpreting message, it is also required
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that the interpreter should make “clear and lively” (or “fluent, expressive, and
communicative”) “delivery” of the interpretation (ibid, 3.3. Quality interpreting, para.
1). Also, on the linguistic level, the “register” should be matched to “that of the speaker
and the audience” (ibid, 3.3. Quality interpreting, para. 7).

Many accreditation tests and classroom assessment models follow very similar
requirements which can fit into the three-level scheme, i.e., the scheme that consists of
the content/meaning, language/form and presentation/delivery levels. For example, the
California Certified Interpreter Oral Performance Evacuation (California Certified,
2010) applied a combination of holistic and objective methods of rating. Holistic rating
applied two rating scales, one for language proficiency and the other for interpreting
skills (Consecutive Interpreting of both directions, Sight Translation of both directions
and English to Foreign Language Simultaneous Interpreting) with descriptive
parameters for each level of performance. For the rating of language (in this model,
presentation/delivery factors such as fluency was included into the language proficiency
scale rather than forming a separate scale), separate judgment is given to English and the
foreign language, based on the parameters of phonology, syntax, lexicon, semantics and
pragmatics (ibid, p. 1). In addition, the rating also applies an objective assessment
method: calculating the number of correctly rendered key words/units of meaning
selected by the test developers (ibid, p. 3). The assessment scheme includes a section on
features of performance that “fall below the minimum standard” which can be regrouped
into the content/meaning, language/form and presentation/delivery levels (ibid, p. 16)
(see Table 2.6). The three factors listed in the last column under “others” are those that
might involve the speculation of the observer and cannot be put into the three-level

scheme summarized in the previous sections.
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Table 2.6. Regrouping the parameters indicating “failure™ in California Certified (2010,

p. 16)
Content/meaning | Language/form Presentation/delivery | Others
1) Lack of 1) Incorrect word 1) Long 1) Note-taking
comprehension choice and use pauses/hesitation/in that
of source 2) Literal translation appropriate hedging interferes
material (inappropriate not in source with a
2) Omission application of lexical language timely
3) Invention and syntactic 2) Difficulty keeping rendition in
4) Embellishment patterns of source pace with the the
5) Paraphrasing language) speaker consecutive
6) Summarizing 3) Inappropriate 3) Backtracking component
7) Changes in language mixing 4) Poor audibility 2) Limited
meaning 4) Inappropriate 5) Poor enunciation retention
multiple synonyms 3) Lack of self-
5) Hypercorrection monitoring
(overuse of certain
structures)

Likewise, the US Federal Court Interpreter Certification Examination (FCICE) is
rated based on an objective score and a subjective score. The primary parameter is
meaning, which is measured by “a sum of all the points awarded for certain key words
and phrases that are marked on the examiners’ copies of the texts” (“Tips”, n.d., Scoring
the exam, para. 1), whereas “delivery” and “adaptability” or “resourcefulness”, being
the second parameter and only playing a periphery role, is rated by a subjective score
(ibid, para.2).

The Cultural Interpreter Language and Interpretation Assessment Tools (CILISAT)
in Canada use an information score and a language score. The information score, based
on the information calculation scheme in Harris (1975), is obtained by deducting points
for mistakes (graded by the degree of seriousness) from the total information weight

calculated based on the number of information units and the weight of each of the unit
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(“CILISAT”, nd., p. 5; CILISAT Interpreter Test Scoring Key, 1995, from B. Harris,
personal communication, April 23, 2010). Interestingly, in a more detailed and recent
description in J. Lee (2009), the Canadian community interpreter’s qualification test
(i.e., CILISAT) now has a scoring weight of 10% given to the handling of names and
numbers (p. 173), raising the importance of the correct rendition of this component in
community interpreting.

Likewise, the National Authority of Accreditation of Translators and Interpreters
(NATTI) in Australia depends on an “error deduction” scheme with the “seriousness” of
the errors taken into consideration in the translation assessment (M. Kim, 2009, p. 125).
Errors taken into consideration in the NATTI assessment criteria included “too free a
translation”, “too literal a translation”, “spelling”, “grammar”, “syntax” and
“punctuation” (ibid, p. 125), with the first two about meaning, the middle three about
language and the last one concerning presentation.

In the assessment of Conference Interpreting in the China Accreditation Test for
Translators and Interpreters (CATTI), the parameter of content (fidelity, coherence and
completeness) weights 30%, whereas the language (grammar, structure, diction and
terminology) and fluency parameters (delivery speed, avoidance of overt repetitions) are
20% respectively (Y. Qi, 2008, p. 284). An extra 10% is given to pronunciation (tone
and intonation). Additionally, Y. Qi (2008) reviewed the assessment parameters for the
Shanghai Interpreters Accreditation (SIA) (also see B. Wang & Mu, 2009) and those of
the interpreting test in the Test for English Majors (TEM) — Band 8, both may be
grouped into the three categories of content, language and delivery. Furthermore, a brief
look at the assessment sheet for the National Interpreting Contest (usually serves a
double function for evaluating interpreting performance at a national level and for
employers to select potential interpreters, also see H. Guo, 2010; National, 2010) reveals
the primary assessment parameter of information, which is then followed by the
parameters of delivery and ethic qualifications.

Entrance examinations for interpreter training programs also seek potential abilities
of candidates concerning the three parameters of language, presentation and content in
interpreting. For example, the conference interpreter training program at the Graduate

Institute of Interpretation and Translation (GIIT) of Shanghai International Studies
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University (SISU) assesses candidates in the following aspects: comprehensive
competence of the A language, comprehensive competence of the B language, listening
ability of the C language (if any), information/logic analytical and summative ability,
world knowledge, clear delivery of message, communication skills, responsiveness and
psychological quality (GIIT, 2011, entrance examination section). The first three skills
relate to language, whereas world knowledge is relevant to content or message transfer,
and the rest pertain to performance in delivery. In addition, Pippa and Russo (2002)
reviewed aptitude tests for conference interpreting training programs at various
institutions all over the world, including Georgetown University’s School of Language
and Linguistics, the University of Ottawa, the University of Stockholm, Interpreter and
Translator Training Centre (ITTC) of the University of Budapest (ELTE), Centre for
Conference Interpretation (CIC) at Copenhagen Business School (CBS) and the School
of Translation and Interpretation (ETI) at the University of Geneva. The study presented
a linguistic-cognitive aptitude test model composed of three categories of competences
at the syntactic (reduction, expansion, syntactic transformation, syntactic and lexical
transformation, lexical transformation, permutation, production disorder, etc.), semantic
(deletion, additions, interpretative paraphrase, non-relevant, synonymic and
paradigmatic substitution, loss of coherence, etc.) and pragmatic (pragmatic loss/gain,
theme/focus, delivery, etc.) levels for the training of conference interpreters (p. 252-
255).

As far as classroom assessment schemes are concerned, there are comprehensive
schemes for the measurement of the overall competence of students and particular
schemes measuring one or two specific skills. For the comprehensive analysis of
students, Schjoldager (1996) provided a marking sheet for the assessment of
simultaneous interpreting in her interpreting class. Major assessment criteria in the sheet
included comprehensibility and delivery (delivery), language, coherence and plausibility
(language) and loyalty (meaning) (p. 191-192). J. Choi (2006) proposed a metacognitive
evaluation method for interpreting students, whereby the assessment of students’
performance and learning curves were both targeted. The criteria used in the scheme
included accuracy of meaning (e.g. omission, addition and mistranslation through

comparing the ST and TT), appropriate expressions (e.g. grammar, terminology, etc.)
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and presentation (e.g. voice, speed, articulation, rhythm, etc.) (ibid, p. 278). Based on a
review of admission testing for conference interpreting programs primarily in Europe,
Timarovd and Ungoed-Thomas (2008) found that testing schemes of these programs
prioritize the skills of language and communication, followed by comprehension and
analytical skills and general knowledge (p. 38). The three skills noted as secondary in
these tests may be grouped into the content level whereas language and communication
fall into the level of language and presentation respectively.

The assessment for the European Masters in Conference Interpreting (EMCI)
programs included assessment criteria regarding content, form and skills as summarized
by Hartley, Mason, Peng and Perez (2003, p. 5). The category of form may be divided
into a language and delivery level. Based on a comprehensive review of existing
literature on professional standards, educational standards and linguistic standards, this
project worked on the modification and clarification of the components at each level and
raised the possibility of observation of each component from the output (see Table 2.7).
Therefore, the scheme may be easily applied for peer and self-assessment in EMCI
programs. Through experimenting with the original scheme (the left side column of
Table 2.7) among advanced trainees, trainers, professionals and monolinguals, the
project identified the necessity to have a separate category of “delivery”, which consists
of sub-components such as “fluency” (including hesitation, regular/irregular delivery,
false starts, etc.) and “intonation” (ibid, p. 14). Besides, “accuracy” was added at the
content level, referring to “accurate use of fact, figures, etc.” and “faithfulness to source
speech” (p. 14). Major elements of the second version based on scheme users’ feedback
are also included in Table 2.7 below the arrow. Again, the grid resembles a three-level
analytical model consisting of  content/meaning, language/form  and

presentation/delivery.
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Table 2.7. EMCI final exam benchmark (Based on Hartley et al., 2003, p. 5, 14, 23-24)

EMCI final exam benchmark

Attempt of Hartley et al. (2003) of further

analysis and clarification

accuracy/fidelity

source text vs. target
=» observable in
text
output

coherence/logical links

target text as a whole

Content

cultural
comprehension,

general knowledge

=> inferable from output (cognitive resources

and processes)

linguistic

comprehension

=>» observable in output (accuracy & fidelity)

concision, clarity

grammar and usage

=» linguistic attributes (phonetic,

grammatical, lexical, semantic) observable in

Form |appropriate vocabulary
. output
style, register
delivery =» fluency or presentation skills?
o =» function of the output, judged by the end
communication
users
Skills

analysis, reasoning,

problem-solving

=> inferable from output, yet not observable

!
Inter-textual (ST | Content Accuracy (accurate fact, figures, etc.; and faithfulness
vs TT to source speech)
Completeness (no substantial omissions)
Grammar | Interference
Rhetorical | Intention (conveys speaker’s speech act)
force
Intra-textual (TT | Language | Texture Coherence (making sense, no
judge as whole) contradictions)
Concision (not too wordy)




54

Cohesion (synonyms, pronouns,
repetitions, linking words)
Idiomatic expression
Grammatical correctness

Vocabulary/terminology

Structure

No unfinished utterances
Chunking (signaled by intonation and
pauses)

Logical links between chunks

Repairs

Error corrosion

Reformulation

Delivery

Voice

Atrticulation
Intonation (flat / lively; natural / unnatural)

Accent

Quality

Pace (fast/slow)

Fluency (hesitant, regular, irregular, false start, etc.)

Context (register & style)

Behavioral skills

Microphone use; booth manners; grit

User Clarity

friendliness/user | Clear/ambiguous

perceptions Relevance/salience/ priority

Supporting Skills (problem-solving, reasoning, analysis)

knowledge Knowledge (general (current affairs, world knowledge and cultural

comprehension) vs. specific)

C. Yang (2005), based on a review of relevant literature and her teaching

experience at the Graduate Institute of Translation and Interpretation Studies (GITIS) at

Fu Jen Catholic University, put forward an evaluation scheme for the professional exam

at the end of the interpreter training program. The scheme, with a combination of both

“quantitative evaluation” and “qualitative description” (p, 234), primarily assesses three
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aspects of interpreting: fidelity, delivery and language, with a combination of a fourth

element: time control (p. 237-238) (see Table 2.8). With apparent clarity and easy

applicability, the scheme gained wide application in many interpreting programs and has

been discussed frequently in relevant literature.

Table 2.8. Sub-elements of C. Yang’s evaluation scheme and their corresponding scoring

weight (Translated and adapted from the scoring sheet in C. Yang, 2005, p. 237-238)

Fidelity Misunderstanding (30%)
(50%) Omission (10%)
Overtranslation (10%)
Delivery | Expressiveness (20%) Coherence & logic (10%)
(30%) Pronunciation & rhythm (5%)
Tone (5%)
Fluency (10%) Extra sounds or silence (5%)
Repetition (5%)
Language | Foreign language (grammar, semantics,
(20%) choice of words, etc.) (10%)

Mother tongue (pragmatics, style, etc.)
(10%)

Likewise, Cai (2007), based on a review of professional accreditation schemes and

classroom assessment schemes, indicated three major parameters for the assessment of

interpreting performance, i.e., accuracy of linguistic expressions, fidelity and fluency.

Sub-components of and measurement for each parameter were also discussed (see Table

2.9).
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Table 2.9. Major parameters of interpreting assessment and their measurement in Cai

(2007) (Summarized by the author of the current study)

Parameters Measurement
Accuracy of linguistic Ratio of correct units to incorrect units
expressions Ratio of complete sentences to incomplete sentences

Number of subordinate sentences

Total amount of discourse information

Fluency Speech rate
Speech ratio
Rate of pronunciation

Average length of delivery

Fidelity Correctly rendered information
Changed information
Omission of information

Rendered information structure

Chen (2002) proposed a scheme for interpreting performance assessment divided
into the modules of language, knowledge, interpreting skills and psychological
preparedness. Interpreting skills in the model included a component of public speaking
skills, calling for attention to the presentation/delivery of interpreting.

Furthermore, many studies put a focus on the measurement of specific skills in
classroom assessment. For example, comparing the performance between novice and
professional interpreters, Peng (2009) put forward a scheme where the Rhetorical
Structure Theory (RST) could be applied to assess the cohesion and structure of
interpreted texts. Based on the model, discourse structure and inter-textual relations of
different interpreted texts could be mapped in a tree-like scheme, allowing further
comparison between each other. M. Kim (2009), based on Systemic Functional
Grammar (SFG), proposed a scheme for meaning-oriented assessment in translation
classrooms. The scheme divided errors into major (including experiential, logical,
interpersonal and textual errors) and minor ones (including graphological mistakes and

minor grammar mistakes) (ibid, p. 136). Sub-parameters of the major errors were
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analyzed at the lexis, clause and text levels (ibid). The assessment scheme was found to
be helpful for students to enhance their performance in NATTL

There are also discussions regarding the use of different assessment methods for
professional and student interpreters. For example, Clifford (2001), addressing the limits
of the lexico-semantic approach in interpreting assessment, proposed the application of
rubrics for performance-based assessment in professional interpreting. His example
assessment rubric based on discourse theory consists of parameters such as deixis,
modality and speech acts. Clifford (2005), through a review of the prevalent quality-
oriented assessment in translation and interpreting and the psychometric evaluation in
other disciplines, notes that the latter should be applied in interpreter certification
schemes. In addition, Baer and Bystrova-Mclntyre (2009) note that the development of
assessment tools for textual cohesion in translations by novice translators should be
based on comparable corpora. Factors such as punctuation, sentencing and paragraphing
were analyzed. J. Lee (2008) proposed a rating scale for interpreting assessment, which
consisted of the parameters of accuracy, TL quality and delivery. The study found that
professional and novice interpreters showed more consistency in rating accuracy than
TL quality and delivery.

In conclusion, a review of the existing schemes and theoretical proposals for
accreditation tests and classroom assessment of interpreting performance, regardless of
the type or mode of interpreting, reveals a very similar pattern consisting of the macro-
parameters as those discussed in the previous two sections. Although
presentation/delivery is sometimes grouped under language/form (e.g. Hartley et al.,
2003), the sub-components under these macro-parameters remain similar. Continuing
efforts to improve the assessment schemes for professional accreditations or training
programs have improved the patterning of interpreting performance analysis and
increased the dimensions of existing schemes, which, in turn, forwarded the theoretical
modeling of interpreting product and process. Special attention should be paid to the
element of public speaking skills and the rendition of names and numbers in some
evaluation models, which has been under-represented in previous research. Furthermore,
the development of measures for the macro- and micro-parameters of interpreting

assessment (Cai, 2007) have provided the opportunity for developing a corpus-based
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evaluation scheme, which is useful in the large-scale systematic analysis of interpreting

performance of both professionals and student interpreters.

2.2 Self-Perceptions and Individual Differences in Interpreting Learning
2.2.1 Language Learning and Interpreting Learning

In recent years, an increasing tie between research on SLA and that on interpreting
learning has transpired. On the one hand, there is a growing recognition that SLA and
the learning of interpreting are closely related; on the other hand, many studies on
interpreting pedagogy, borrowing profusely from SLA and bilingual studies, have
generated significant findings and contributed greatly to the understanding and
development of the field.

First, it has been recognized that SLA and bilingualism form an indispensable part
of interpreting and, therefore, interdisciplinary cooperation with these fields becomes
essential for research on the learning of interpreting. At the famous Turku conference on
interpretation research in the 1990s, Moser-Mercer, Lambert, Dard and Williams (1997)
noted the importance of applying bilingual and SLA studies in interpreting research.
According to them, “cognitive research on bilingualism and SLA research has developed
various ways of studying the many components involved in language use”, which
“could usefully be applied to interpreting research” (ibid, p. 140). Dillinger’s (1994)
experiment proved that comprehension in interpreting involved only bilingualism-
accompanied skills and indicated the close relationship of bilingualism and interpreting.
This study might seem reminiscent of two studies: Karmiloff-Smith (1978), which
addresses the psychological similarities between simultaneous interpreting and
children’s first language development, and Harris and Sherwood (1978), which holds the
position that Translation (including interpreting) is an innate skill of bilinguals. A study
by Valdés and Angelelli (2003) also called for a cross-examination of literature in
interpreting research and bilingualism studies for the shared issues and interests in both
fields. Williams (1994, 1995), with the consideration that there should be at least one
second language in interpreters’ working language combinations, notes the benefits that
can be brought about by SLA research in studying interpreting. Malmkjer (1998) gives

a more recent account of the controversial relationship between Translation and
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language teaching, including studies addressing both similarities and differences
between the two. Furthermore, Colina (2002), recognizing the recent theoretical
developments in SLA and Translation Studies and the benefits of integrating Translation
courses into language programs, calls for more empirical research on the “interface”
between these two disciplines (p. 17). In addition, Zannirato (2008) noted the close
relationship between interpreter training and SLA/foreign language teaching. He
recognized the fact that “today’s interpreting students are in most cases language
students” and, therefore, “in most cases there can be no interpreter training without
previous (and often concurrent) SLA” (p. 21). He further indicated that SLA formed an
important aspect of interpreter training and learners of both disciplines had much in
common, especially when the composition of interpreting competence is taken into
consideration (e.g. Kalina, 2000). Such statements about the integral contribution of
SLA to interpreter training echo many other studies in which learners’ language needs in
interpreter training programs were addressed (e.g. Bao, 2004, 2008; D. Li, 2000a, 2002;
D. Li & Hu, 2006; H. Liu, 2007; E. Wang, 2007; Pan, Sun, & H. Wang, 2009; Pan &
Yan, 2012).

Second, a number of studies, addressing the intersection between language learning
and the learning of interpreting in particular, provide a bridge between knowledge of the
two fields. Shaw, Grbic and Franklin (2004), for example, looked closely at the
“transition phase” (p. 72) between language learning and interpreting learning. The
study investigated students’ perspectives concerning their ‘“readiness” to learn
interpreting (ibid, p. 79-80) using a focus group interview method and identified six
constructs that could contribute to successful transitions from language learning to the
learning of interpreting, i.e., personality characteristics, academic skills, professional
expectations, support systems, faculty relationships and program/curriculum (ibid, p.
83). Malkiel (2008) investigated students’ performance in translation, interpreting and in
both their A and B languages in a translation/interpreting program. Students’ scores in
these subjects were taken as the measurement of their performance. The study found
significant correlations between students’ performance in the first year and in the second
year, between students’ performance in translation and interpreting, and more

interestingly, between students’ command of languages (both A and B languages) and
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their performance in translation and interpreting. Furthermore, Yan et al. (2010) studied
the interplay between learner factors, self-perceived language ability and interpreting
learning. In addition to identifying learner factors such as gender, motivation and
language learning habits being closely related to the learning of interpreting, the study
found a significant correlation between learners’ self-perceived language ability and
their ability in interpreting learning. Moreover, learners’ self-perceived second language
(i.e., English) ability was found to be the most powerful predictor of their interpreting
learning achievement. Although addressing Translation in general, Kelly (2007)
successfully made the alignment between the translator competence and the generic
competences targeted by most higher education training institutions in Europe. The
study provides great insights into the structure of translator training programs.
Meanwhile, studies such as Krings (1986) and Lorscher (1986, 1991), while recognizing
that both translation and language students share the “rudimentary ability to mediate”,
provided qualitative and quantitative evidence that language learners’ translations were
different from those of professional translators: the former were primarily “sign-
oriented” and there latter were primarily “sense-oriented” (Lorscher, 1992, p. 157).
Finally, disciplines such as language learning and teaching, boasting a long tradition
of empirical research and established research schemes (see Johnson, 1992; Nunan,
1992/2008; Seliger & Shohamy, 1997), can provide invaluable insights into the
comparatively newly-developed discipline of interpreting studies (see Pdchhacker &
Shlesinger, 2002a). The recent development in interpreting studies requires an
increasing number of humanistic and sociological investigations with empirical designs
and, thus, shares many common research interests with language learning/teaching (see
Gile, 1994, 1995a, 1998b, 2004; Pochhacker & Shlesinger, 2002b; Péchhacker, 2004).
In fact, many studies in the last decade have borrowed greatly from established research
schemes or notions in disciplines such as SLLA and contributed substantially to the
understanding of interpreting learners (e.g. Kurz, Chiba, Pastore, & Medinskaya, 2000;
Jeong, 2005; Shaw & Hughes, 2006; Chiang, 2006, 2009, 2010; Yan et al., 2010; Pan &
Yan, 2012), to the design of aptitude tests (e.g. Rosiers et al., 2011; Shaw, 2011;
Timarova & Salaets, 2011), to pedagogy development (e.g. Horvéath, 2007; Napier,
2010) and classroom evaluation (e.g. Clifford, 2005; Y. Lee, 2005; Chen, 2009). For
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example, based on existing instruments of second language anxiety, Chiang (2006)
developed an instrument to measure interpretation classroom anxiety. The study not only
identified many similarities regarding second language anxiety between interpreting
students and second language learners, but also revealed that interpreting learners’
interpretation anxiety and foreign language anxiety were both negatively correlated to
their interpretation achievement. Furthermore, both types of anxiety were significant
predictors of interpreting learners’ learning outcomes. Chiang (2009, 2010) continued
this effort to explore anxiety in interpreting learners. Kurz et al. (2000), adopting the
Kolb Learning Style Inventory, identified learning style differences between translation
and interpreting learners and similarities between student interpreters and professional
interpreters. Timarova and Salaets (2011), with the application of existing instruments in
psychology and general education, investigated learning styles, motivation and cognitive
flexibility in interpreter training. The study identified important characteristics of
interpreting learners regarding these three constructs. Although about written translation,
Liao (2002) provides another example of the application of constructs and
measurements in SLA. Based on instruments measuring learner beliefs in foreign
language learning and research on learning strategies in SLA, the study developed an
instrument to measure beliefs about translation and investigated the role of translation as
a learning strategy for language learners. The study confirmed the positive side of using
translation as a strategy in language learning and the importance of studying learners’
beliefs about translation.

In addition to the common research interest in studying learner characteristics
shared with SLA, interpreting research has also shown a growing interest in the
investigation of learning autonomy, especially with the development of modern
technology and the increasing demand for remote interpreter training programs (e.g.
Hartley et al., 2003; Moser-Mercer, Class, & Seeber, 2005; Hansen & Shlesinger, 2007;
Horvéth, 2007). Correspondingly, learners’ self-evaluation and self-perceptions were
gaining increasing attention in interpreting classroom research (e.g. Y. Lee, 2005;
Barttomiejczyk, 2007). The study by Moser-Mercer et al. (2005) provided a
comprehensive view and examination of the social-constructive learning environment of

an online program at the University of Geneva. The study investigated the skill
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acquisition of interpreting learners in particular. According to the initial report, the
program successfully provided an autonomous learning environment that was
constructive for the development of interpreting expertise. Furthermore, Y. Lee (2005)
notes that self-assessment, in addition to being important to the autonomous learning of
interpreting, is a critical skill of professional interpreters.

In conclusion, with the increasingly clearer recognition of the kinship between
language learning and interpreting learning, the shared ground of research in these two
fields is expanding, including the growth of common interests in studying individual
differences and learners’ self-perceptions. The following sections will discuss in more
detail studies regarding learners’ self-perceptions and individual differences in
interpreting learning. Relevant studies in language learning will be referred to to gain a

more comprehensive picture of these topics.

2.2.2 Self-Perceptions in Interpreting

With the increasing emphasis on voices of learners in interpreting/translation
classrooms (e.g. Sainz, 1994; D. Li, 2000a, 2002; Jeong, 2005; D. Li & Hu, 2006),
studies on self-perceptions of learners have also grown substantially (e.g. Y. Lee, 2005;
Bartlomiejczyk, 2007; Takeda, 2010; Bontempo & Napier, 2011; Pan & Yan, 2012).
Studying learners’ self-perceptions can contribute to the understanding of learner needs,
the construction of classroom evaluation schemes and the exploration of the constructs
of interpreting competence. However, there is a dearth of literature investigating the
relationship between self-perceptions and learners’ actual performance in the learning of
interpreting, leaving much to explore as to the role of self-perceptions in interpreting
learning.

First, learners’ self-perceptions are closely related to classroom needs analysis.
Although about second language learning, Tarone and Yule (1989) studied learner needs
in language classrooms and discussed how to address these needs from the aspects of
what learners need to know and what they do and do not know. According to them, it is
important to know and make correct judgment between learners’ perceived aims and

expectations in learning the language to work out their actual learning needs.



63

As a result, decisions about how to present the “best” learning
experience for a group of students inevitably depend on the
individual teacher’s ability to work out what those students
appear to need, while also remaining aware of what they expect to

happen in the learning situations. (p. 9)

Although limited in number, needs analysis studies relevant to interpreting training
usually investigate learners’ perspectives. As indicated in Ficchi (1999), in interpreting
classrooms, “the viewpoint of learners has to be given due consideration” (p. 204) as
learners need to develop a learning system based on their individual needs and
experiences that “best applies to his/her personality” (ibid, p. 20). Recognizing the
importance of needs assessment in Translation teaching (see Sainz, 1996; D. Li, 2000a),
D. Li (2002) investigated learner needs in a translation training program in Hong Kong,
in which learners’ reasons for learning translation, views on the relationship between
language and translation training, perceptions of their language proficiency, in addition
to their evaluation of the courses and program, were surveyed. The results were
compared to the feedback from professional translators (see D. Li, 2000b). One
important finding in D. Li (2002) was the significance attached to language training in
Translation training programs by learners, whose perceived proficiency in neither of
their working languages were “excellent” but “average” or “good” (p. 518). The study
also notes students’ “pragmatism” in studying the subject as reflected in their eagerness
to learn translation skills instead of translation theory (ibid, p. 526). Meanwhile, Jeong
(2005) investigated perceptions of both current and previous students in a needs analysis
study of a translation and interpreting training program in Korea. The study looks into
learners’ employment intentions, perceptions of useful translation and interpreting skills
and their views on the program. The study also suggests a comparison between learners’
perceived needs in translation/interpreting training programs with those identified by the
trainers. Interestingly, Takeda (2010) investigated students’ research proposals and
reports at an interpreter training program at the Monterey Institute of International
Studies (MIIS) and identified students’ expectations and concerns regarding the training

of interpreting. The study suggests that students tend to show interests in explicit
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instructions on strategies, the authenticity of the training materials and the influence of
directionality and language categories in interpreting. The author indicates that these
areas of interest should be tackled by interpreting teachers in their pedagogy
development.

Second, learners’ self-perceptions, their self-assessments in particular, are
increasingly applied in interpreting classroom evaluation schemes (e.g. Gonzalez Davies,
2004; Nord, 2005; Barttomiejczyk, 2007; Y. Lee, 2011). As suggested in many studies
(e.g. Yan, 1998; Yan & Detaramani, 2008; Yan, Cheng, & Shen, 2009), learners’ self-
perceptions of their language proficiency may serve as a better indicator of their
learning than achievement scores. Yan et al. (2010) found that learners’ self-perceived
English (i.e., their B language) proficiency was the most important predictor of their
interpreting achievement. Gonzalez Davies (2004), in particular, noted the possibility to

include students’ perspectives in translation classroom evaluation:

In an interactive context it makes sense that all the participants
should have some say in the evaluation of the work ... In a
conventional class, a final exam and perhaps a series of set
translations would be evaluated by the teacher. However, it could
be possible to include the students in the proses by means of self-

and peer evaluation. (p. 32).

Waddington (2001) studied the relationship between different evaluation methods
In university translation programs in Europe and Canada, including error analysis (with
the calculation of gravity), error analysis (with different treatment for language and
translation errors), holistic assessment and error analysis plus holistic assessment. The
study’s findings suggest that teachers’ assessment based on all the four types of
evaluation methods were significantly correlated to learners’ native language
competence, translation competence and most importantly, learners’ self-assessment. Y.
Lee (2011), after a comparison of learners’ self-assessment with that of teachers in an
interpreting classroom in Korea, found that students’ self-assigned scores were similar
to those given by teachers although the content of the assessments varied. The study

confirmed the complementary role of students’ self-assessment to that of teachers.
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In addition, it has been noted in studies regarding Error Analysis that learners’
perceptions of their errors play an essential role in their learning process. James (1998)
notes the key to distinguish “error” and “mistake” is self-corrigibility (p. 78). However,
the judgment regarding self-corrigibility is difficult to make without the knowledge of
learners’ self-perceptions of their problems. Therefore, it might not be that “the learners’
errors are a register of their current perspective on the TL (Target Language)” (p. 8), but
learners’ perceptions of these errors or problems are. Furthermore, James lists several
empirical studies in his discussion regarding the “noticeability of errors” (ibid, p. 226-
234), including different viewpoints on ratings or rankings of errors by different groups
(native speakers, teachers, students, etc.). These perceptions on the gravity of errors,
supplementary to the analysis of actual errors of L2 (second language) learners, provide
invaluable insights into language errors. Likewise, Nord (2005) suggests that translation
error analysis should be combined with students’ justifications or defence of their
translation to distinguish actual errors and attempted strategies made by students.

Third, learners’ self-assessment of their own performance are increasingly
identified as part of the translation/interpreting competence to be acquired by learners
and, therefore, often listed in the teaching content or aims in translation and interpreting
programs (e.g. Sainz, 1994; Fowler, 2007; Hartley et al., 2003; Y. Lee, 2005, 2011,
Robinson, Lépez Rodriguez, & Tercedor Sanchez, 2006; Postigo Pinazo, 2008).
Campbell (1998), recognizing the importance of self-monitoring of translation students,
suggested that “the capacity to judge one’s own translation output should be considered
a facet of translation competence” (p. 126). Nord (2005) stated the importance of

learning translation assessment as:

If translation criticism is to be relevant to translation teaching, it
has to integrate both methods: the analysis and assessment of the
translation process and its determinants (including translation
skopos and brief) and the evaluation of the target text and its
functionality for a given purpose ... Such translation criticism is
important for both teachers and learners. Whereas in translating

the learners are themselves part of, and involved in, the
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translation process, in translation criticism they can watch the
process from outside and analyse its constituents at a distance.
They can then describe the product of this process and, by
contrasting it with the source text, reconstruct the process and
compare it with the frame of reference provided by translation
theory ... Later on, in their professional life, the students may
also require the ability to assess the quality of a translation, since
in industry or administration translators are often employed as

translation revisers. (p. 180-181)

Fowler (2007) defines self-evaluation as “the expression of feelings and opinions
of the student about the learning process”, the purpose of which is “to reflect
analytically on one’s practice as a professional” (p. 254). Her study yielded interesting

findings concerning peer- and self-evaluations in interpreting classrooms:

Peer assessment and self-assessment are both viable and desirable
for the developing professional interpreter. The first step towards
being able to assess oneself as an interpreter is to demonstrate the
ability to assess fellow students’ interpreting performances ... By
doing this, the trainees develop reflective skills and raise their
self-awareness of their own interpreting performance. Trainee
interpreters are also capable of developing their own assessment
criteria and of applying them to each other and to themselves, but
were tutors devise the assessment criteria, students are greatly

empowered by having these criteria made explicit to them. (p. 261)

Many studies have contributed to the evaluation of learners’ self-assessment and
the development of specific self-assessment schemes in translation and interpreting
programs. For example, Sainz (1994) proposed a student-centred evaluation system of
error corrections in translation classrooms, which is constructive to students’ learning of
how-to-learn skills. Todoroki (2004), through an investigation of six professional

interpreters’ self-reflections of their problems and strategies applied during their
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simultaneous interpreting, proposed an evaluative framework applicable in the
evaluation and self-enhancement of professional interpreters. J. Choi (2006) notes that
the assessment of student work should be different from professionals in consecutive
interpreting. The study developed a metacognitive evaluation method for novice
interpreting learners to assess their learning curves. The method combined both students’
and the teacher’s assessment. Hartley et al. (2003), based on a thorough review of
existing evaluation schemes in the professional world as well as interpreting and
language classrooms, proposed a peer- and self-assessment scheme for conference
interpreter training. Learners’ in the study provided positive feedback on the scheme,
which was further developed based on this feedback. Y. Lee (2005) investigated the use
of self-assessment in an interpreting classroom in Korea. The assessment criteria may be
categorized into aspects of meaning, language use and delivery. The study found the
tool is useful for students to recognize their weakness and strengths and to improve their
learning autonomy. Postigo Pinazo (2008) proposed a text-analysis based approach of
self-assessment in interpreting teaching and noted that self-assessment not only
benefited learners academically but also emotionally. Robison et al. (2006) introduced
the application of self- and peer-assessment as a teaching approach for translation
training at undergraduate level. Learners used a criterion-referenced rating scale for their
self-assessment, supplemented by tutor moderation. The study provided both
quantitative and qualitative evidence that such an approach of classroom assessment was
effective and concluded that “self-assessment is a logical component of any course
designed to prepare translators for the professional market place” (p. 136).

Despite the applicability of learners’ self-perceptions in needs analysis, classroom
evaluation and interpreting pedagogy, caution should be taken as to its actual
implementation. First of all, as part of learners’ belief or self-concept, perceptions of
learners can guide their behavior in learning or even their later performance in the
professional world, so proper guidance and instructions during the training process
become necessary (see J. Choi, 2006; Robinson et al., 2006). As stated in White (2008),
“learners hold their beliefs to be true and these beliefs guide how they interpret their
experiences and how they behave” (p. 121). Kiraly (1995) also mentioned the

importance of studying translators’ self-concept:
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The translators’ self-concept is a mental construct that serves as
the interface between the translator’s social and psychological
worlds ... The translator’s self-concept allows for the integration
of the social world of translation into the cognitive one and is a
requisite for the translator’s ability to project a translation

expectation. (p. 100)

Nord (2005) also noted that translation students usually “have a certain idea of
what translation is or should be, which, although it does not correspond to the
requirements of professional translation, widely determines their translation activities”
(p. 258-259). Therefore, it is necessary to compare learners’ perceptions with the
program objectives and the social norms of the profession.

Rather than being constant, self-perceptions are a variable and should be studied in
relation to the learning context and in comparison with the actual performance of the
learners. For example, as indicated by a classroom experiment by Gile (1995b), students’
perceived errors regarding the content of an interpreted speech may not really reflect the
reality. In addition to almost a half undetected errors, students in his study identified
“many ‘false positives’ or ‘false negatives’ in their assessments” (ibid, p. 160).
Campbell (1998) noted that translation learners’ ability to self-assess varied
substantially between language groups. More importantly, learners’ lower language
competence was related to their overestimation of translation ability and higher
language competence to underestimation (ibid, p. 137). Bartlomiejczyk (2007) studied
learners’ self-evaluations of their interpreting performance and noted a trend of negative
comment of students. Most of the learners’ comments related to faithfulness to the
original and completeness whereas almost none were about presentation (e.g. intonation,
pauses, etc.). The study suggested that learners’ perceptions about presentation problems,
if any, could be most effectively translated into enhancement of their actual performance
but not perceptions of other problems. Furthermore, Pan and Yan (2012) provided a
thorough analysis of learners’ perceived problems in learning interpreting and their

interplay with different learner variables. Learners’ problem perceptions in the study
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included their reported problems, problems worried about and those regarded as fatal.
The study revealed learners’ criteria in assessing their own performance and more
importantly, their self-recognized problematic areas, which demands special attention
from their teachers. The study found that the most common problems reported and
worried about by learners were “failure to produce corresponding words” at the
language level and disfluency at the presentation level (ibid, p. 206-207). Interactive
relationships were found between leamners’ problem perceptions and learner variables
such as gender, major, family influence, perceived language ability as well as learners’
interest and confidence in interpreting. Nevertheless, a comprehensive picture of these
problems cannot be painted without the comparison between learners’ perceptions and
their actual problems.

In fact, as reviewed earlier, only very few studies compared learners’ perceptions
with the analysis of learners’ actual performance done by the researcher (see Gile,
1995b; Campbell, 1998) or teachers (see Waddington, 2001; Y. Lee, 2011). These
studies generated very different results and are very difficult to align due to the
application of different analytical schemes. Despite the lack of research in this area,
computer-based evaluation of interpreting or translation offers an objective perspective
to classroom evaluation and provides the possibility to examine a large scale of data (see
Bowker, 2001; Lindquist, 2005; Fernandez-Silva & Kerremans, 2011; Hassani, 2011;
Jimenez-Crespo, 2011), which may generate meaningful findings when compared with
the analysis by learners and researchers or teachers.

Finally, learners’ reported self-perceptions should be studied together with
affective factors such as the degree of confidence. As stated in Tarone and Yule (1989),
“when affective factors are explicitly discussed, there seems to be a consensus that the
general notion of self-esteem may be a crucial factor in the learner’s ability to overcome
occasional setbacks or minor mistakes” (p. 139). They divided learners’ self-perceptions
of errors into confident/unconfident correct/wrong answers, and emphasized the
importance to learn the “very confident wrong answering of learners” as the real
reflection of learners’ problematic areas in learning (ibid, p. 141). In Smith (2007), the
major difference between students and professional translators was identified as their

confidence built by experience in the profession.
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Many of the student participants’ problems and mistakes can be
explained by lack of experience and lack of confidence in their
knowledge and abilities. Both lead to inefficient task performance.
Professional translators often gain such experience and
confidence by learning on the job. Good, systematic teaching in
translator training courses can speed up the gaining of efficiency
and prevent students reverting to old habits of ineffective

behaviour. (p. 157)

Bontempo and Napier (2011) found that interpreters’ goal orientation, self-efficacy
and negative affectivity were significant predictors of their self-perceived competence.
The role of individual differences, including affective factors and many other learner

variables in the learning of interpreting will be reviewed in the next section.

2.2.3 Individual Differences in Interpreting Learning

Prior to its introduction to the field of interpreting studies, individual differences
(ID) have been thoroughly researched in SLA. According to Lightbown and Spada
(2006), the study of ID in language learning started with the eagerness to gain
knowledge about the characteristics that make a “good language learner” (p. 54). Ellis
(2008) stated that individual factors such as gender, age, intelligence, working memory,
language, language aptitude, learning styles, personality, motivation, anxiety and
learning strategies have often been addressed in SLA studies and their interplay with
learners’ learning process and achievement has often been investigated. Likewise,
measurements for many of the individual factors have been developed and tested, such
as the Beliefs of Language Learning Inventory (BALLI) (Horwitz, 1988), the Foreign
Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) (Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986) and
the Attitude/Motivation Testy Battery (AMTB) (Gardner, 1985a, 1985b).

Despite the most routinely discussed cognitive (Rysiewicz, 2008; Chapelle & Heift,
2009; Jones, 2009) and affective variables (Masgoret & Gardner, 2003), areas still to be
explored in ID research include the demographic, socio-biographic and learning

backgrounds of learners (see Tarone & Yule, 1989). Dewaele, Petrides and Furnham
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(2008) investigated learners’ socio-biographical variables (age, gender, education level,
number of languages known, age of acquisition, context of acquisition, frequency of use,
socialization, network of interlocutors and self-perceived proficiency) and trait
emotional intelligence in relation to both communicative anxiety and foreign language
anxiety of adult multilingual adults. Most of these factors were relevant to both types of
anxiety. Yan and Detaramani (2008) investigated learner factors including gender, length
of learning, parental elements, actual and perceived achievement, in addition to
motivation in relation to students’ anxiety levels and found most of the factors
influential. Baralt and Gurzynski-Weiss (2009) found that variables such as gender,
handedness, procedural dysfunction, L1 (first language) vs. L2 (second language), age
of learning, amount and type of exposure to the language and other factors such as
genetic factors were influential in language learning. Carlsen (2009) noted that learner
characteristics including language combinations, population representativeness, first
languages and other background variables (sex, age, educational background, number of
language lessons, motivation, social contact with native speakers, etc.) were important
information in designing learner corpora. These studies not only address the central role
of learners in the classroom, but also provide sound basis for teachers’ design of
different teaching activities and strategies for different learners.

In interpreting studies, the study of ID has mostly been related to the investigation
of aptitudes for learning interpreting, i.e., personal traits or characteristics that can
predict successful learning. Variables often discussed in relation to interpreting aptitudes
can be summarized into the following categories (see Moser-Mercer, 1985, 2000/01;

Lambert, 1991; Brisau, Godijns and Meuleman, 1994):

1) Language background (e.g. command of the working languages,
pronunciation);

2) Knowledge background (e.g. familiarity with the topic issues, curiosity to new
knowledge or information);

3) Social-communicative ability (e.g. knowledge of relevant cultures, command
of speech-making-related techniques, good voice, ability to work as part of a

team);
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4) Cognitive-affective factors (e.g. ability to cope with stress, assertiveness,

resilience, working memory).

In particular, Brisau et al. (1994) provides a set of profiling parameters to describe
the psycholinguistic features of professional interpreters, which include linguistic factors
(e.g. vocabulary, syntax, listening comprehension and delivery) (cf. 1) in the above
scheme), psycho-affective factors (e.g. self-concept, cognitive style, real-world
knowledge, anxiety, attitude, stress resistance and metacognition) (cf. 3) and 4) in the
above scheme) and neurolinguistic factors (e.g. attention, memory and cerebral
lateralization) (cf. 4) in the above scheme). Many factors presented the category of
psycho-affective factors are still understudied today.

Recently, increasing attention has been paid to the “soft skills” such as personality
factors in interpreting learning rather than the traditionally-researched cognitive factors
(see Russo, 2011; Shlesinger & Pochhacker, 2011; Yan, Pan, H. Wu, & Y. Wang, in
press). For example, Jiménez Ivars and Pinazo Calatayud (2001) studied the
interrelationship between anxiety, public speaking and consecutive interpreting
performance of student interpreters. Results of the study indicated a relationship
between confidence in public speaking and state anxiety levels.

In the pioneering work of Schweda Nicholson (2005), the instrument of Myers-
Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) was applied to investigate personality profiles of
interpreting trainees at two universities in the United States. However, none of the
hypotheses about the personality types of interpreting trainees was supported by the data
analysis. The researcher then concluded that although it was interesting to investigate
personality profiles of interpreting trainees, language abilities should be a far more
important determiner than personality types in interpreting screening tests. However, in
investigating interpreting aptitudes, it would perhaps be more convincing if the
researcher compared these learner profiles with the actual learning process and
achievement, as a simple profiling of learners in specific interpreting programs can
hardly attribute to what successful learners should look like. In fact, profiling of
interpreting trainees may be more influential in predicting individual needs in learning

rather than indicating their learning aptitudes.
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Also relevant to the investigation of interpreting aptitudes, the studies of Shaw et
al. (2004) and Shaw and Hughes (2006) specifically investigated the attributes for
successful transition from language learning to the learning of interpreting. The first
study applied a grounded theory method and found that factors relevant to the transition
included learners’ personality characteristics, academic skills, professional expectations,
support systems, faculty relationships and program/curriculum. As a follow-up study,
Shaw and Hughes (2006) further investigated learners’ personality characters and
academic skills in learning interpreting. A self-report instrument, Student
Characteristics, Process and Academic Skills Survey (SCPASS) was developed and
applied to seek responses from both students and faculty. The study found that language
learning related academic skills, i.e., self-regulation in learning L2, L2 involvement, L1
competence and desire to learn, and personality/characteristics-related factors including
confidence, comfort in groups and self-motivation were important factors in learning
interpreting. The authors also recommended further investigation of the influence of
these variables on the actual learning performance of interpreting learners.

Lépez Gomez et al. (2007) investigated the possible predictors for the proficiency
of sign language interpreting and that of sign language as a second language of student
interpreters. Factors studied included perceptual-motor coordination, cognitive skills,
personality factors and learners’ academic background. The study found that cognitive
skills were more powerful predictors for success in sign language learning and the
learning of sign language interpreting compared to personality factors. However,
personality variables such as flexibility, stress-resistance and self-confidence related to
students’ success in sign language interpreting.

Timarova and Salaets (2011) researched the role of learning styles, motivation and
cognitive flexibility in learning interpreting. Measurements for the variables in
psychology studies and general education were adopted for the study, including the
Inventory of Learning Styles (ILS) by Vermunt and Van Rijswijk (1987), the
Achievement Motivation Test (AMT) by Hermans (1968/2004) and the Wisconsin Card
Sorting Test (WCST) by Grant and Berg (1948). The study noted that successful learners
demonstrated cognitive flexibility and positive reactions to anxiety.

Rosiers et al. (2011) studied the interplay between students’ self-perceived



74

communication competence, self-perceived language skills, anxiety and motivation and
their interpreting performance. Students’ interpreting performance was measured by a
sight translation task whereby students’ overall interpreting performance and language
fluency were assessed. Relevant learner variables were measured by the Self-Perceived
Communication Competence (SPCC) questionnaire in McCroskey and McCroskey
(1988) and the Attitude/Motivation Test Battery (AMTB) in Gardner (1985a, 1985b).
Although the study found no significant relationship between the ID variables and
students’ sight interpreting performance, factors investigated in the study warrant further
exploration.

In addition to adopting existing instruments for measuring ID factors in the fields
of psychology, general education and language learning, recently many studies have
contributed to the instrument development and specific investigation of individual ID
factors in interpreting. For example, the studies of Chiang (2006, 2009, 2010) focused
on the measurement and particular investigation of anxiety in interpreting learning,
whereas Liao (2002) studied translation learners’ beliefs. Furthermore, another topic
sporadically dealt with in interpreting learning is learning styles (see Bowen, 1994;
Kurz, Chiba, Pastore, & Medinskaya, 2000). Nevertheless, much still needs to be
explored relating to IDs in interpreting (see Shlesinger & Pdchhacker, 2011; Yan et al.,
2012).

Studies by Yan et al. (2010) and Pan and Yan (2012) also provide great insights into
the current study. The former, based on the instrument of the Learner Information
Cluster developed specifically for the study, investigated the interrelationship between a
battery of learner factors and students’ interpreting learning performance in an
interpreting program in Hong Kong. Learner factors investigated in the study included
gender, self-perceived language abilities, language learning habits, affective factors in
interpreting learning (reasons for learning the subject, interest, confidence, etc.) and
perceived problems in interpreting. In addition to identifying the significant predictive
power of self-perceived second language ability (i.e., English) in learners’ interpreting
achievement, many of the learner factors investigated were found relevant to the
learning of interpreting. Furthermore, Pan and Yan (2012), through the instrument of the

Interpreting Learner Variables Section (ILVS) and the Interpreting Learner Problem
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Perception Section (ILPPS), investigated the interplay between a group of ID variables
and learners’ perceived problems in interpreting. The study found variables such as
gender, major, family background, self-evaluations of the A and B languages and
affective factors such as interest and confidence were relevant to perceived problems of
interpreting learners. The study provided a unique perspective to look at the complicated
process of interpreting. Nevertheless, comparison with results concerning the actual
performance of the learners is required for a comprehensive picture of the relationship
between learners and their learning of interpreting.

In conclusion, with the learner-centeredness in interpreting classrooms, ID research
has penetrated the study of interpreting learning and provided insightful findings
regarding the knowledge of the learning process and interpreting learners. Nevertheless,
more efforts are needed in this respect. Furthermore, to date there has been almost no
study tackling the interplay between IDs, perceived interpreting performance as well as
actual interpreting performance of learners: a study with such a multi-dimensional
exploration may generate interesting findings and bridge our knowledge gap regarding

the relationship between learners, their perceived world and their actual performance.

2.3 Summary

This chapter provides an overview of the existing research on problem analysis in
interpreting, learner perceptions and individual differences in interpreting learning. The
definition of problems in interpreting learning is first explored in relation to relevant
concepts and notions in SLA, Translation Studies and process- and product-oriented
Interpreting Studies. Existing models of problem analysis in both process- and product-
oriented interpreting studies, norm-based interpreting studies and classroom and
accreditation tests in interpreting are presented. In addition, research at the intersection
of language studies and interpreting studies, and the application of self-perceptions and
ID research in interpreting learning are reviewed.

According to the literature review in the first section, problem analysis in
interpreting has been schematized into a three-level model: the language/form level, the
content/meaning level and the presentation/delivery level, each including a set of

parameters discussed in separate studies. In particular, Pan and Yan (2012) provided an
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account of the three general problem categories in relation to existing schemes in the

literature:

(1) Language problems: relevant to the linguistic insufficiency of
the learners, which might be components resulting in the
“sign-orientated” renditions in Lorscher (1992), mainly
“grammar” problems in Bartlomiejczyk (2007) or most of the
“second three most important linguistic factors” in Chiaro and
Nocella (2004);

(2) Content problems: relevant to the “translation deviation” by
Pym (1992), which might be components relevant to “sense”
in Lorscher (1992), mainly concerning the completeness and
correctness of the content in interpreting, involving
“faithfulness” and “completeness” in Bartlomiejczyk (2007)
or most of the “three most important linguistic factors” in
Chiaro and Nocella (2004);

(3) Presentation problems: relevant to the presentation of the
message, including voice, style, structure, etc., including most
of the “least important linguistic factors” in Chiaro and
Nocella (2004) or “style” and “presentation” problems in

Bartlomiejczyk (2007). (p. 202-203).

The schematization of problem analysis at different levels provides the possibility
for a computer-based systematic analysis of a large set of data; additional empirical
studies in this field are thus appropriate. Moreover, an increasing number of interpreting
corpora of professional interpreters such as the European Parliament Interpreting Corpus
(EPIC) (see Monti et al., 2005) have been developed, providing valuable resources for
the analysis of professional interpreters’ performance. Nevertheless, much remains to do
concerning the construction and relevant exploration of interpreting learner corpora. The
investigation of these corpora may provide essential understanding into the

interlanguage development of interpreting learners and thus provide useful insights into
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the learning of interpreting (see Q. Wen & J. Wang, 2009).

As far as the interrelationship between language learning and interpreting learning
is concerned, these two practices have been increasingly recognized as related.
Moreover, it has been observed that research of the former may benefit the latter in
various ways. Learner perceptions have played an important role in interpreting learning
with respect to the understanding of learner needs as well as pedagogical and evaluation
tasks in interpreting classrooms. However, the interplay of learners’ perceptions and
their actual interpreting performance has been underexplored, raising questions
regarding the specific role of learner perceptions in interpreting. In addition, ID research
has penetrated interpreting research in recent years, and increasing attention has been
paid to the study of interpreters’ “soft skills” such as motivation, anxiety and confidence
in interpreting. With the development of new interpreting-specific ID instruments, there
is a dearth of exploration concerning the role of IDs in interpreting learning. Moreover,
the interplay between IDs, teachers’ analysis of interpreting learners’ problems and
students’ self-perceptions has seldom been touched upon, leaving a significant gap
concerning the interlanguage development of interpreting learners and the complicated

process of interpreting learning.
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Chapter 3 Research Methodology

The purpose of this study is to investigate problems in the performance of
interpreting learners at tertiary level training programs. Specifically, the study attempts
to explore learner problems from three perspectives, i.e., the learners’ own perceptions,
the teacher’s evaluation of their actual performance and evidence provided by a corpus-
based analysis. In this chapter, the methodology of the study will be presented, including
the research questions, participants, instruments, procedure for data collection and data

analysis.

3.1 Research Questions

Based on data gathered from interpreting courses in a university in southeast China,
the current study aims to address problems in interpreting from the perspectives of
learner perceptions, teacher evaluation and a corpus analysis of students’ interpreting

work. The research questions include the following:

Research question 1: How do students perceive their problems in
interpreting?
Three sub-questions:
a. What is students’ perceived occurrence of different interpreting
problems?
b. How much do students worry about different interpreting
problems?
c. How fatal do students regard different problems to be in
interpreting?
Research question 2: How do learner variables affect students’
perceptions of problems in interpreting?
Research question 3: What are the factors that contribute to students’
interpreting achievement?
Research question 4: Is there any discrepancy between students’

perceptions and the teacher’s evaluation of their problems in interpreting?
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Research question 5: What are the features and patterns of students’

under-evaluated problems in interpreting?

Of the five research questions, questions 1 to 3 relate to learners’ problem
perceptions, question 4 concerns learners’ problem perceptions and the teacher’s

evaluation of their performance and question 5 involves learners’ actual performance in

interpreting.

3.2 Participants

Convenience cluster sampling was used in this study. Participants of the study
included a total of 317 undergraduate students enrolled in interpreting courses (English
and Putonghua) in a university situated in southeast China. They were from different
classes (usually a class consisted of 20-30 people). Participating students in this study
were between the ages of 18 and 24 (Mean (M) = 21.78, Standard Deviation (SD) =
0.48), covering different disciplines (with a majority of participants majoring in the
English language) and grade levels (see Table 3.1 for a description of the participants’

basic information).



Table 3.1. Basic information of the student participants

Number (N) Percentage

Male 22 6.9
Gender

Female 295 93.1

Years 1 &2 68 21.5
Year of study

Years 3 & 4 249 78.6

English 303 95.6
Major

Non-English' 14 4.4

Putonghua 114 36.3
First Language |Dialects” 202 63.1

Both Putonghua and a dialect |1 0.6
Total 317 100%

Notes:

80

1. Non-English major students in the study included those studying the following

subjects: International Economics and Trade (3), Accounting (2), Administrative

Management (1), Environmental Design (1), Pharmaceutics (3), Physics (1), Fluid

Mechanics (2) and Internet Engineering (1).

2. There are roughly ten large groups of Chinese dialects, i.e., Mandarin, Jin, Wu, Hui,

Xiang, Gan, Hakka (Kejia), Min, Yue, Pinghua (see R. Li, 2001; Cao, 2008;

Kurpaska, 2010). Putonghua, the standard national language of the country, was

developed based on Beijing Mandarin and northern dialects. Thus dialects in the

study refer to the ten dialects compared to Putonghua.

The students who participated in the study were all native Chinese speakers. They

had spoken Putonghua for more than 10 years and studied English for at least 6 years

before entering the university. All of them had passed the Chinese National College

Entrance Examination (CNCEE), which includes three core subjects, i.e., the English

language, the Chinese language and Mathematics, as well as two additional courses.
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These criteria ensured the satisfaction of minimum requirements for students’ language
competence for relevant interpreting training.

In addition to student participants, 4 of the university interpreting teachers also
participated in the study. All of the participating teachers were female and between 29

and 32 years of age. Their teaching experience in interpreting ranged from 1 to 4 years.

3.3 Instruments

This study was both quantitative and qualitative. A series of instruments, including
questionnaires, interview protocols and an elicitation test, were applied to study students’
problem perceptions and their actual performance problems. A triangulation of research
methods was applied in the study to mitigate and supplement the limitation of the
exclusive use of output-oriented translation/interpreting research methods (see
Kussmaul & Tirkkonen-Condita, 1995) or the application of any single qualitative or

quantitative research method (see Creswell, 1994).

3.3.1 Questionnaires

A questionnaire regarding interpreting learners’ learning variables and problem
perceptions was designed and developed especially for this study. It was piloted in Pan
and Yan (2009) and applied in Pan and Yan (2012). The questionnaire is composed of
two sections, i.e., the Interpreting Learners’ Problem Perceptions Survey (the ILPPS)
and the Interpreting Learner Variables Survey (the ILVS) (see Appendix 1 and
Appendix 2, respectively).

1) The Interpreting Learners’ Problem Perceptions Survey (ILPPS)

In addition to questions regarding students’ interpreting problems in general, the
ILPPS includes three questions concerning a battery of 14 problems in interpreting
performance at three levels, i.e., the language, content and presentation level (see Table
3.2 for a list of the 14 problems) (cf. Zwischenberger & P&chhacker, 2010). Questions
regarding students’ perceptions included their reported frequency of occurrence of the
problems (i.e., the “What”), their worry about those problems (i.e., the “Worry”) and
their judgment of the fatalness of those problems (i.e., the “Fatal”) (see Pan & Yan,
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2012). Students’ responses to these questions were measured according to a five-point
Likert scale. The category of problems and codes listed in Table 3.2 was not revealed in
the questionnaire but listed in the table for the convenience of grouping student
responses. This categorization was also applied to the performance analysis of students’
interpreting outputs (see 3.5.3.1 Teacher Evaluation of the Test Data). Moreover, being
an open system, the questionnaire used in /LPPS allowed an extra item of “Other” for

participants to add any problem not included in the current list.

Table 3.2. Problem types and codes used in the study (also see Pan & Yan, 2012)

Problem Problem Type Problem
Category Code'
Language Inaccurate pronunciation  (when interpreting from | Pr (L)
problems Chinese into English)
Failure to produce corresponding word(s) Wd (L)
Grammatical problems Gr (L)
Incomplete sentences S (L)
Content Incorrect rendition of numbers and proper names” WN (O)
problems Incorrect rendition of words® WW(C)
Omission of information (missing information) 0 X(®))
Overtranslation® (adding information) Ot (C)
Incomprehensible rendition (overall mistranslation) Mt (C)
Misplaced order of information, causing confusion Or (O)
Cohesion (lack of connectors, etc.) C(©
Presentation Fluency (silent pauses or unnecessary fillers) F (P)
problems Repetition and self-correction R (P)
Unnatural tone (including laughter and extra aspirations) | T (P)

Note:
1. Initials were used for the problem types with categories of problem groups indicated

in brackets.
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2. Pilot interviews with students and faculty (Pan & Yan, 2009) suggested that these two
types of problems were treated separately, thus the categorization here followed their
perceptions.

3. Following the term used in Pym (1992), “overtranslation” here means the problem of
adding unwanted information, which is not included in the original speech, similar to the

problem termed as “addition” in Barik (1971).

The problem types in ILPPS were developed based on a review of the relevant
literature on interpreting problems (see Chapter 2) and a pilot study in Pan and Yan
(2009). In the pilot study, individual interviews were conducted with 5 students and 1
teacher, in which they were asked to define problems in interpreting and list as many
problem types as possible. The completed list was then compared to and categorized
based on relevant schemes in research regarding the product, process and norms in
translation/interpreting (e.g. Barik, 1971; Biihler, 1986; Falbo, 1998; Ficchi, 1999;
Kalina, 2002; Riccardi, 2002b; Pio, 2003; Chiaro & Nocella, 2004; Bartlomiejczyk,
2007; Chang & Schallert, 2007; Zwischenberger & P&chhacker, 2010; etc.), as well as
existing schemes for translation/interpreting accreditation tests and classroom
assessment (e.g. Hartley et al., 2003; C. Yang, 2005; Cai, 2007; Y. Qi, 2008; California
Certified, 2010; etc.). The draft list of problems was then piloted to another group of
participants (20 students and 1 teacher) enrolled in a similar program. Those participants
were not included in the main study. Interviews were conducted with participants after
they filled in the questionnaires. The list of problem items was further revised after the

pilot study. It was later applied in Pan and Yan (2012).

2) The Interpreting Learner Variables Survey (ILVS)

The ILVS is a 59-item questionnaire developed based on the background
information questionnaire in Yan and Detaramani (2008) and the Student
Characteristics, Process and Academic Skills Survey (SCPASS) in Shaw and Hughes
(2006) (also see Brisau et al., 1994; Russo, 2011; Shlesinger & Pd&chhacker, 2011).
Different from items in the SCPASS, many items in the ILVS were measured according

to a five-point Likert scale. The questionnaire was later modified based on the Learner
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Information Cluster used in Yan et al. (2010) and the Interpreting Learner Variables
Section (ILVS) in Pan and Yan (2012). There were three sections of the questionnaire,
j.e., a section of demographic information, a section on language learning (including
language scores, perceived language abilities and language learning habits) and a section
on interpreting learning (including perceived interpreting abilities and learning habits, as
well as cognitive and affective factors such as confidence and interests in learning the
subject, etc.) (see Appendix 2).

The demographic information primarily gathered basic information regarding the
participants, such as their gender, age, year of study, hometown, dialect and parents’
working area and English level. Most of the items were developed from the background
information questionnaires in Yan and Detaramani (2008), Yan et al. (2010) and Pan
and Yan (2012) (cf. Zwischenberger & Pdchhacker, 2010).

The section on language learning collected information including students’ self-
reported language proficiency scores, language learning experience, self-evaluation of
language proficiency and their language learning habits. Most of the items were
measured on a five-point Likert scale. This section was primarily adapted from the
Learner Information Cluster of Yan et al. (2010) and the ILVS in Pan and Yan (2012).
Similar items can also be found in Lopez Gémez et al. (2007) and Rosiers et al. (2011).

The final section concerned students’ learning habits, perceived interpreting ability
and relevant affective and cognitive factors pertaining to the learning of interpreting. It
included questions regarding the length of time that the students studied interpreting
(including the duration of their after-class practice), their reasons for learning the subject,
their knowledge of the discipline, their interest and confidence in doing interpreting,
their interest in absorbing knowledge from different fields, their self-perception of their
interpreting ability and their skills relevant to interpreting (i.e., multitasking skills, short-
term memory, note-taking ability). The items in this section were primarily developed
based on the important factors rated in the SCPASS in Shaw and Hughes (2006),
including those under the categories of academic habits and skills, information
processing skills and personality characteristics. Items were also adapted from the
Learner Information Cluster in Yan et al. (2010) and the ILVS in Pan and Yan (2012)
(cf. Brisau et al., 1994; Russo, 2011; Shlesinger & Pdchhacker, 2011).
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3) Other questionnaires

An adapted version of the ILPPS was used after the elicitation test to look into
students’ perceptions of their problems in the test specifically, i.e., the Interpreting
Learners’ Problem Perceptions Survey (Post-Test Version) (ILPPS-PTV) (see Appendix
3). The same problem list in J/LPPS was also used with the teachers to investigate their
opinions on the problems in the performance of their students, i.e., the Interpreting
Learning Problem Perceptions Survey (Teacher Version) (ILPPS-TV), which also
included questions to elicit teachers’ responses concerning the influence of relevant

learner variables in students’ learning of interpreting (see Appendix 4).

3.3.2 Interview Protocols

Supplementary to the questionnaire items, a semi-structured interview protocol (see
Appendix 5) was developed for student group interviews based on Pan and Yan (2009,
2012). The purpose of the student interviews was to further probe participants’
perceptions of problems and their opinions regarding the influence of relevant learner
variables in interpreting. The interview protocol included a section composed of general
questions on interpreting and interpreting learning and a second section with more
detailed questions on problems that students often encounter, those they worry about
and those they regard as fatal, as well as those related to the 14 items in the ILPPS (also
see Table 3.2).

An adapted version of the interview protocol for students was used in individual
interviews with teachers to elicit their perspectives on problems in students’ interpreting
performance (Appendix 6). The teacher interview protocol aimed at in-depth
explorations of items in the /LPPS-TV and included a section asking specifically about
the teachers’ perception of individual differences in students’ interpreting performance.

In addition, a third interview protocol (Appendix 7) was developed to collect
students’ retrospective reflections of their interpreting performance immediately after
the elicitation interpreting test. This protocol was used in combination with the ILPPS-

PTV.
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3.3.3 Outcome Measures

Students’ interpreting learning outcomes were measured by their final test scores in
the interpreting courses they attended. The scores were provided by their course teachers.

Students’ English abilities were measured by a battery of self-reported scores,
including their English score in the CNCEE, their most recent course grades in Intensive
English Reading, Extensive English Reading, English Speaking, English Listening, etc.
Although scores such as those of the TEM-8 (National Test for English Majors) oral
exam, the grades for the courses Advanced English and Media English were collected
from the students” course teachers, these scores were not used in the current study due to
the great variance in the number of the students who attended these tests or courses (i.e.,
only students from certain year(s) attended these tests/courses). On the contrary, all of
the students in the interpreting courses took the English exam in the CNCEE before they
were enrolled in the university, and the four courses listed above were required
irrespective of the students’ year and major. While the English exam in the CNCEE
primarily measured students’ English ability in a comprehensive way upon their
entrance to the university (see Yan et al., 2010), the course Intensive English Reading
was regarded as the best measure of students’ overall English competence in their
university study (see Pan & Yan, 2012). In addition, the course grades in Extensive
English Reading, English Speaking and English Listening were reflective of students’

English ability in the specific areas of reading, speaking and listening.

3.3.4 Elicitation Test

In this study, the test materials were designed to elicit possible problem evidence in
students’ interpreting performance (see Appendix 8). The test materials were composed
of four speeches, two in English and two in Chinese. The use of two speeches in the
same language helped to mitigate the contamination of the data if the students were
unfamiliar with a certain test topic or extremely nervous about a particular section of the
test. At the same time, this approach helped to increase the reliability of the test results.
The students were asked to perform consecutive interpreting in the test.

Instructions were given at the beginning of the test. Signals were given at the end

of each paragraph for the students to begin interpreting. The students were allowed to
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take notes during the test. All of the test materials were played only once to the students.
The overall administration of the test took 20 to 30 minutes.
The speeches applied in the test were adaptations of authentic speeches. Table 3.3

presents these references.

Table 3.3. Original source texts for speeches in the elicitation test

Part I (English to Chinese) | Original source texts

Section 1 Speech by Ms. Grace Fu, Senior Minister of State, Ministry of
National Development and Ministry of Education, at the Opening
Ceremony of the 2nd Asia-Pacific Educational Research
Association Conference on 26 November 2008 at the Nanyang

Technological University

Section 2 Lecture by Rupert Murdoch, founder and Chairman and CEO of
News Corporation, on “The Future of Newspapers” (Third Boyer

Lecture) on 16 November 2008

Part II (Chines to English) | Original source texts

Section 1 Speech by Chinese President Hu Jintao at the Asia-Pacific
Economic Cooperation (APEC) CEO Summit on 21 November
2008

Section 2 Address by Honorary Doctor of Laws Dr. Justice Patrick Chan at

the Installation of President cum Honorary Awards Ceremony on

11 November 2008 at the City University of Hong Kong

All of the original source speeches were delivered less than two months from the
test date and covered a range of topics of common interests. These original speeches
were administered in a pilot study to a group of 5 students at a similar program (not
included in the current study) (Pan & Yan, 2009) and then adapted based on feedback
from the students. The adaptations of the reference speeches were made based on the
following criteria: 1) adjusting them to the participants’ level of study, 2) keeping the
test within a feasible length of time, 3) making the speeches textually complete, 4)
including difficult points where students’ problems can be elicited, and 5) ensuring the

comparativeness across different speeches (in length and difficulty level). For example,
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in the case of the texts in Part II, the original speech for Section 1 included 3,034
Chinese characters and for Section 2, 1,991 Chinese characters (see Appendix 9). Based
on responses to the pilot study, the beginning of President Hu’s talk about the important
issues in China in the year 2008 and extracts concerning the general situation of
university graduates in Hong Kong from Dr. Patrick Chan’s address were selected and
modified. A topic sentence was added wherever the selected part lacked one (e.g. the
extracts from Dr. Chan’s address). Connections were made between sentences and
words where the written language features were changed. Technical words or terms
were eliminated from the extracts, as the test did not aim to test the participants’ mastery
of certain terminology. The text for Section 1 included a list of three important issues in
China in the year 2008. The text for Section 2 included a series of numbers. Both can be
problem triggers in interpreting (Gile, 1995a, 2009). The recentness of the test materials
and the adaptation of the language can to some extent control the variable of participants’
prior access to the test materials.

The final texts, including the reference target texts®, were then read and furnished
by a native teacher of the Chinese language or a native teacher of the English language.
The modified versions were tested among another 5 participants in the pilot study (Pan
& Yan, 2009). The adapted version of the English texts, with a total of 219 words, was
recorded by a native speaker of English from the United States. The speech was
recorded at the rate of 108.42 words per minute, i.e., 1.81 words per second, within the
comfortable range for interpreters to work (Lederer, 1981, in Chang, 2005, p. 37).
Correspondingly, the Chinese texts, a total of 358 characters, were recorded by a native
speaker of Putonghua at the rate of 196.7 characters per minute, or 3.28 characters per
second. The reserved response time for the interpretation from English into Chinese was
set at 2 times of the duration of the source text on average, while that for the
interpretation from Chinese into English was set at 2.5 times of the source text on
average. This arrangement was made because the Chinese version of the same text
usually takes less time and uses more words/characters compared to the English version

of the text (see W. Zhong, 2008, p. 110). In addition, although the target text should

8 References to the test materials, based on the outputs of professional interpreters, were also included and
adapted for comparison.
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usually take less than 120% of the time of the original speech (see C. Yang, 2005), the
extra time was given in the current test, as the purpose of the test was to elicit problems
in students’ performance rather than to test their speed of response. The gapped version

of the recorded speeches was then digitized for using in a language lab.

3.4 Procedure

The study gathered both quantitative and qualitative data from the participants
through the instruments of questionnaires, interview protocols and the elicitation test.
Consent was obtained from the participating faculty and students prior to the study (see
Appendix 10). To help participants express their views in the most comfortable way, all
questionnaires, interviews and test instructions were conducted in Chinese, the
participants’ mother tongue (see Appendix 1-8).

The piloted questionnaires on interpreting learners’ problem perceptions and
learning variables, i.e., the ILPPS (Appendix 1) and the ILVS (Appendix 2), were
administered by teachers to student participants in the class. The researcher was present
to help explain the questionnaire items in case there was any question or confusion.
Random double-checking with students was performed to ensure that the students filled
in the questionnaire items with confidence and totally comprehended them. It took the
students approximately 10 to 20 minutes to finish the questionnaires. The students were
also invited to indicate their intention to participate in the interview study and the
elicitation test. To encourage the students’ participation in the elicitation test, the
researcher, also a practicing interpreter and interpreting teacher, promised to provide an
analytical performance report to the students after the test. This report would be helpful
to the students, as many of them planned to participate in a local interpreters’
accreditation test. This test, which was also regarded as a proof of the participants’
English language proficiency, was welcomed by many employers in the Yangtze Delta
area.

After the administration of the questionnaires in class, 45 students were chosen to
participate in the focus group interviews. Stratified sampling was applied for the
selection of participants. The strata were decided based on items of interest for the

current study, e.g. gender, family background, language/interpreting competence,
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reasons for learning interpreting, etc. Advice from teachers was sought in the selection
process to ensure that the selected students represented a variety of learner variables, i.e.,
the various attributes demonstrated in the /LVS. There were 6 interviews in total. Each
interview, which included 5 to 9 participants, lasted for approximately 60 minutes. The
interviews followed a semi-structured interview protocol (Appendix 5), whereby a
monitor was present to ask questions concerning learners’ problem perceptions. The
interviews were videotaped with the participants’ consent.

Teacher participants were also included in the study to gather a supplementary
perspective on students’ performance in learning interpreting. Individual interviews,
which lasted approximately 60 minutes, were conducted with 4 teachers. They were first
asked to complete a questionnaire concerning their perceptions of student problems and
learner variables (Appendix 4). Relevant questions regarding student problems in
interpreting were then explored based on the questionnaire they completed (Appendix 6).

Students’ interpreting scores and English language course/test grades (e.g. scores of
the TEM-8 oral exam, grades of Advanced English and Media English) were gathered
from the teachers as a measure of the students’ outcomes in interpreting and language
learning.

The students were invited to take part in the elicitation test after completing the in-
class questionnaires. Two language/interpreting labs were rented from the university for
the test. The students took classes in the labs and thus were familiar with the machines.
The labs, which have the capacity for approximately 30 students, allow the digital
recording of student voices. Not all of the study participants took part in the elicitation
test due to their availability. A total of 77 students participated in the test, and the
number was considered sufficient for subsequent text analysis. Participants were
randomly divided into 4 groups, each with approximately 20 students. One of the labs
was designated as the waiting room, while the other lab was the testing room. Two
helpers were recruited for the test administration. Each administration of the test lasted
20 to 30 minutes. The students who finished the test were asked to leave the building
immediately so that communication with the rest of the participants could be avoided. In
addition, because the test scores would not be calculated into students’ course grade and

the researcher promised to provide feedback to the participants, the students appeared
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willing to display their true performance (to be compared with their perceptions) on the
test.

After the test, the students were invited to complete the questionnaire regarding
their perceptions of their own performance on the test (Appendix 3). A group of 18
students who also participated in the pre-test interview were invited to stay after the test
for the post-test retrospective interview. During the post-test interview, the researcher
played back recordings of students’ interpretations and provided them with the reference
answer to the test questions. Then, students were asked to share their perceptions of their

problems on the test retrospectively (see Appendix 7 for the interview protocol).

3.5 Data Analysis

Both quantitative and qualitative analyses of the data were performed in the current

study.

3.5.1 Analysis of the Questionnaire Data

The software IBM SPSS (originally, Statistical Package for Social Sciences) 19.0
(IBM, 2011) was applied in the study for relevant statistical analysis.

Data gathered from the student questionnaires (i.e., the ILVS, the ILPPS and the
ILPPS-PTV) were coded and placed in one SPSS file. The file also included the
achievement scores gathered from the teachers.

Some basic descriptive statistics were run on the data, including the calculation of
the Number (N) (valid and missing), Mean (M), Standard Deviation (SD), Range, etc.,
after which a general profile of the data (e.g. learner profiles, learners’ problem
perceptions, etc.) could be obtained. A series of inferential statistics (e.g. T-test,
ANOVA, correlation, regression, etc.) were later run to test the relationship between
different learner variables (e.g. socio-biographic variables, language learning variables
and interpreting learning variables) and learners’ perceptions of their own problems as
well as their influence on learners” achievement in learning interpreting.

The data gathered from the ILPPS-TV were not included in the statistical analysis
but were coded and entered into an Excel file to be compared with the individual teacher

interview data.
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3.5.2 Analysis of the Interview Data

Interview data gathered from student groups and individual teachers were
transcribed and checked by the researcher, who also translated them from Chinese into
English. The transcribed interviews were then coded for thematic analysis following the
steps in Yan and Horwitz (2008). Teacher interviews and student interviews were
treated separately in the analysis. Two fellow PhD students were invited to participate in
the process. The involvement of other people in the interview analysis was an attempt to
control the subjectivity that may result if only one person completed the coding (ibid).

During the process of thematic analysis, the researcher first read the transcripts
carefully and divided them into small idea units, each of which was then copied to an
index card (see Yan & Horwitz, 2008). Initial themes were then assigned to each card by
the researcher and her two fellows who helped in the study (Level 1 coding) (ibid).
Cards with similar or same themes were then grouped together (Level 2 coding) (ibid).
Discussions took place between the researcher and her two fellows whenever there was
disagreement on the designation or grouping of themes. The groups were later compared
with one another and adjusted until the final labels on the thematic groups could be
agreed upon. The procedure for Level 2 coding was then repeated till a higher hierarchy
of thematic grouping could be established (Level 3 coding).

The findings from the thematic analysis of the interview data were then compared
to the statistical findings of the questionnaire data and incorporated into the overall

discussion.

3.5.3 Analysis of the Test Data

The data from the elicitation test were processed by the problem analysis scheme in
the ILPPS (see Table 3.2 for the coding of the problem types) and with the corpus
analysis method. In this study, only data concerning the Chinese-to-English part of the
test (Part I) were analyzed. The reason for this analytical choice is that interpreting
from the students” A to B language, although controversial in the profession, can render
a more comprehensive picture of the possible problems for students and professional
interpreters, which suits the objective of the current study. That is, the study seeks to

identify problems that differ an interpreted version from a “perfect” target language
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version, or to identify the features of “inter-interpreting” (cf. “Interlanguage” in SLA,
see section 2.1.1.1 in Chapter 2).

The test data analyzed in this study included 77 participants’ consecutive
interpreting outputs of the two Chinese speeches, a total of 21,483 seconds, or over 358
minutes (excluding the time of the source speeches). Each audio file lasted for 279
seconds, or 4.65 minutes. The audio files were transcribed and aligned by sentence

according to the source texts (see Appendix 11) for the subsequent corpus analysis.

3.5.3.1 Teacher Evaluation of the Test Data

Because interpreting is an oral communication, it is believed that audio and video
information should be prioritized over the transcription for any evaluation or analysis
purpose, as the latter would be more applicable to the evaluation of a written translation.
Therefore, the test outputs were evaluated by the researcher, who listened to the voice
files. The researcher is an interpreting teacher and practicing interpreter.

The role played by the researcher in this evaluation process was comparable to
interpreting teachers’ in grading students’ work. The employment of the researcher’s
judgment as the teacher evaluation in the study had the following pragmatic reasons: 1)
the researcher, with many years of experience in university interpreting teaching, had
the necessary expertise to grade the students’ interpreting work; 2) the use of the
researcher instead of students’ interpreting course teachers helped protect the
confidentiality of the information collected from the student participants, as the grades
students obtained in this study would not in any way influence their course grades; 3)
the problem analysis scheme was developed by the researcher in this study, and the
researcher’s assessment was more efficient to use at this stage. Originally, another
evaluator was recruited to evaluate and analyze the data. Although high correlation was
achieved for the overall evaluation mark, it was not feasible for problem-by-problem
analysis because there were too many problem categories, nor would it be necessary
given the specific nature of the study. Moreover, it seems that a more consistent picture
can be gained with the sole involvement of one researcher. Therefore, it was decided
that only the researcher’s analysis would be used. Grades and ratings provided by the

extra evaluator were used as a reference to the researcher’s analysis whenever
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uncertainty was encountered. Moreover, the researcher re-evaluated randomly selected
student outputs after six months, and the results were compared to the previous marking,.
The comparison revealed a substantial level of intra-rater reliability of the researcher’s
analysis.

The researcher first listened to the student work in a comprehensive way and gave a
mark to the overall performance of the participant in each interpreted speech based on a
100-point grading scale. Individual marks for participants’ performance in each
interpreted speech in three individual aspects, i.e., language, content and presentation,
were also rendered. A sentence-based problem rating was also performed concerning all
14 types of problems. Each sentence was rated on a five-point Likert scale concerning
the occurrence of the 14 possible problem types, from 1 (very few) to 5 (very many).
Problems beyond the 14 types could also be added to the scheme. The same problem
type ratings were used for text 1 and text 2. The average scores and problem ratings for
text 1 and text 2 were calculated to represent students’ overall performance in the
Chinese-to-English interpreting portion of the test. The researcher placed the scores and
ratings in an Excel file during the evaluation process (see Appendix 12 for a sample
table with the scores and problem ratings).

The results of the researcher’s evaluation were then placed in the same SPSS file
with the questionnaire data. Paired Samples Tests were computed to determine whether
there was any difference between students’ self-perceptions and the researcher’s

(teacher’s) evaluation concerning participants’ problems in the elicitation test.

3.5.3.2 Corpus Analysis of the Test Data

With the growing recognition of its advantages, the corpus linguistic approach has
been increasing applied in various fields such as language assessment (e.g. Alderson,
1996), the study of learner language (e.g. Granger, 1998; Granger, Hung, & Petch-
Tyson, 2002; Gui & Yang, 2002) and the study of features of interpreted language (e.g.
Setton, 2011; Shlesinger, 2008). According to Leech (1992), the approach of computer

corpus linguistics has four distinguishable features:

(1) Focus on linguistic performance, rather than competence;
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(2) Focus on linguistic description, rather than linguistic
universals;
(3) Focus on quantitative, as well as qualitative models of
language;
(4) Focus on a more empiricist, rather than rationalist view of

scientific inquiry. (p. 107)

To obtain a more objective and systematic picture of students’ performance in the
elicitation test, the corpus-based analysis method was applied in this study. Corpus
analysis tools can provide some basic information concerning the general texture of the
data. In the current study, a database composed of students’ outputs in the elicitation test
was constructed. Given the homogeneity of the text production context, i.e., the
interpreting elicitation task, and the possibility of treating it as a specialized corpus —i.e.,
only two topics were covered in the study to control variables involved in problem
productions — the database can be regarded as sufficient in size for relevant corpus
analysis according to de Haan (1992)’.

The test output data were first transcribed into formats readable by relevant corpus
analysis software. Linguistic annotations were then added to the transcriptions. A series
of procedures were subsequently run to retrieve relevant features of the learners’ outputs

at different levels (see Thompson, 2005).

1) Transcription

To process the test data with corpus analysis tools such as Wordsmith, the test
outputs were transcribed into computer readable formats.

First, the basic content of the audio files, i.e., utterances by the students, were
transcribed after listening to the files repeatedly. The transcribed texts were then saved

in the format of TXT files, each audio taking one file, named by the coding of individual

7 According to de Haan (1992), the optimum size for a corpus varies depending on the linguistic
investigation undertaken by specific studies. Generally speaking, 20,000 words may be sufficient for a
specialized and homogeneous corpus. Although Granger (1998) states that a minimum of 200,000 words
may be needed to build a corpus of second language learners, given the limited number of interpreting
students compared to language students and the specific purpose of this study, it is believed that the
number 20,000 can satisfy the research needs at this stage (cf. a total of 20,846 word tokens in the current
database; see section 4.3.1, Chapter 4).
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students, 1.e., S1, S2, S3...877, where “S” stands for “student”. Those are the “raw data”
of the database. The transcribed files were then proofread and checked against the audio
files.

Following the TEI conventions (Sperberg-McQueen & Burnard, 2004), unique
features of spoken text such as pauses, vocalized non-lexical phenomena (e.g. coughs,
laughs, etc.), as well as shifts or changes in vocal quality (e.g. change to a soft voice, a
possible indication of lack of confidence) were also included in the transcription.
Because only audio materials were collected in the current study, only a few oral
features of particular interest to this study were collected, most of which were
transcribed based on a scheme adapted from those used in existing corpora of Chinese
learners’ oral or interpreted speeches (e.g. Wen, L. Wang, & Liang, 2005; Wen & J.
Wang, 2009). Features such as pause fillers, silent pauses, small voice, indistinguishable
words, extra-linguistic information and errors such as grammar mistakes and
pronunciation errors were transcribed following certain formats (see Appendix 13 for
the transcription scheme used in the current study). The transcriptions tagged with oral
features were later checked for a second time against the audio files.

For the purpose of analyzing learners’ performance at the presentational level, the
temporal features were included in the transcription. The time of each utterance/sentence
was recorded with the accuracy rate to the second. Those features were placed before

each transcribed utterance in angle brackets.

2) Markup and Annotation

Metadata were later added to the transcribed data, which were also annotated with
linguistic features.

Metadata added in the current study were primarily descriptions of the elicitation
test and test participants. The data type, i.e., consecutive interpreting (CI), was marked
first, followed by the identifying information of the test participants and question
numbers. Other information, such as the gender of the participant and the score for

individual questions, were also marked (see Appendices 13 and 14).
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Each data file was aligned according to the division of sentences in the source and
reference text (see Appendix 11). A sentence number was marked at the beginning of
each sentence (see Appendices 13 and 14).

The annotation of erroneous interpreting outputs was performed manually. In this
section, illustrations will be provided on the annotation of.two problem types, i.e.,

inaccurate pronunciation and repetition and self-correction.

Annotation of inaccurate pronunciation

A review of Corpus-based Interpreting Studies (CIS) indicates that there is hardly
any scheme applicable for the particular annotation of inaccurate pronunciation in the
current study (see Setton, 2011). Wen and J. Wang (2009), perhaps the only corpus of
interpreting learners’ outputs in the language pair of Chinese and English, provides
valuable insights into the primary marking of inaccurate pronunciation but does not
offer any specific annotation scheme. Existing annotation schemes of pronunciation
errors provided in corpora of spoken interlanguage produced by Chinese EFL (English
as a Foreign Language) learners (e.g. H. Yang & Wei, 2005; W. Wu & Jiang, 2008;
Xiao & Xiang, 2008), however, offer very detailed systems for the coding and analysis
of Chinese learners’ English interlanguage at the phonetic level. Such detailed
annotations may not be suitable for the research of pronunciation problems of
interpreting students, the purpose of which is not the development of phonological
pedagogy for second/foreign language learners but the enhancement of students’
Interpreting performance in general.

Based on Celce-Murcia, Brinton and Goodwin (1996), the sound system of
language can be divided into the segmental and suprasegmental level: the former
includes vowels and consonants, whereas the latter pertains to “those phenomena that
extend over more than one sound segment” (p. 35), which usually involves stress® (both
at the word and sentence level) and intonation. Of these language sound subsystems,
stress at the sentence level and intonation are usually regarded as of greater interest to

the investigation of problems at the delivery level in interpreting studies (see Shlesinger,

¥ The word “stress” used in this context refers to the emphasis placed on certain syllabus(es) in a word
(i.e. word stress) or certain word(s) in a sentence (i.e., sentence stress) (see Celce-Murcia et al., 1996).
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1994; Ahrens, 2005; Pradas Macias, 2006; Gile, 2009; Holub, 2010; Zwischenberger,
2010; Zwischenberger & Pochhacker, 2010) and therefore not included in the annotation
of the problem type of inaccurate pronunciation in the current study. As a result, the
annotation of inaccurate pronunciation in this study included problematic vowels and
consonants at the segmental level and stress problems at the word level. A subsystem
was borrowed from H. Yang and Wei (2005) and Beghoul (2007), including errors of
substitutions, insertions and omissions under the problematic categories of vowels and
consonants, plus the category of problematic vowels + consonants. The final coding
scheme for the annotation of pronunciation problems is presented in Table 3.4 (see

Appendix 15 for examples of each type of pronunciation problems in the database).

Table 3.4. The coding scheme of pronunciation problems used in the current study

Symbols | Meaning

<p> Pronunciation problems
Symbols | Meaning Symbols | Meaning
<p_v> Vowel problems <p_v_w> | Substitutions of vowels

<p_v_a> | Insertions of vowels

<p_v_d> | Omissions of vowels

<p _c> Consonant problems | <p_c_w> | Substitutions of consonants

<p_c_a> | Insertions of consonants

<p_c d> | Omissions of consonants

<p_b> Both vowel and <p_b_w> | Substitutions of both vowels and consonants

consonant problems | <p b _a> | Insertions of both vowels and consonants

<p_b_d> | Omissions of both vowels and consonants

<p_s> Word-level stress problems

Annotation of repetition and self-correction

In contrast to the annotation of pronunciation problems, there have been a few
studies regarding repetition and self-corrections in product-oriented interpreting studies
(e.g. Tissi, 2000, Petite, 2005; Bendazzoli et al., 2011; Dai, 2011), even some that place
a special focus on the analysis of student-produced consecutive interpreting data (e.g.

Mead, 2000; Dai, 2011). These studies provide great insights into the annotation scheme
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used for the current study. In the analysis scheme of Tissi (2000), repetitions and self-
repairs, termed as “interruptions”, were grouped under the general delivery problem of
non-fluencies, which included another two parallel sub-categories of silent pauses and
filled pauses (p. 112). Interruptions in the study were then classified into repeats,
restructuring and false starts. Petite (2005), however, studied specific repairs in
simultaneous interpreting adapting from Levelt’s (1983) taxonomy of repairs in
spontaneous speech, categorizing repairs into post-articulatory appropriateness repairs,
post-articulatory error repairs, post-articulatory D (different) repairs and mid-
articulatory repairs. The study of Dai (2011), similar to Tissi (2000), included the
analysis of pauses (silent and filled pauses) and self-repairs (also adapting the system of
Levelt (1983)). Bendazzoli et al. (2011), although about simultaneous interpreting,
provided the only scheme pertaining to the study of both repetition and self-repair in a
corpus-based study. Disfluencies ® investigated in their study included two sub-
categories, i.e., mispronounced words (repetitions) and truncated words (self-correction).
Additional information, such as whether the speaker successfully repaired the segments,
subtypes of the speech errors and the causes of the disfluencies, were included in the

coding (see Table 3.5).

° The word disfluency in Bendazzoli et al. (2011) is used in a different sense from that in this study, in
which disfluency refers to silent pauses or unnecessary fillers.
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Table 3.5. Types of speech errors and causes of disfluencies in Bendazzoli et al. (2011,

p. 292).

Types of speech errors

PHONOLOGICAL ANTICIPATION
to implement the two thousand and two antif- anti-trafficking framework decision to catch the

criminal gangs

LEXICAL ANTICIPATION
I mean comparing that with nati- ehm publie ehm investments nationally it’s it’s it’s very

little

PHONOLOGICAL PERSEVERATION
the Council also received ehm reached a general ehm approach on the apr- proposed regulation

APPROXIMATION
but they are certainly not te- te- terminal ehm and they can in our judgment be addressed

OTHER so for the next three years we have autho- we have certification of projects that have
actually being carried out

Causes of disfluencies

LEXICAL SHIFT
so for the next three years we have autho- we have certification of projects that have actually
being carried out

SYNTACTIC SHIFT
the population getti- the growing of the population

ARTICULATION
so I think there are two aspects // first of all w- we're stressing those elements which we think

will ease

STALLING
what we're doing with a reduction of con- ehm contaminating emissions

OTHER
is the microphone wor- // well thank you ehm President and ehm welcome to our Commissioner

David Byrne

The annotation scheme of Bendazzoli et al. (2011) was adapted to annotate
students’ interpreting outputs in the current database. Given the differences between the
two databases, i.e., simultaneous interpreting vs. consecutive interpreting and student
interpreters vs. professional interpreters, unnecessary subtypes were excluded or merged
(e.g. subtypes of the original speech errors including phonological anticipation,
phonological perseveration and approximation were combined into the phonological
level errors) and new types were added to the current scheme (e.g. the adding of a new
subtype of syntactical level speech errors). Although the category of “other” was

originally kept in the annotation scheme, it was found that no extra subtypes could fall
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into this category. The final coding scheme for repetitions and truncated words are

displayed in Table 3.6 and Table 3.7, respectively.

Table 3.6. The coding scheme of repetitions used in the current study

Symbols Meaning Examples from the current database
1*layer: | <r> | Repetitions
2" layer: | <y> | Completed China has has<r><r_y 1 a> (er) many things (er)
<n> | Not completed we have succeeded ... we have<r><r n_s_a> ss-
(en) ... we have
3 layer: <p> | Phonological level | decrease<deeprease><p ¢ w><r><r_n_p_a> (en)
decrease to (en)
<I> | Lexical level now we talk about the the<r><r_y | a> college
students
<s> | Syntactical level I’'m glad to ’'m glad to<r><r_y_s_a> here to (en)
with the
4" layer: <I> | Lexical shift students come from (en) come to<r><r y s I>
Hong-Kong (exhale).
<s> | Syntactical shift Tam very it's my<r><r_y s s> great pleasure to meet
<g> | Articulation Iam it's (er) it's<r><r_y s a> my pleasure (er) to
<t> | Stalling (gaining opportunity, I ... (en) I<r><r_y 1 t> ... give my than-
time for the (er)
articulation)
Sample coding combinations (24)
<r ypl> < yll> <r y s I> <r_npl> < nll> <rns >
<ryps> <ryls> <r_y_ s s> <r_n_p_s> <r nl s> <r n_s_s>
<r y p a> <ryla> <r y s a> <r n p a> <r n_l a> <r n_s a>
<r_ y p t> <rylt> <r y. s t> <r n p t> <rnlt> <rnst>
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Table 3.7. The coding scheme of truncated segments used in the current study

Symbols Meaning Examples from the current database
1*layer: | <t> | Truncated
segments
2" layer: | <y> | Completed their standards are (en) de-<t><t_y_p_a> decreased.
Their Chinese
<n> | Not completed than the Chi- than the da-<t2><t n_1 a> and the
foreign fore-
3" Jayer: <p> | Phonological level | you, to to discuss the eco-<t><t y p a> economic
problems an
<I> | Lexical level the students come to Xiang<t><t_y 1 1> Hong-
Kong ...
<g> | Syntactical level and other people who suppor-<t><t_y s _a> who
support us ...
4" layer: <I> | Lexical shift beginning of the year Chin-<t><t_y 1 1> the Chinese
people
<s> | Syntactical shift (en) today I am very ha<t><t_y s s> (en) I have the
great honor to
<a> | Articulation Now let we talk about frien-<t><t_y p a> friends in
Hong-Kong
<t> | Stalling (gaining gentlemen, and friends, to-<t><t_y p t>(en) today
time for the Pm (um)
articulation)
Sample coding combinations (24)
<typl> <tyll> <ty s> <t np > <tnll> <tns >
<ty p s> <ty ls> <tys s> <t n p s> <t nl s> <t ns s>
<t y p a> <tyla> <tysa> <t n p_a> <tnla> <t ns a>
<typt> <t ylt> <t yst <tnpt> <t_n__1__t> <tns t>

Moreover, each repeated or truncated word or word segment was coded with <r>

and <t> for the calculation of influenced tokens in the current database. Words repeated

or truncated more than once were coded with the time of their occurrence, e.g. <r>, <r2>,

<r3> ... <rn>. In this way, it could be determined how many times in maximum that

students fixed a repeated or truncated word (segment).
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3) Corpus Analysis

Once the data were transcribed and annotated, a series of corpus analysis
procedures were applied to process the data with the application of Wordsmith 5.0
(Scott, 2008).

Some basic statistics were first run to provide a brief overview of the features of
the learner outputs in the database, including the type/token ratio, word/sentence length
profile, high frequency words, etc. A comparison between the reference target text and
students’ individual outputs were also employed to provide supplementary data. A list of
keywords in the database was also generated. The frequency and collocations of the

problematic segments were then calculated and discussed.

3.6 Summary

This chapter provides a description of the study’s research methods. An
introduction to the research questions, participants, instruments and procedures was
given. With the collection of data from multiple channels, the study examined learner
problems from different dimensions and with different perspectives. The study applied a
triangulation of research methods, i.e., a quantitative investigation of the questionnaire
data, qualitative exploration of the interview data and a combination of both qualitative
and quantitative analysis of the data from the elicitation test. The findings gathered from

the different research methods were compared and integrated into the overall analysis.
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Chapter 4 Results

This chapter presents the findings gathered from the questionnaire analysis,
interview data analysis and results of the teacher evaluation and corpus analysis of the
test data. Research questions one to four were addressed by statistical analysis of the
questionnaire data and the teacher’s evaluation of students’ interpreting outputs, as well
as thematic analysis of the interview data. Research question five was addressed by the

corpus-based analysis'® of the learner outputs.

4.1 Quantitative Research Findings from the Questionnaire Analysis
4.1.1 Learners’ Perceptions of Problems in Interpreting

Based on the data gathered from the ILPPS, learners’ self-perceived quantity of
problems in interpreting had a mean score of 3.53 (SD=.624, N=316) on a five-point
Likert scale, where 1 means “very few”, 5 means “very many” (see Appendix 1).
Although with a mean score comparatively lower than that of the self-perceived quantity
of problems, learners’ self-perceived severity of problems in their interpreting indicates
a high level (M=2.95, SD=.617, N=312) on a five-point Liker scale, where 1 means
“very low” and 5 means “very high” (also see Appendix 1).

Figure 4.1 provides an overview of students’ perceptions of problems regarding the
three aspects of language (form), meaning (content) and delivery (presentation) in
interpreting. According to the figure, students regarded delivery problems as most
common in their interpreting performance, but their greatest worry was problems in

meaning, where their greatest concern of fatalness lied.

' According to Leech (1992), the approach of corpus linguistics is both quantitative and qualitative.
Findings of the corpus-based analysis in this study were therefore neither grouped in the section of
quantitative findings or that of qualitative findings but reported in a separate section.
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Figure 4.1. Students’ perceptions of problems regarding the three aspects of language,

meaning and delivery

250

200

150
# What

8 Worry

i Fatal

100

50

Language Meaning Delivery

Notes:

1) N=317

2) “What”, “Worry” and “Fatal” indicate responses for the three sub-questions in the
ILPPS, i.e., 1) What is students’ perceived occurrence of different interpreting problems?
2) How much do students worry about different interpreting problems? 3) How fatal do

students regard different problems to be in interpreting?

Figure 4.2 displays the means of students’ ratings of their perceptions regarding
individual problems in interpreting, including their perceived occurrence of and worry

about these problems as well as their perceived fatalness of them.



106

Figure 4.2. Learners’ perceptions of individual problems in interpreting (What, Worry

and Fatal)
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What M {227 32312811285 282 3.04 326|241 | 249 2.48 3.00 | 3.27 1295 | 2.90
SD | 712 831 | .815 | .832 | .885 768 838 | .866 | 870 .849 864 | 949 | 893 | 964
Worry | M | 2.29 338 | 2.80 | 2.94 | 3.06 3.09 3.40 | 2.50 | 3.01 2.94 297 | 3.33 | 3.06 | 2.83
SD | .967 939 | .875 | 905 | .998 834 947 | 871 | 1.034 | 956 848 | 942 | 878 | .950
Fatal M | 2.88 3261291 3.13 | 3.51 3.22 3.70 | 3.07 | 3.88 3.54 3.18 1 342} 3.20 | 2.90
SD | 1.041 | .885 | 906 | .942 | 1.060 | .848 946 | 953 | 1.032 | 1.021 | .837 | .909 { .813 | 903
Notes:
1) N=317,

2) See Table 3.2 for a list of the problem codes in the figure.

According to Figure 4.2, the problem most often encountered by students was

“disfluency” (M=3.27, SD=.949) at the presentation level, followed by “omission of

information” (M=3.26, SD=.838) at the content level, which, in turn, was succeeded by

“failure to produce corresponding words” (M=3.23, SD=.831) at the language level.
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A similar pattern was detected for problems of greatest concern by students, with
“omission of information” (M=3.40, SD=.947) highest ahead of “failure to produce
corresponding words” (M=3.38, SD=.939) and “disfluency” (M=3.33, SD=.942).

As to perceived fatalness of the problems, “incomprehensible rendition” at the
content level scored the highest (M=3.88, SD=1.302). This was followed by “omission
of information” (M=3.70, SD=0.946), “misplaced order of information” (M=3.54,
SD=1.021) and “incorrect rendition of numbers and proper names” (M=3.51, SD=1.060)
at the same level. The most fatal problems at the language and presentation levels were
“failure to produce corresponding words” (M=3.26, SD=.885) and “disfluency”
(M=3.42, SD=.909) respectively.

4.1.2 Learner Variables and Perceptions of Problems in Interpreting

The following section presents findings regarding the interrelation between learner
variables and perceived problems in interpreting. Learner variables in this study refer to:
1) socio-biographic variables, including gender, dialect and family background; 2)
learners’ language learning variables, including their language competence (perceived
and actual) and language learning habits; 3) learners’ interpreting learning variables,
including affective and cognitive factors in interpreting learning and interpreting

competence (perceived and actual).

4.1.2.1 Socio-biographic Variables and Problem Perceptions in Interpreting
1) Gender and the learning of interpreting

To understand if there was any significant difference between male and female
students’ in their problem perceptions, a series of independent samples T-tests was run.
Although no significant difference was found between male and female students in their
problem perceptions, a significant difference was detected regarding their interpreting
course grades. As can be seen from Table 4.1, female students scored significantly

higher than male students in interpreting courses.
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Table 4.1 Differences between male and female students’ interpreting achievement

Independent Samples Test

Sig.
(2-tailed)

Female students’ interpreting achievement score | 78.85| 295 | 7.66

Male students’ interpreting achievement score 73.05{ 21 | 9.12

Female students’ interpreting achievement score —
5.80%* .001

Male students’ interpreting achievement score

Note: ** significant at p< .01 (2-tailed).

2) Dialect and problem perceptions in interpreting

Independent samples T-tests were computed to test if there was any significant
difference between participants whose first language is Putonghua and those whose first
language is a dialect other than Putonghua. As shown in Table 4.2, there were
significant differences between these two groups on their reported problem of “incorrect
rendition of numbers and proper names” and that of “omission of information”. The
group with Putonghua as their first language reported significantly fewer problems in

these two areas compared to those whose first language is a dialect.
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Table 4.2. Differences between students whose first language is Putonghua and those

whose first language is a dialect on reported problems in interpreting

Sig.
(2-tailed)

M N SD

Reported problem of incorrect rendition of
numbers and proper names by those whose first 267 | 114 | .816

language is Putonghua

Reported problem of incorrect rendition of
numbers and proper names by those whose first 2.90 | 202 | 914

language is a dialect

Reported problem of incorrect rendition of

numbers and proper names by those whose first
language is Putonghua — Reported problem of -.23% .024
incorrect rendition of numbers and proper names

by those whose first language is a dialect

Reported problem of omission of information by
3.12 | 113 | .788

those whose first language is Putonghua

Reported problem of omission of information by
3.35 | 202 | .857

those whose first language is a dialect

Reported problem of omission of information by
those whose first language is Putonghua —

St ) . s -23% 016
Reported problem of omission of information by

those whose first language is a dialect

Note: * significant at p< .05 (2-tailed).

Table 4.3 shows that the group of students with Putonghua as their first language
concerned less about the problem of “cohesion™ compared to the group of students with

other dialects as their first language.



110

Table 4.3. Differences between students whose first language is Putonghua and those
whose first language is a dialect on worry about cohesion

Independent Samples Test

Sig.
(2-tailed)

'Worry about cohesion by those whose first
2.84 | 113 | .819

language is Putonghua

Worry about cohesion by those whose first
3.05 | 201 | .859

language is a dialect

‘Worry about cohesion by those whose first
language is Putonghua — Worry about cohesion by| -.21%* .036

those whose first language is a dialect

Note: * significant at p< .05 (2-tailed).

3) Family background and problem perceptions in interpreting
Parents’ working areas and problem perceptions in interpreting

Parents” working areas were divided into seven categories: no job, agriculture,
industry, transportation, commerce, education and government. ANOVA was used to
examine whether there were significant differences in students’ problem perceptions by
these groups. Almost no significant difference was found except for students’ reported
problem of “omission of information” (¥ (6, 306) = 2.976, p = .008) and their
consideration of fatalness concerning “misplaced order of information™ (F (6, 305) =

4.538, p =.000) among the seven working areas of fathers.

Parents’ English levels and problem perceptions in interpreting

In order to test the relationship between students’ problem perceptions and their
parents’ English levels, a series of Pearson product-moment correlations was computed.
Table 4.4 indicates that father’s English level was significantly and negatively correlated
with student’s reported problem of “incorrect rendition of numbers and proper names”.
That is to say, the higher a father’s English level, the fewer the student’s reported

problems of “incorrect rendition of numbers and proper names”, and vice versa.
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Table 4.4. Correlation between father’s English level and reported problem of incorrect

rendition of numbers and proper names

Father’s English level

Reported problem of incorrect rendition of numbers | -.130*

and proper names N=316

Note: * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

Table 4.5 suggests that a significant negative correlation was found between
father’s English level and student’s worry about the problem of “omission of

information” in interpreting.

Table 4.5. Correlation between father’s English level and worry about omission of

information

Father’s English level
-.114*
N=314

Worry about omission of information

Note: * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

As indicated in Table 4.6, mother’s English level was also found to be significantly
and inversely correlated with student’s reported problems of “incomplete sentences”,

“incorrect rendition of numbers and proper names”, “incorrect rendition of words”,

“omission of information” and “cohesion”.
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Table 4.6. Correlation between mother’s English level and reported problems

Mother’s English level
- 112%
Reported problem of incomplete sentences
N=315
. o - 178%*
Reported problem of incorrect rendition of numbers
and proper names N=315
- 131%
Reported problem of incorrect rendition of words
N=315
-.136*
Reported problem of omission of information
N=314
-.144*
Reported problem of cohesion
N=315

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed); * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

Table 4.7 displays that significant negative correlations were identified between
mother’s English level and student’s worry about the problems of “incomplete

sentences”, “incorrect rendition of numbers and proper names” and “incorrect rendition

of words”.

Table 4.7. Correlation between mother’s English level and problems worried about

Mother’s English level
. -.120%*
Worry about incomplete sentences
N=313
Worry about incorrect rendition of numbers and -.135%
proper names N=313
-.133*
Worry about incorrect rendition of words
N=313

Note: * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).
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Table 4.8 shows that mother’s English level was significantly and inversely related
to student’s consideration of fatalness concerning “failure to produce corresponding

words”.

Table 4.8. Correlation between mother’s English level and consideration of fatalness

concerning failure to produce corresponding words

Mother’s English level
Consideration of fatalness concerning failure to - 154%%*
produce corresponding words =313

Note: ** significant at p <.01 (2-tailed).

Figure 4.3 gives a summary of the relationship between socio-biographic variables
and learners’ problem perceptions at different levels identified in this section. As
displayed in the figure, socio-biographic factors including dialect and parents’ English
levels were significantly related to learners’ problem perceptions regarding language
and content in interpreting, in particular problems at word, sentence as well as beyond

sentence levels.

Figure 4.3. Summary of significant statistics regarding the relationship between socio-

biographic variables and learners’ problem perceptions at different levels

- Dialect \ / / Wwd (L)
SR Y §§\ \\\\ ,i// L
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Note: See Table 3.2 for the coding of the problem types in the middle.

4.1.2.2 Language Learning Variables and Problem Perceptions in Interpreting
1) Language competence and problem perceptions in interpreting

The interrelationship between students’ language competence and their problem
perceptions in interpreting was examined. Both students’ language test scores and

perceived language abilities were used.

English test scores and problem perceptions in interpreting

The student’s English score on the CNCEE was found to be correlated with
problem perceptions at different levels. Table 4.9 shows that negative correlations were
found between student’s CNCEE English score and reported problems of “inaccurate
pronunciation”, “grammatical problems”, “ incomplete sentences”, “incorrect rendition
of numbers and proper names”, “omission of information”, ‘“incomprehensible

1% &k

rendition”, “misplaced order of information” and “fluency”.
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Table 4.9. Correlation between student’s CNCEE English score and reported problems

English score on CNCEE
Reported problem of inaccurate pronunciation -.133*
N=307
Reported grammatical problems -211%*
N=306
Reported problem of incomplete sentences -.120*
N=307
Reported problem of incorrect rendition of numbers | -.146*
and proper names N=307
Reported problem of omission of information -.114*
N=306
Reported problem of incomprehensible rendition - 151%*
N=307
Reported problem of misplaced order of information | -.198%*
N=306
Reported problem of fluency -.114*
N=306

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed); * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

Also, the student’s English score on the CNCEE was found to be significantly
correlated with the worries about “inaccurate pronunciation” and “misplaced order of

information” in an inverse manner (see Table 4.10).
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Table 4.10. Correlation between student’s CNCEE English score and problems worried

about
English score in CNCEE
Worry about inaccurate pronunciation -.126%*
N=307
Worry about misplaced order of information -.129*
N=305

Note: * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

Furthermore, the English score on the CNCEE was detected as having a significant

negative relationship with student’s consideration of fatalness concerning “inaccurate

pronunciation” (see Table 4.11).

Table 4.11. Correlation between student’s CNCEE English score and consideration of

fatalness concerning inaccurate pronunciation

English score in CNCEE
Consideration of fatalness concerning inaccurate -.143*
pronunciation N=305

Note: * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

Table 4.12 indicates that significantly inverse correlations were found between

student’s most recent grade in Intensive English Reading and problem perceptions

including reported “grammatical problems”, worry about “grammatical problems” and

worry about “overtranslation”.



117

Table 4.12. Correlation between student’s most recent grade in Intensive English

Reading and problem perceptions

Most recent grade in Intensive English

Reading

Reported grammatical problems - 172%
N=298

Worry about grammatical problems - 115*
N=297

Worry about overtranslation -.128*
N=298

Note: * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

Table 4.13 suggests that student’s most recent grade in Extensive English Reading
was significantly and negatively associated with reported “grammatical problems” and

the problem of “incomplete sentences”.

Table 4.13. Correlation between student’s most recent grade in Extensive English

Reading and problem perceptions

Most recent grade in Extensive English
Reading

Reported grammatical problems -.142%
N=287

Reported problem of incomplete -.120%*

sentences N=288

Note: * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

As shown in Table 4.14, student’s most recent grade in Spoken English was
significantly and negatively correlated with reported problems of “inaccurate
pronunciation”, “grammatical problems” and “misplaced order of information™. It was

also found to have a significant negative relationship with the worry about “inaccurate

pronunciation”,
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Table 4.14. Correlation between student’s most recent grade in Spoken English and

problem perceptions

Most recent grade in Spoken
English
Reported problem of inaccurate pronunciation | -.120%*
N=292
Reported grammatical problems -.126%*
N=291
Reported problem of misplaced order of -.116%*
information N=291
Worry about inaccurate pronunciation - 122%
N=292

Note: * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

Table 4.15 shows that student’s most recent grade in English Listening was found
to be significantly related to the reported problems of “incomplete sentences”,
“overtranslation” and “misplaced order of information”. It was also found to be

significantly correlated with the worry about “overtranslation”.
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4.15. Correlation between student’s most recent grade in English Listening and problem

perceptions

Most recent grade in English

Listening
Reported problem of incomplete sentences - 127*
N=288
Reported problem of overtranslation -.147%
N=287
Reported problem of misplaced order of -.133%
information N=287
Worry about overtransaltion - 175%*
N=287

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed); * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

Perceived English language abilities and problem perceptions in interpreting

As shown in Table 4.16, students’ self-perceived English language abilities

(including their English language abilities in general and in sub-areas of listening,

speaking, reading, writing, pronunciation, vocabulary and grammar) were found to be

significantly and negatively correlated with most of their reported problems in

interpreting.

Table 4.16. Correlation between student’s self-perceived English language abilities and

reported problems

Self-perceived General | Listening | Speaking | Reading | Writing | Pronunciation | Vocabulary | Grammar
English abilities

Reported 279" | -2477 | 27T | w2317 | <1677 -430" -221" -163"
problem of

inaccurate N=311 | N=316 | N=316 | N=317 | N=317 N=317 N=317 N=317
pronunciation

Reported - 157" -213™ 157" -211™ -184"
problem of

failure to produce

corresponding N=311 e N=316 - N=317 — N=317 N=317
words

Reported -2 -117° -239"™ -7 o217 -.128" -240™ -351™
grammatical

problems N=310 N=315 N=315 N=316 | N=316 N=316 N=316 N=316
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Reported -232" -171" -228" -130° | -2137 -165" 233" =234
problem of

incomplete N=311 | N=316 N=316 | N=317 | N=317 N=317 N=317 N=317
sentences

Reported .33 -214™ -1417 | -148™ 187" -153™ -.096
problem of

incorrect

rendition of N=311 N=316 | N=317 | N=317 N=317 N=317 N=317
numbers and

proper names

Reported -133" -1167 -179™ -162"
problem of

incorrect

rendition of N=311 N=316 N=317 N=317
words

Reported -168™ | -1517 -226™ 1217 =207 -.193"
problem of

omission of N=310 N=315 N=315 — — N=316 N=316 N=316
information

Reported -195™ -.120 - 113"
problem of

overtranslation N=310 | N=315 N=315
Reported -282" | -183" -250™ -136" | -.140° -235™ -138" 123"
probiem of

incomprehensible | N=311 | N=316 | N=316 | N=317 | N=317 N=317 N=317 N=317
rendition

Reported -253" | -195" -250" | -175" | -178” -.166" -1 236"
problem of

misplaced order | N=310 | N=315 N=315 | N=316 | N=316 N=316 N=316 N=316
of information

Reported -150™ -130" -2027 -.140" 113" 152"
problem of

cohesion N=311 | N=316 N=316 N=317 N=317 N=317
Reported -219™ -.143" -238" -133" -.120" 1557 238"
problem of

fluency N=310 | N=315 N=315 N=316 N=316 N=316 N=316
Reported 162" -079 174"
problem of

repetition and N=311 N=316 N=316 - - — — —
self-correction

Reported 266" -.119" -223™ -133" -2257
problem of

unnatural fone N=311 | N=316 N=316 N=317 N=317

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed);

* significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

Likewise, Table 4.17 highlights that students’ self-perceived English language

abilities (in general and sub-areas) were found to be in significant and negative

correlations with most of their worries in interpreting.
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Table 4.17. Correlation between student’s self-perceived English language abilities and

worry about problems in interpreting

Self-perceived General | Listening | Speaking | Reading | Writing | Pronunciation | Vocabulary | Grammar
English abilities
Worry about -265" -242™ -2357 -2517 | -1147 483" -206" -1527
inaccurate
pronunciation N=311 N=316 N=316 N=317 N=317 N=317 N=317 N=317
Worry about 117" -127° -152™ -157" 119"
failure to
produce
corresponding N=311 N=316 N=317 N=317 N=317
words
Worry about -165" -128" -139" 273"
grammatical
problems N=309 e - - N=314 --- N=314 N=314
Worry about -.180™ -162" -179™ -.120" 155" -229"
incomplete
sentences N=310 N=314 ——- - N=315 N=315 N=315 N=315
Worry about -17 114" | -126" | -128 -135"
incorrect
rendition of
numbers and N=310 - N=314 N=315 N=315 - === N=315
proper names
Worry about -120° -.119° -157 -.128"
mncorrect
rendition of N=310 o - — N=315 — N=315 N=315
words
Worry about -122 — -133" - — — — 180"
omission of
information N=310 - N=314 e - - - N=315
Worry about -234" | -155” 111 -.138" -221% -130" -216™
overtranslation

N=311 N=315 N=315 - N=316 N=316 N=316 N=316
Worry about 1327 121 1127
incomprehensibl
e rendition —— N=315 N=315 - - N=316 e -
Worry about -153" -077 -.141" -148"
misplaced order
of information - N=313 --- - N=314 - N=314 N=314
Worry about 177 | - 194 -142° -138" -202"
problem of
cohesion N=310 N=314 N=314 - N=315 - - N=315
Worry about -.134" -117 -147" 187"
lack of fluency

N=311 N=315 N=315 - - - - N=316
Worry about _.124* o . s e . _— -1 17*
repetition and
self-correction N=311 - -—- --- - --- - N=316
Worry about -200™ -146™ -116" -204™
unnatural tone

N=311 - N=315 ——— N=316 N=316 —— ——

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed); * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

Table 4.18 shows the significant relationships between students’ self-perceived

English language abilities (in general and sub-areas) and their consideration of fatalness
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of “grammatical problems” and the problems of “incorrect rendition of words” and

“unnatural tone”.

Table 4.18. Correlation between student’s self-perceived English language abilities and

consideration of fatalness concerning interpreting problems

Self-perceived English ability in general

Consideration of fatalness concerning -.146%*

grammatical problems N=309

Self-perceived ability in English

pronunciation
Consideration of fatalness concerning -.118*
unnatural tone N=315

Self-perceived ability in English

vocabulary
Consideration of fatalness concerning 133*
incorrect rendition of words N=314

Self-perceived ability in English

grammar
Consideration of fatalness concerning -.129*
grammatical problems N=314

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed); * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

Perceived Chinese language abilities and problem perceptions in interpreting

In addition to the English language, students’ perceived Chinese language abilities
were also found to relate to their problem perceptions. As shown in Table 4.19, students’
perceived Chinese language ability in general and in aspects of listening, speaking,
reading, writing, pronunciation, vocabulary and grammar were found to be significantly
correlated with their reported problems of “inaccurate pronunciation, “incorrect
rendition of numbers and proper names”, “overtranslation”, “incomprehensible

7% Ll

rendition”, “misplaced order of information”, “cohesion” and “unnatural tone”.
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Table 4.19. Correlation between student’s self-perceived Chinese language abilities and

reported problems in interpreting

Self-perceived General | Listening | Speaking | Reading | Writing Pronunciation | Vocabulary | Grammar
Chinese abilities

Reported problem | -.185 | —- - - - 187 - —

of inaccurate N=313 - — - — N=317 - -
pronunciation

Reported problem | -.138" 1657 166" 1627 -.139" 160" 146 =120
of incorrect N=313 =316 N=317 | N=317 | N=317 N=317 N=317 N=317
rendition of

numbers and

proper names

Reported problem - - - - -.113" - - -

of incorrect - - - - N=317 — - -
rendition of words

Reported problem 126 1347 e - o - - -

of overtranslation N=312 N=315 - - - - e -
Reported problem | -.129" 166" -113 187 121" 135
of N=313 | — N=317 | N=317 | - N=317 N=317 N=317
incomprehensible

rendition

Reported problem | -.143 -1387 -159" -139 <1477 176" -1627 -178
of misplaced order [ N=312 | N=315 N=316 | N=316 | N=316 N=316 N=316 N=316
of information

Reported problem | --- e - - - - -119 =129
of cohesion o - - - - - N=317 N=317
Reported problem 1817 - - - - - e —

of unnatural tone N=313 — — — — — - —

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed); * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

Table 4.20 displays the significant correlations found between students’ self-

perceived Chinese abilities and their worry about different problems in interpreting.
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Table 4.20. Correlation between student’s self-perceived Chinese language abilities and

worry about problems in interpreting

Self-perceived General | Listening | Pronunciation | Vocabulary | Grammar
Chinese abilities

Worry about -1737 |-1777 [-1827
inaccurate N=313 |N=316 N=317 -
pronunciation

Worry about 1327 133" — —- —
overtranslation N=312 N=315 — — —
Worry about -1427 |- -1557 -.142°
problem of cohesion | N=311 --- - N=315 N=315
Worry about -157" --- -164" ——- —
unnatural tone N=312 - N=316 - —

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed); * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

According to Table 4.21, students’ self-perceived Chinese language abilities were

found to be significantly and positively correlated with their consideration of fatalness

regarding “incomprehensible rendition”. Students’ self-perceived Chinese speaking

ability in particular was found to be in significant positive correlation with their

consideration of fatalness concerning “inaccurate pronunciation”.
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Table 4.21. Correlation between student’s self-perceived Chinese language abilities and

consideration of fatalness concerning interpreting problems

Self-perceived Chinese | General | Listening | Speaking | Reading | Vocabulary

abilities

Consideration of — — 111 — .
fatalness concerning - - N=314 —- —
inaccurate

pronunciation

Consideration of 118%* 147%* 125% 115% d11%*

fatalness concerning N=311 | N=314 N=315 N=315 | N=315

incomprehensible

rendition

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed); * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

2) Language learning habits and problem perceptions in interpreting
As shown in Table 4.22, students’ English learning habits were found to be

negatively correlated with their reported problems in certain aspects.
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Table 4.22. Correlation between student’s English learning habits and reported problems

in interpreting

English learning habits | Contact with | Watching | Reading English | Writing
native English | English TV | newspapers and English
speakers programs magazines blogs

Reported grammatical | --- 200" -151*

problems - --- N=239 N=239

Reported problem of -.130% —- -.180%* - 184%*

incomplete sentences N=238 - N=240 N=240

Reported problem of -208%* - - 195%* - 209%%*

omission of information | =238 - N=240 N=240

Reported problem of --- - 187** - —

incomprehensible T N=240 e -

rendition

Reported problem of - 170%* -.184** - 173%* -

misplaced order of N=237 N=239 N=239 ===

information

Reported problem of - 184** -—- -.200** -

cohesion N=238 - =240 -

Reported problem of -.162* -—-- _— —

lack of fluency N=237 == === ---

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed); * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

Table 4.23 displays that significant correlational relationships existed between

students’ English learning habits and their worry about certain problems in interpreting

AN 11

EE A 14

including “inaccurate pronunciation”, “grammatical problems”, “incomplete sentences”

and “misplaced order of information”.
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Table 4.23. Correlation between student’s English learning habits and worry about

problems in interpreting

English learning habits | Contact with | Watching | Reading English | Writing
native English | English TV | newspapers and | English
speakers programs magazines blogs

Worry about inaccurate | --- 139 - —

pronunciation o N=240 - ===

Worry about ——— - -.254%% —

grammatical problems | 77 . N=238 -

Worry about -.130%* -.189%* - 253%* -.135%

incomplete sentences N=236 N=238 N=238 N=238

Worry about misplaced | -.177** - —- —-

order of information N=236 - - ==

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed); * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

Table 4.24 summarizes the correlational relationship between students’ language
learning habits and their consideration of fatalness concerning interpreting problems of
“grammatical problems”, “incomplete sentences”, “incorrect rendition of words”,
“incomprehensible rendition” and “misplaced order of information”. Students’
frequency of reading English newspapers and magazines was found to be significantly
and negatively correlated with their consideration of fatalness concerning both
“grammatical problems” and “incomplete sentences”. Students’ contact with native
English speakers, frequency of watching English TV programs, reading Chinese
newspapers and magazines and writing English blogs were found to be positively related
to their consideration of fatalness concerning “incorrect rendition of numbers and proper
names”. Students’ frequency of watching English TV programs was identified to be

positively correlated with their consideration of fatalness concerning “incomprehensible

rendition” and “misplaced order of information”.
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Table 4.24. Correlation between student’s language learning habits and consideration of

fatalness concerning interpreting problems

Language
learning

habits

Contact with
native English

speakers

Watching
English TV

programs

Reading English
newspapers and

magazines

Reading Chinese
newspapers and

magazines

Writing
English
blogs

Consideration
of fatalness
concerning
grammatical
problems

-211%%

N=237

Consideration
of fatalness
concerning
incomplete
sentences

-.147%

N=238

Consideration
of fatalness
concerning
incorrect
rendition of
numbers and
proper names

143

131

.148*

.129%

N=235

N=237

N=237

N=237

Consideration
of fatalness
concerning
incomprehens
ible rendition

.156*

N=238

Consideration
of fatalness
concerning
misplaced
order of
information

224%%

N=237

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed); * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

In Figure 4.4, a summary of the major statistical findings in this section is
presented. According to the figure, English learning variables including students’
language test scores, perceived language abilities and language learning habits were
related to students’ problem perceptions in many aspects. In particular, students’
perceived English language ability was found significantly correlated with their
perceptions of every type of interpreting problem; their English language learning habits
were found to be significantly related to their problem perceptions mainly beyond word

levels.
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Figure 4.4. Summary of significant statistics regarding the relationship between

language learning variables and learners’ problem perceptions at different levels

Pr(L)

Note: See Table 3.2 for the coding of the problem types in the middle.
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4.1.2.3 Interpreting Learning Variables and Problem Perceptions in Interpreting
Students’ problem perceptions were examined in relation to their interpreting-
related affective factors, cognitive skills and interpreting competence (self-perceived

and actual).

1) Affective factors and problem perceptions in interpreting

Affective factors investigated in this study included student’s interest and
confidence in interpreting.

Apart from being negatively correlated with student’s reported problem of
“incomprehensible rendition” (» (317) = -.138, p < .01), student’s interest in interpreting
was found to be positively correlated with the consideration of fatalness concerning a

number of problems in interpreting (see Table 4.25).

Table 4.25. Correlation between student’s interest in interpreting and consideration of

fatalness concerning interpreting problems

Interest in interpreting

Consideration of fatalness concerning 124%*

imcomprehensible rendition N=315

Consideration of fatalness concerning misplaced | .118%

order of information N=314
Consideration of fatalness concerning fluency Jd15%
N=314

Consideration of fatalness concerning repetition | .168**

and self-repair N=315

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed); * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

Student’s confidence in interpreting was found to have a significant and negative
relationship with the worry about inaccurate pronunciation, i.e., » (317) =-.114, p < .05.
It was also found to be negatively correlated with most reported interpreting problems

(see Table 4.26).



131

Table 4.26. Correlation between student’s confidence in interpreting and reported

problems
Confidence in interpreting

Reported problem of inaccurate pronunciation -.133

N=317
Reported problem of failure to produce -.135"
corresponding words

N=317
Reported grammatical problems -.148"

N=316
Reported problem of incomplete sentences -.128"

N=317
Reported problem of incorrect rendition of -.145"
numbers and proper names

N=317
Reported problem of incorrect rendition of words | -.191"

N=317
Reported problem of omission of information -176"

N=316
Reported problem of overtranslation -.032

N=316
Reported problem of incomprehensible rendition -.1297

N=317
Reported problem of misplaced order of -.139"
information

N=316
Reported problem of cohesion -.102

N=317
Reported problem of fluency 1627
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N=316
Reported problem of repetition and self- -.100
correction

N=317
Reported problem of unnatural tone -1727

N=317

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed); * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

2) Cognitive skills and problem perceptions in interpreting
Students’ cognitive skills, including their ability to handle multiple tasks and short-
term memory were examined in relation to their problem perceptions in interpreting.
Student’s ability to handle multiple tasks was found to be significantly and
negatively correlated with each type of reported problems and worries (see Table 4.27

and Table 4.28).

Table 4.27. Correlation between student’s ability to handle multiple tasks and reported

problems

Ability to handle multiple tasks
Reported problem of inaccurate pronunciation -202"

N=315
Reported problem of failure to produce -1797
corresponding words

N=315
Reported grammatical problems 1947

N=315
Reported problem of incomplete sentences =201

N=315
Reported problem of incorrect rendition of -1427
numbers and proper names

N=315
Reported problem of incorrect rendition of words | -.224
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N=315
Reported problem of omission of information 239"

N=314
Reported problem of overtranslation 136"

N=314
Reported problem of incomprehensible rendition | -.250"

N=315
Reported problem of misplaced order of =236
information

N=314
Reported problem of cohesion 2027

N=315
Reported problem of fluency 243"

N=314
Reported problem of repetition and self- -187"
correction

N=315
Reported problem of unnatural tone 299"

N=315

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed); * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

Table 4.28. Correlation between student’s ability to handle multiple tasks and worry

about interpreting problems

Ability to handle multiple tasks

Worry about inaccurate pronunciation -2027
N=315
Worry about failure to produce corresponding 179"
words
N=315

Worry about grammatical problems -.194"
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N=315
Worry about incomplete sentences 2017
N=315

Worry about incorrect rendition of numbers and | -.142°
proper names 375
Worry about incorrect rendition of words =224
N=315
Worry about omission of information -239°
N=314

Worry about overtranslation 136"
N=314
Worry about incomprehensible rendition 250"
N=315
Worry about misplaced order of information 236
N=314
Worry about problem of cohesion 2027
=315
Worry about lack of fluency -.2437
N=314
Worry about repetition and self-correction 187"
N=315
Worry about unnatural tone -299"
N=315

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed); * significant at p <.05 (2-tailed).

The ability to handle multiple tasks was also found to be significantly related to

student’s consideration of fatalness concerning “failure to produce corresponding
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words”, “grammatical problems”, “omission of information” and “unnatural tone” (see

Table 4.29).

Table 4.29. Correlation between student’s ability to handle multiple tasks and

consideration of fatalness concerning interpreting problems

Ability to handle multiple tasks

Consideration of fatalness concerning failure to | -.115%
produce corresponding words N=313
Consideration of fatalness concerning -.118*
grammatical problems N=313
Consideration of fatalness concerning omission | -.140*
of information N=314
Consideration of fatalness concerning unnatural | -.150%*
tone N=313

Note: * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

Likewise, student’s short-term memory was found to be significantly correlated

with the reported problems and worry about problems at different levels (see Table 4.30

and Table 4.31).
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Table 4.30. Correlation between student’s short-term memory and reported problems

Short-term memory

Reported problem of failure to produce 127
corresponding words

N=240
Reported grammatical problems -.148"

N=239
Reported problem of incomplete sentences =225

N=240
Reported problem of incorrect rendition of =214
numbers and proper names

N=240
Reported problem of omission of information 235"

N=240
Reported problem of overtranslation -.166"

N=240
Reported problem of incomprehensible rendition | -.189

N=240
Reported problem of misplaced order of -.146"
information

N=239
Reported problem of cohesion -1317

N=240

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed); * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).
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Table 4.31. Correlation between student’s short-term memory and worry about

interpreting problems
Short-term memory
Worry about grammatical problems 1627
N=238
Worry about incomplete sentences -2277
N=238
Worry about incorrect rendition of numbers and | -.199™
proper names 538
Worry about overtranslation 1527
N=239
Worry about problem of cohesion -.159"
N=238
Worry about lack of fluency -.158
N=239
Worry about repetition and self-correction -134
N=239

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed); * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

Furthermore, a slight but significant negative correlation was found between
students’ reported short-term memory and their consideration of fatalness concerning
the problem of “cohesion” (r (237) = -.157, p < .05).

Additionally, the note-taking ability was found to be negatively correlated with
students’ reported problems of “incomplete sentences” (r (239) = -.138, p < .05) and
“incomprehensible rendition” (r (239) = -.186, p < .01). It was also identified inversely

related to students’ worry about “incorrect rendition of words™ (r (237) = -.133, p <.05).
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3) After-class practice, knowledge of interpreting, interpreting competence and problem
perceptions

A mild but significantly inverse correlation was found between the time of students’
after-class practice and their reported problem of “disfluency”, i.e., » (315) = -.131, p
< .05. That is to say, the more self-training students performed, the more fluent they
regarded their interpreting performance was.

Students’ knowledge of interpreting was found to be significantly and negatively
correlated with their reported problems of “incomprehensible rendition” (» (317) = -.156,
p <.01) and “misplaced order of information” (» (316) =-.168, p <.01).

Students’ interpreting achievement score was found to be significantly and
negatively correlated with their reported problems of “incomplete sentences” (» (316) =
-.125, p < .05) and “incomprehensible rendition” (r (316) = -.134, p < .05). It was also
negatively associated with students’ worry about “incomplete sentences” ( (314) = -
117, p < .05) but positively associated with their consideration of fatalness concerning
“incomprehensible rendition” (r (314) =.165, p < .01).

Students’ self-perceived interpreting competence was found to be negatively
correlated with every type of students’ reported interpreting problems and their worry
about these problems except the problem of “overtranslation” (see Table 4.32 and Table

4.33).

Table 4.32. Correlation between student’s self-perceived interpreting competence and

reported problems
Self-perceived interpreting competence
Reported problem of inaccurate =230
pronunciation
N=315
Reported problem of failure to produce -1707
corresponding words
N=315
Reported grammatical problems =266
N=314
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Reported problem of incomplete sentences | -.308

N=315
Reported problem of incorrect rendition of | -.136
numbers and proper names

N=315
Reported problem of incorrect rendition of | -.251
words

N=315
Reported problem of omission of =311
information

N=314
Reported problem of incomprehensible -2737
rendition

N=315
Reported problem of misplaced order of -290"
information

N=314
Reported problem of cohesion 264"

N=315
Reported problem of fluency -.289"

N=314
Reported problem of repetition and self- 1807
correction

N=315
Reported problem of unnatural tone 1827

N=315

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed); * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

Table 4.33. Correlation between student’s self-perceived interpreting competence and

worry about interpreting problems

Self-perceived interpreting competence

Worry about inaccurate pronunciation

-150"

N=315
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Worry about failure to produce -1847
corresponding words
N=315
Worry about grammatical problems 190"
N=313
Worry about incomplete sentences -.198"
N=314
Worry about incorrect rendition of 119
numbers and proper names
N=314
Worry about incorrect rendition of words | -.136"
N=314
Worry about omission of information =267
N=314
Worry about incomprehensible rendition | -.140"
N=315
Worry about misplaced order of =209
information
N=313
Worry about problem of cohesion -223"
N=314
Worry about lack of fluency -1977
N=315
Worry about repetition and self-correction | -.114"
N=315
Worry about unnatural tone 1607
N=315

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed); * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).
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Furthermore, students’ perceived interpreting competence was found to be in
significant negative relation with their consideration of fatalness concerning “omission

of information” (r (314) = -.116, p <.05) and “fluency” (r (313) =-.136, p <.05).

To sum up, Figure 4.5 presents the significant statistics regarding the relationship
between interpreting learning variables and problem perceptions at different levels. As
displayed in the figure, learners’ confidence, multitasking ability and perceived
interpreting ability were significantly correlated with their perceptions of most
interpreting problems. Students’ interest in interpreting was found related to their
problem perceptions mostly at the discourse level, mainly about content and
presentation; their note-taking ability primarily related to problem perceptions regarding
language and content; their knowledge of interpreting was found significantly related to
perceptions regarding discourse-level content problems; and their after-class practice

was correlated with their reported problem of fluency in particular.
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Figure 4.5 Summary of significant statistics regarding the relationship between

interpreting learning variables and learners’ problem perceptions at different levels

Muititasking
ability

Short-term
memory

Note-taking
ability

Note: See Table 3.2 for the coding of the problem types in the middle.
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4.1.3 Learner Variables, Interpreting Problems and Interpreting Achievement

To find out which learner variables, in combination with problem perceptions, had
the most predictive power on learners’ interpreting achievement, a stepwise regression
analysis was conducted. As shown in Table 4.34, six variables were found to
significantly contribute to the prediction, accounting for 33% of the variance in learners’
interpreting achievement. Learners’ most recent grade in English Listening was found to
be the most predictive in the model, explaining the largest share of variance, i.e., 17.3%.
Learners’ self-perceived Chinese writing ability was found to be the second largest
predictor, accounting for an additional 6.8% of the variance. Learners’ most recent
grade in Intensive English Reading was the third strongest predictor, responsible for 2.9%
of the variance. Learners’ consideration of fatalness concerning incomprehensible
rendition, their interest in finance and their reported problem of unnatural tone was
found to be the fourth to the sixth significant predictor, explaining 2.1%, 1.9% and 1.9%

of the variance respectively.

Table 4.34. Regression analysis of interpreting achievement on learner factors and

problem perceptions

Predictor Variable F change | Cum.R | Cum.R* | R® Increment
Recent grade in English Listening | 34.722%** 416" 173

Self-perceived Chinese writing 14.811%** 491° 241 068
ability

Recent grade in Intensive English 6.605* .520° 270 .029
Reading

Consideration of fatalness 4.909* .540¢ 292 021
concerning incomprehensible

rendition

Interest in finance 4.562* 558° 311 019
Reported problem of unnatural 4.533% 575 330 019
tone

Note: R*=0.593; df=5, 75; F=21.858, p<0.05
Cum. =Cumulative; *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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4.1.4 Learners’ Perceptions and Teacher’s Evaluation of Students’ Problems in
Interpreting

To find out if there was any significant difference between students’ perceived and
actual problems, Paired Samples Tests were run between students’ perceived problems
and teacher’s evaluation of their actual problems in the elicitation test. As shown in
Table 4.35, results of the tests indicated that students’ perceived problems in most
categories were significantly greater than teacher’s evaluation of their actual problems
in these categories, with the exception of “inaccurate pronunciation” and “repetition and
self-correction”. Compared to teacher’s evaluation of their actual problems, students
perceived significantly fewer problems of “inaccurate pronunciation” and “repetition
and self-correction”. No significant difference was found between students’ perception
and teacher’s evaluation of their “grammatical problems” as well as the problems of

“incomprehensible rendition” and “unnatural tone”.

Table 4.35. Differences between students” perceived and actual problems

Paired Samples Test

Sig.
M N [SD )
(2-tailed)
Perceived problem of inaccurate pronunciation 2.30 (76 |.895
IActual problem of inaccurate pronunciation 2.86 ({76 905
Perceived problem of inaccurate pronunciation — Actual
- 56%* .000
problem of inaccurate pronunciation
Perceived problem of failure to find corresponding words 3-67 76 |.855
IActual problem of failure to find corresponding words 3.42 176|678
Perceived problem of failure to find corresponding words 5ss 032
— Actual problem of failure to find corresponding words ' '
Perceived problem of incomplete sentences 3.59 76 982
IActual problem of incomplete sentences 211 76 |1.053
Perceived problem of incomplete sentences — Actual 1.48%* .000




145

problem of incomplete sentences
Perceived problem of incorrect rendition of numbers and 2.99 76 945
proper names
Actual problem of incorrect rendition of numbers and 1.63 [76 727
proper names
Perceived problem of incorrect rendition of numbers and
proper names — Actual problem of incorrect rendition of |1.36%* .000
numbers and proper names
Perceived problem of incorrect rendition of words 3.43 76 838
Actual problem of incorrect rendition of words 2.62 76 1692
Perceived problem of incorrect rendition of words —
) 81** .000
Actual problem of incorrect rendition of words
IPerceived problem of omission of information 3.70 |76 1966
Actual problem of omission of information 2.95 76 710
Perceived problem of omission of information — Actual
L75** .000
problem of omission of information
Perceived problem of overtranslation 2.67 (16 |.870
Actual problem of overtranslation 1.62 76 1653
PPerceived problem of overtranslation — Actual problem of
1.05%* .000
overtranslation
Perceived problem of misplaced order of information 3.05 76 1908
)Actual problem of misplaced order of information 1.74 176 700
Perceived problem of misplaced order of information —
) ) 1.31** .000
|Actual problem of misplaced order of information
Perceived problem of cohesion 3.54 (76 1916
Actual problem of cohesion 2.70 |76 833
Perceived problem of cohesion — Actual problem of
) .84%* .000
cohesion
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erceived problem of fluency 3.79 76 |1.050

Actual problem of fluency 3.42 [76 1898
Perceived problem of fluency — Actual problem of fluency|.37* 026
Perceived problem of repetition and self-correction 3.31 75 972
Actual problem of repetition and self-correction 3.63 75 1802
Perceived problem of repetition and self-correction —

) -32% 034
Actual problem of repetition and self-correction

Note: ** significant at p < .01 (2-tailed); * significant at p < .05 (2-tailed).

4.2 Qualitative Research Findings from the Interview Analysis

Qualitative research findings reported in this section resulted from a thematic

analysis of the data gained from both student and teacher interviews following the

procedure described in Yan and Horwitz (2008). 45 students participated in the focus

group interviews and 4 interpreting teachers were interviewed individually. Results from

the student and teacher interviews were reported separately.

4.2.1 Findings from Student Interviews

The following themes were identified from the transcripts of student interviews:

1. Features of ideal interpreting performance

1) The importance of information rendition

2) Language quality in interpreting performance

3) Delivery in interpreting performance

4) Settings and interpreting performance

2. Perceptions of problems in interpreting performance

1) Perception of problems in information rendition

a. Omission, addition and mistranslation

b. Problems in the rendition of difficult words and numbers

¢. Problems of coherence and cohesion

2) Language problems in interpreting



147

a. Pronunciation problems
b. Problems in appropriate use of words
c. Grammar problems
d. Problems in rendering long sentences
3) Delivery problems in interpreting
a. Disfluency problems
b. Problematic tone in interpreting
4) Directionality and problems in interpreting
3. Prerequisites for good interpreters
1) Language competence of good interpreters
2) Knowledge of good interpreters
3) Psychological diathesis of good interpreters
4) Cognitive abilities of good interpreters
5) Personality of good interpreters
4. Individual factors influencing the learning of interpreting
1) Socio-biographic factors and the learning of interpreting
a. Gender and interpreting
b. Age and interpreting
¢. Dialect and interpreting
d. Family background and interpreting
2) Personality and affective factors in the learning of
interpreting
a. Extroversion vs. introversion in the learning of
interpreting
b. Confidence in interpreting
¢. Nervousness in interpreting
d. Motivation and interest in interpreting
a) Becoming an interpreter or not
b) Learning interpreting for English enhancement
¢) Learning interpreting for knowledge expansion

d) Learning interpreting for a better future
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e) Learning interpreting for self-satisfaction and self-
challenge
3) Cognitive factors in the learning of interpreting
a. Responsiveness and interpreting
b. Memory and interpreting
¢. Multitasking skills and interpreting
d. Note-taking skills and interpreting
4) Language competence and the learning of interpreting
5) Knowledge and the learning of interpreting
a. Knowledge specialization and the learning of interpreting
b. Topic familiarization and interpreting

6) Self-practice and the learning of interpreting

4.2.1.1 Features of Ideal Interpreting Performance
Students sketched the features of ideal interpreting performance from the

perspectives of content information rendition, language quality and delivery.

1) The importance of information rendition
The rendition of content information was regarded the most important in

interpreting by student participants. A fourth year female student stated:

(In interpreting), we should firstly work on the rendition of the content
information, and then think about other things related to fidelity, accuracy or
elegance ... You have to base anything else on the rendition of content, or you

lose all ...
A second year female student shared this opinion in her statements:
That is to say, (in interpreting), I use the language to express my ideas but not to

show off how much vocabulary I have or how good my pronunciation is, as

neither of them matters (compared to the rendition of information).
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Whether they share the same opinion or not, interpreters should convey the ideas
of the speaker. Even if the speaker said something wrong, something irrational,
something biased or too radical, we have to render his/her ideas fairly and
appropriately. No personal feelings should be brought into it. It is different from
public speaking ... If I am delivering a public speech or presenting at the United
Nations, I have to bring in my feelings, including my own ideas and thoughts,
and use language as a weapon to protect my rights. But as an interpreter, I am
one of the staff who helps to deliver the conference. They (the speakers)

communicate with each other. I am just a bridge.

2) Language quality in interpreting performance

Besides information, students also attached great importance to language quality in
interpreting. The ideal language in interpreting output was described by a second year
non-English major student as “clear, easy to understand and succinct”, and she regarded
that “overelaboration will cause misunderstanding”.

A fourth year female student also commented on the ideal language quality in

interpreting:

The interpreted language should sound perfect and standard, (Laugh), so that
nobody feels any difference in communication (as compared with the situation of
direct communication where an interpreter is not needed). As if the interpreter is

the speaker, just that the speaker has spoken twice.

A third year female student used the expression of “speaking like your native
language” as the ideal target language in A to B interpreting. She further elaborated her

idea:

When people only have access to your voice, they cannot tell if you’re
interpreting others’ words or speaking in your native language. I think that

should be called “top-level interpretation”.



150

A fourth year female student mentioned the importance of applying appropriate
language register in interpreting: “in formal speeches, he/she (the interpreter) should use

formal expressions as well”.

3) Delivery in interpreting performance

Students noted that delivery level factors needed to be considered in good
interpreting performance. For example, a second year male student mentioned that
disfluency might lead to the violation of time limit in consecutive interpreting and the

interpreters’ “invisibility” rule.

If you are the interpreter at a press conference, you should note that there is
usually a time limit. If you take too long to render the interpretation, you are
taking the leading role, while the speaker becomes subordinate. So I think, as an
interpreter, you have to render fluent interpretations, and try as far as possible to

shorten your interpreting time.

4) Settings and interpreting performance

A number of comments concerned the necessity of taking settings into
consideration when judging interpreting performance: the rendition of content
information was regarded as more important in business interpreting and language

quality in conference interpreting, especially in diplomatic interpreting.

I think settings matter (in the assessment of interpreting). In some situations, a
gist might suffice. Some others aim at the acquisition of information. When
detailed information is needed, rendition of details becomes important. But for

manifestos, a gist is enough ...

Take (interpreting in) tourism for example, giving the gist of the situation is
enough. Detailed precision is not necessary, and doesn’t matter much. A
rendition of the general ideas should be okay. But in business interpreting, if you

make a mistake in numbers, huge misunderstandings can result.
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When interpreting for conference speeches, you have to deliver it in beautiful
language. As to corporate interpreting, I think, content is the most important. In
case the content is wrong, no matter how good your language is, it is useless.
Especially in interpreting contracts, if you get the percentages wrong or the
digits wrong, the interpretation is definitely unacceptable. On official occasions
such as interpreting for state leaders, your language has to be official, of course,

or at least not plain, I think.

4.2.1.2 Perceptions of Problems in Interpreting Performance
1) Perception of problems in information rendition
With the consensus that information mattered most in interpreting, students shared

their opinions on problems related to the rendition of content information in interpreting.

Omission, addition and mistranslation
Students commented on the fatalness of omission, addition and mistranslation of
information in interpreting. For example, a male student in Year 2 elaborated on the

fatalness of omitting important information in interpreting.

For example, at a conference, a foreign journalist asks our state leader which
aspect stands out as our most remarkable achievement in economic reform, and
then the Chinese leader answers that it is the advancement of rural reform and
development. If the interpreter does not get the full message and interprets it into
“the advancement of economic reform”, omitting “rural”, it will be reported that
China has seen economic development in every aspect. However, the question is
which aspect has seen the most remarkable achievement ... Such problems are

most fatal.

Likewise, the problem of addition in interpreting was addressed as harmful. An
interpreter who tended to add unwanted information into the source text was regarded

undesirable by students.
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We absolutely cannot hire interpreters like that (adding information that did not
exist in the source text). You need to see someone’s potential when you hire
him/her. If a person’s shortcomings could be made up, you can hire him/her. If
one’s shortcomings are rooted deep in the personality, then the person becomes

unacceptable.

Furthermore, mistranslation or meaning confusion was regarded by many as

detrimental in interpreting.

If it is not clear in meaning, or if the meaning is expressed in an inaccurate way,

it (the interpretation) is problematic.

I will definitely fire an interpreter if he/she fails to express my ideas clearly but

creates misunderstandings for my audience.

In (interpreting for) business negotiations or in international communications,
accuracy in meaning rendition is very important. A mistake (in meaning) may

result in huge conflicts.

Problems in the rendition of difficult words and numbers
Students believed that mistranslation might be triggered by problems in the

interpretation of words and numbers.
I think that, by using incorrect words, you might create misunderstandings.
Sometimes an unknown word pops up ... and you get stuck by the word, which

captures all your attention. Then you’ll leave out a lot and fail to capture the

overall meaning.
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In business interpreting, numbers might create problems that result in

misunderstandings.

A second year male student further mentioned the seriousness regarding the

omission in numbers.

You should not leave out information. For example, if you omit a digit in a

number, how much will you lose? There shouldn’t be any omission in numbers!

Admitting that they often encountered problems when interpreting numbers,

students concerned greatly about numbers in interpreting.

Whenever you put the digits down (in your notes), you feel nervous.

You have to put a comma at certain digits, which takes all the time you have.

It is usually impossible to note down the information after numbers.

Problems of coherence and cohesion
Students regarded the ability of discourse management important in interpreting.

For example, a second year female student stated:

In my opinion, coherence and cohesion matter. Be it consecutive or simultaneous
interpreting, you interpret more than one sentence. If you cannot connect
sentences in an appropriate and coherent way, your rendition will become a
piece of unqualified product. To become an interpreter, the prerequisite is that
you have the ability to connect sentences into paragraphs, weave together

paragraphs and make your interpretation an integrated piece.
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The student also addressed the differences between coherence and cohesion and
their relevance to interpreting. Coherence was regarded to be more important in

interpreting.

It is not just about the use of connective words, which is more relevant to
translation skills. If you want to move beyond translation and improve your
interpreting skills, you have to attach greater importance to the coherence of the

overall discourse, not just to focus on the use of connective words.

In addition, the student regarded that coherence and logic problems are “mutually

inclusive”.

2) Language problems in interpreting
Many students mentioned that the language expression in their interpreting output

sounded awkward, even when interpreting into their A language.

When you finish, you find that you have interpreted the content alright, but the
interpretation doesn’t sound good enough. You feel that the language used is
plain and poor. It seems that something is missing ... the language sounds bad

and difficult to bear.

You don’t feel right when you listen back to it. Even when you interpret

something from English into Chinese, the language doesn’t sound native.

Specifically, students commented on the problems of pronunciation, appropriate

use of words and grammar problems in interpreting.

Pronunciation problems
A fourth year female student commented on her worry about the impact of

pronunciation problems in interpreting.
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What I fear most is that after I finish (the interpretation), people do not
understand what I was talking about. (Laugh) ... I feel that my pronunciation and
intonation are problematic. And I’'m afraid that when I interpret, people don’t

understand me.

Problems in appropriate use of words
A second year male student elaborated on the importance of choosing appropriate

words in interpreting:

Words usually have more than one meaning; some might have many, not to
mention different shades of meaning, positive or derogatory connotations and
certain cultural connotations, which are difficult to judge. So it becomes very
difficult for you to choose the proper rendition in translation or interpretation.
The greatest problem lies in the process of choosing. For example, in
simultaneous interpreting, how will you render what the foreigner says? How
will you come up with a word in the target language, which is at least
comparatively accurate, so that you won’t make a fool of yourself? That’s why I

think inappropriate use of words is the most fatal (in interpreting).

A second year female student also noted the importance of appropriate use of

words in interpreting.

You have to pay attention to the appropriate use of words in English ... For
example, if you talk about walking, you should note that there are different ways
of walking, such as crawling or treading. There are many types ... You’ll find

it’s difficult to find their equivalents when interpreting.

Grammar problems
Students tended to be more tolerant of grammar mistakes. As put forward by a

fourth year female student, “I think that if others understand your meaning, grammar
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mistake ... might not matter that much”. Another student also commented on grammar

mistakes in interpreting.

I don’t think grammar matters. It doesn’t mean it is not important. When you
have translation or interpreting lessons by foreign teachers, (when you talk to
them), it is impossible to avoid grammar mistakes. Perhaps the teacher will just
grin and bear it, as long as he/she knows your meaning. In interpreting,
especially in simultaneous interpreting within a time limit and great pressure,
you can hardly avoid grammar mistakes unless you have practices for a very

long time.

Problems in rendering long sentences
Students mentioned that long sentences usually posed a great challenge to their

interpreting.

I think if the sentences are short, it is easy to interpret. But if the sentences are
long, you can only remember parts of it. For example, you remember the end but

forget the beginning. That’s ... very awkward.

(It’s extremely difficult) when you encounter long sentences in English. You
thought it had ended, but another part of the sentence cropped up. Then you feel
puzzled, as you don’t know where to add the newly added part.

Sometimes when the sentence is long, it is difficult for you to capture its

meaning: you cannot react fast enough with a proper rendition.

3) Delivery problems in interpreting
Delivery problems such as disfluency and problematic tone in interpreting were

addressed by students.
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Disfluency problems
Students noted that unnecessary pauses and language fillers were problematic in
interpreting. For example, a second year female student felt that unnecessary pauses

were the major cause for her failure in the regional interpreting certification test.

At the beginning of the intermediate interpreting test, the examiner told me that
it was time for the test, and we started. I found the sentences were not difficult,
and I listened and took notes. At the same time, I was trying to translate the
sentences [ heard, as you have to finish your interpretation within the time limit.
When 1 start to deliver my interpretation, I paused for a noticeable time period,
i.e., about one to two seconds. The rendition I thought about when I was
listening vanished at that moment. I got stuck and felt really panicked. I think

that must have been the killer blow for me in the test.

A second year female student attributed the use of language fillers to the Chinese

speaking habit.

When you get used to the Chinese way of speaking, you tend to use the filler “er,
er, er” all the time. In my English speaking test, I used that filler a lot. And the
foreign teacher was struck dumb. (Others laugh). So I want to cut down the use
of this habitual filler in speaking, a bad habit transferred from Chinese. (Others
laugh and agree).

Problematic tone in interpreting
Problems related to tone in interpreting were also addressed by students. Two

fourth year female students stated:

Tone is also important. For example, your employer says something in respect,
but you interpret it in anger, as if you’re in a quarrel, your employer will

definitely not be satisfied (with you).



158

When [ listen back to our recordings, I don’t feel they sound like
interpretations ... our sounds are too rigid, and perhaps it is due to the lack of

confidence, I guess, our voice is too low, sounds powerless.

Another fourth year female student stated the importance of the force of character

in interpreting.

At the press conference on news, an interpreter with appropriate pronunciation
was replaced by another. The first interpreter might have rendered the content
right, but there was no force of character in his/her voice. He/she appeared to be

slow-witted, so he/she was replaced.

4) Directionality and problems in interpreting

Some students noted that the change of directionality could result in different
problems in interpreting: when interpreting from English to Chinese (B to A language),
language comprehension, including the comprehension of specific words seemed to be

their greatest concern.

I (usually) don’t understand the source text in English (Laugh), so I cannot
interpret it at all ... When the source text is in Chinese, you can get its meaning
if you spend some time pondering over it. When interpreting from English into
Chinese, you can hardly understand the source text if the speaker speaks too fast

or if the content is too technical.

I think interpreting from English into Chinese is very difficult. You can manage
to render an approximately close interpretation when you interpret from Chinese
into English. But when you interpret from English into Chinese, failure to
understand a specific word may cause problems in interpreting the whole

sentence.
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Likewise, students indicated their deficiency in classic Chinese culture and
difficulties in interpreting elegant expressions in the source language when performing
interpreting from Chinese into English. Some culture-loaded words may pose particular

challenges in Chinese to English interpretations.

When you interpret from Chinese into English, you might get stuck by a
particular word, and you cannot figure out its meaning. And then you feel

anxious.

Chinese culture is too deep to interpret.

I fear most of the four-character Chinese words, or proverbs in Chinese.

As our first language, of course it is easy to understand Chinese. But I find that I
have difficulties in interpreting expressions loaded with Chinese culture ... For
example, the antiques in Chinese are usually interpreted into modern articles in
English, which cannot accurately reflect our culture. I think it is strange but
however hard I try, I cannot improve it. The rendition of poetry from The Book
of Poetry, The Sound of Chu or The Analects is so difficult that we usually fail to
interpret them. Even if you do interpret them, you can only render the semantic
meaning but can hardly render the beauty of the language successfully. There is

usually something missing.

Furthermore, students noted the difficulties in assessing and improving their own

interpretation in the aspect of language.

In many cases, we think that our interpretation is nice when interpreting from
Chinese into English, but the native speakers don’t understand it at all ...
Sometimes we tried to show off our English competence by using some big

words ... but our foreign teacher told us they sounded too verbose.
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When interpreting from Chinese into English, we usually feel good about our
interpretation since Chinese is our native language. Sometimes we might even
feel a little narcissistic of our own interpretation. The problem is that we never
think how people from the English speaking countries respond to the
interpretation. We don’t, neither can we think that way, because there is usually
no one from the English speaking countries to listen to and help to assess our

interpreting performance.

4.2.1.3 Prerequisites for Good Interpreters
Students regarded interpreting as a high-level professional activity requiring a

combination of different prerequisites, innate or acquired.

He/she should be an all-rounder.

A versatile person. (Laugh).

The profession of interpreting sets high standards of personal quality in all

aspects.

I don’t think interpreting is a separate discipline. It is closely related to English
and other fields. It is not so sacred or unattainable. In other words, it is a

comprehensive matter including many things.

Specifically, students listed many personal features of good interpreters covering
aspects of language competence, knowledge, psychological quality, cognitive ability,

personality and interpreting skills.

An interpreter should show comprehensive quality. If he/she fails in any single
aspect, he/she is not a qualified interpreter. The criteria, I think, are quite strict.
However, it is usually difficult to be perfect at the beginning. For novice

interpreters, their potential is most important. For example, if their pronunciation
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is comprehensible but not standard, i.e., neither British nor American, I will
accept them as they can improve by practice. But for those who’d like to
interrupt the speakers at business negotiations, or even do the negotiation for

them, it is definitely unacceptable.

I think firstly he/she (a good interpreter) should have wide knowledge. Secondly,
a large vocabulary. Thirdly, very good spoken language.

I think firstly, good listening skills. Of course, good knowledge of English is
another prerequisite. Secondly, memory, I mean, short-term memory. Also you

have to be able to translate immediately.
Good note-taking skills.

1) Language competence of good interpreters
Recognizing that it is not the only condition for good interpreters, students
commonly believed that language competence, including native language competence,

was the fundamental prerequisite for a good interpreter.

I think mastery of the language is very important. For someone who has good
spoken language, he/she can speak fluently even if he/she is not so familiar with
a subject. He/she can use simple words to express his/her ideas. In interpreting, if
a word is too technical to translate, you can express it in an indirect way, i.e., to
use indirect translation. You don’t really have to get the exact word before you
start interpreting. I think this has something to do with your mastery of the
language. Some might have been born with it; some might need to nurture it.

(Smile).

Many students mentioned that it is important for an interpreter to master a large

vocabulary, including a certain amount of terminology.
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(A good interpreter) should have a large vocabulary reservoir.

(A good interpreter) should be able to master a certain number of proper nouns,

which he/she is able to transfer bilingually in a fluent manner.

Basically, (a good interpreter should know) the technical words, such as jargon.
He/she should know some.

A student noted that the spoken language, especially pronunciation, was very

important. For example, a fourth year female student mentioned:

You have to see if he/she has accurate pronunciation or not. This is because even
though you expressed the meaning successfully, it is useless if people do not

understand you.

Student also noted the importance of good Chinese language competence:

(A good interpreter) has to have good Chinese. (Others laugh and nod in

agreement).

A student recommended that a good interpreter should play the extra role of a

language editor:

Another thing, when you are the speaker and make a mistake, the interpreter
should be able to help you correct it. He/she should make the expression

somehow more modest ... or help you edit your output.

2) Knowledge of good interpreters

Besides language, a wide range of knowledge was noted by the students as another

important prerequisite for good interpreters.
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I think, the key for a real interpreter is erudition ... It means that he/she can both
demonstrate his/her expertise in interpreting and be equally competent in other

fields.

He/she (a good interpreter) should absorb a wide range of knowledge. (Others
nod in agreement). Because interpreting involves various subjects, you have to

accumulate relevant knowledge in whatever others talk about.

Students thought that cultural knowledge in particular formed the basic competence
of interpreters. A good interpreter should be equipped with the cultures of both the
source and target language so that his/her interpretation can successfully bring out

relevant cultural connotations and avoid making serious cultural mistakes.

In my opinion, as an interpreter, you have to know about the cultures of both
languages. And you have to be careful. For example, in The Lion King, the word
“blue” (“lan(2)” in Chinese) indicates the color of blue and the emotional mood
of being dismal. If you render it into “grey” (“hui(1)”) in Chinese, it has the
meaning of a color and can also indicate the mental status of a person. So “lan(2)”
might not be the best equivalence for “blue” in Chinese. It has a lot to do with
the cultural background, which you have to be very familiar with. Another
example will be Liangzhu (The Butterfly Lovers) in China. It is a very sad love
story. If you translate it plainly, foreigners might not understand. But there are
similar well-known stories in the West, such as Romeo and Juliet. So you have
to be familiar with the cultures to successfully render relevant cultural

connotations.

As an interpreter, you have to know things beyond the language or expression
level. Most important is that you should acquire manners and customs of
different cultures. Otherwise, it’ll be detrimental when you say something

relating to other people’s taboo.
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Recognizing that the familiarity with subject knowledge is crucial for good
interpreters, students agreed on the importance of background knowledge preparation

before interpreting.

I think you can try to do some research before the job. For example, look up

where the speaker comes from and their background. Do some preparation.

I think it is easier to prepare for topics like opening ceremonies, (others laugh),
as there are some fixed expressions and patterns. Also opening or closing
ceremonies won’t take long. Or you might even have access to the written draft
of the speaker before the job. When interpreting for a lecture or a company, you

might need to look up more.

3) Psychological diathesis of good interpreters

Students recognized that interpreting is a highly demanding activity and good
psychological diathesis was very important for interpreters even though he/she is
qualified in aspects of language and knowledge. For example, the ability to work under
stress was mentioned by many students as crucial. Here is a comment by a fourth year

female student:

I think interpreting poses great challenges to a person psychologically. One has
to be good in this respect. Why do you fear (interpreting)? Why do you shiver?
Why can’t you endure stress? It is all because that you do not possess good
psychological quality. As we have discussed, if your English is good, normally
you can undertake the job of an interpreter. But if you are only good at English,
you may not be qualified as an interpreter ... As it is said, if you are a good

learner, you may not be able to become a good teacher. Same logic.

One student mentioned that “those who look too timid are not acceptable
interpreters”, as “it’s easy for them to stammer during interpreting”. Another student

said, “psychological status is the most important, which decides everything”.
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Students agreed that confidence was an important attribute of good interpreters.

If the interpreter is not confident enough, I don’t think he/she will do a good job.
Perhaps there is no problem for him/her to interpret the message correctly and

use fine language, but if he/she is not confident, I think he/she still loses the job.

Students also mentioned that a good interpreter should have a steady demeanor.

I think, as an interpreter, you have to be patient and concentrated. You have to be
able to sit there and listen carefully. I think, even if a person is qualified in both
languages and has the necessary training, if he/she cannot sit in concentration,
he/she cannot take the job. An interpreter needs to be able to work under great
pressure and he/she should have good psychological qualities, without which,

he/she can never become an interpreter.

4) Cognitive abilities of good interpreters
Students noted that a feature of interpreting is its “immediacy”, and therefore a

good interpreter should be quick to respond to things during interpreting.

If the interpreter has slow responses (I will fire him/her). For example, there was
a guy from our interpreting class. At a business meeting, the speaker spoke for
quite a long time, and he/she failed to (interpret) ... He/she did not know when

to step in to do the interpretation.

There is a certain type of person, who is quick at thinking, and their minds react
quickly, i.e., they have quick responsiveness, so they can immediately render
what they hear into another language. I think such people can make good

interpreters.

If you are an interpreter and have slow responses, it’s definitely not going to

work! You audience cannot always stand there and wait for you to speak.
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Besides quick responsiveness, students also noted that a good interpreter should

have good memory, short-term memory in particular.

5) Personality of good interpreters
Students shared their perspectives concerning personality features of the ideal
interpreter. In their opinion, a good interpreter should possess certain charisma and show

devotion to the job.

I think an interpreter should possess external charisma. (Others laugh). If the
interpreter appears on camera, he/she has to show a good image in front of
foreign journalists as representatives of our state leaders, right? So image is very

important. Of course, it is very difficult.

(A good interpreter) should be fully devoted to the job.

4.2.1.4 Individual Factors Influencing the Learning of Interpreting
In addition to listing the prerequisites of good interpreters, students noted the

influence of relevant individual learner factors in their learning of interpreting.

1) Socio-biographic factors and the learning of interpreting
Gender and interpreting

Students agreed that there were certain differences between male and female
students in interpreting. The following comments were made by a fourth year female

student concerning some of these differences such as the way of thinking and stamina:

In fact, I think if you really want to tell the differences between male and female
students in interpreting, the answer is their way of thinking. When the content of
the interpretation is very technmical, the interpreter needs to consult a lot of

relevant material, and there is no difference between male and female
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interpreters. But the key is the way of thinking. Perhaps male and female
students have different logic and ways of thinking,

There is also a difference between male and female students in their energy. I
think male students do sports more often, and, therefore, they’re more energetic.
In simultaneous interpreting, each shift is about 20 minutes. Interpreters have to
be highly concentrated during that time period, and there is a quick consumption

of energy. I think male students may be more advantageous in this respect.

A fourth year male student stated possible differences between male and female

students on the understanding of literature works:

When interpreting literature works such as novels or poetry, male and female

students understand differently.

Age and interpreting
Students agreed that age mattered in the profession of interpreting. Basically, the

elder one gets the more experience one accumulates.

I think the impact of age differs according to interpreting settings. Fields such as
tourism and foreign trade pose different selection criteria for interpreters. In
foreign trade, it’s better to recruit someone older than thirty. In agriculture, it’s
better to have somebody younger, as he/she’ll bring in liveliness. When he/she
reaches thirty, he/she can do interpreting in the business field ... because his/her

personality changes (to be more mature) ...

Elder people are more experienced in the respect of language expressions or in

case of emergencies.

I believe age matters. In your twenties and thirties, you accumulate experience.

You reach perhaps the (professional) peak in your thirties and forties ... This
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applies for both males and females. Perhaps males do interpreting a little longer

than females.

Dialect and interpreting

Students noted that the speaking of a dialect could influence one’s pronunciation
when interpreting from English into Chinese but were not sure about the influence of
dialect when interpreting from Chinese into English. A fourth year female student who

speaks the Wu dialect mentioned:

I think the speaking of a dialect has a greater influence in English to Chinese
interpretation, but it becomes less influential in Chinese to English interpretation.
If one speaks good English ... his/her rendition in English won’t be influenced
(speaking a dialect or not). I believe the influence (of dialect) may exist, but not

absolutely.

A fourth year female student who speaks only Putonghua stated:

(It is) definitely (influential). Because it (the dialect) will influence your
pronunciation ... but it does not influence other respects (in interpreting).

(Others nod in agreement).

The following statements were made by two fourth year female students with the

Whu dialect.

I cannot pronounce alveolar nasal sounds even now ... I cannot differentiate

“r” “I”. I can only pronounce “1”. (Laugh).

between and

I cannot tell the differences between “n” and “1”.
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Family background and interpreting
Many students commented on the indirect influence of family background on their
learning of interpreting. Students noted that parents’ education and working area might

affect their language learning environment, knowledge exposure and personality.

Nobody in my family can speak English with me ... (Laugh). But my father
often asks me to watch CCTV-9 (English programs). (Others laugh).

Parents’ emphasis on English learning (matters) ... I believe that parents and the
family environment exert influence on one’s personality. If you are extrovert,
brave, not afraid of making mistakes, fear nothing or having strong nerves, (it’ll
be easier for you to learn English). The learning of English is closely related to
an individual’s personality. If you dare to speak, just like Qun said, if your
parents are far-sighted and often take you out to communicate with people, I

think it definitely makes a difference.

I did not know that education had anything to do with a person’s way of thinking.
In my family, my father doesn’t have much education, and my mother graduated
from university. Although my father does not have much education ... he tells
me a lot of things that I haven’t heard of at all, even now. So I haven’t felt any
difficulty in communicating with him. When I met that young father (who did
not have much education and called his son stupid), I felt the difference. That
father admired my education, saying, “if only I had 1 percent of your language
competence and knowledge, I would blah blah blah”. I felt difficult to
understand him ... The day I met them (the young father and his son), I was
reading some books, and I started to talk about history. I found the son showed

indifference towards knowledge. Then I felt the influence of family on that child.

I think that family influence is enormous. I don’t think that the economic status
of a family is the most important. The key is the parents. I think the education of

parents is related to the education of the children. But it’s not absolute. Perhaps



170

there is no absolute correlation (between father’s education and the child’s

education), but I believe they are related.

My parents paid a lot of attention to my education. It does not mean they had
very high education, just that they paid a lot of attention to mine ... I'm the only
daughter of my parents, so my mother quit her job to take care of me. Before that,
she was a chemical analyst in a science lab. My father’s job is related to building
removal for the government. He does that all day, which does not require a high
level of education, I think. He attended senior high school, but not university.
But both my parents paid much attention to me ever since my childhood ... Last
time [ returned home from university, my father forced me to watch “the
Reading Channel” with him ... My mother buys books for me to read ... If I
want to become an interpreter, I need to understand the Chinese culture. My
father knows about Guasha (Holographic Meridian Scraping Therapy) and
acupuncture points. Ever since childhood, I helped my father with Guasha ... I
think this kind of cultural infiltration happened now and then. It is this kind of
infiltration — it might not be an appropriate word, I mean things we come into
contact with, like some kind of information explosion — that is necessary to

interpreting, I think. (Smile).

My parents were very strict with me when I was young. (Laugh). So now I do
things in a very quick manner no matter what I do, including taking exams. 1
never indulge in any dilatory style in working but always carry things out with

drive and determination, like a male.

I do things slowly. (Smile). My father is also like that. I usually finish one thing
completely (before I start anything else). So if the interpretation needs to be done
very quickly, I definitely cannot make it. (Laugh). I need to work in a very
relaxing and pleasant environment, where I can feel free to omit any word, any

sentence, or even give a bad answer.
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Interestingly, one fourth year female student mentioned that interpreting is related

to the genes in a family.

Talking about family influence, I think genes have a part to play. (Others laugh).
Because interpreting has something to do with one’s gift. For example, if you
have two radio sets, one broadcasting Chinese programs, one English, you test
yourself on it to see if you can listen to and get the idea of both programs. If you

can, you must have that gift. (Others laugh).

2) Personality and affective factors in the learning of interpreting
Extroversion vs. introversion in the learning of interpreting
Students thought that extroverts generally do better than introverts in interpreting,

but not necessarily in all cases.

Those who act boldly are definitely better than the introverts (at interpreting) ...
If ’'m an interpreter, in case I miss anything (I will ask) ... In such cases, some
might just slip it through without asking, or without the nerve to ask. I don’t

think that’s a good way.

Personality matters, definitely matters. When two people are equally equipped
with the reservoir of knowledge and vocabulary, I think extroverts definitely
have more advantages (in interpreting) ... But it (personality) does not take the

leading role.
Confidence in interpreting
Students mentioned they lacked the confidence in interpreting, which was possibly
caused by their perceived deficiency in the English language.

I have the least confidence in myself. (Laugh). (I) lack confidence most.

Possibly because 1 don’t have confidence in my English.
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I think a person’s confidence (in interpreting) matters. There are things that you
get ready for before the interpretation but when you get nervous, you forget them
all. It might be attributable to the lack of confidence in yourself ... perhaps it
also has things to do with your major or your expertise, which is different for

everyone, resulting in the lack of competence in certain aspects.

Nervousness in interpreting
Relating to the lack of confidence, many students noted that they felt extremely

nervous during the task of interpreting, which can have a detrimental effect.

You stand there, your mind is blank, and you don’t know what to do.

Nervousness means that your limbs, especially your hands sweat. (Others laugh).

You feel cold, and your face turns white as a sheet.

Perhaps you did a lot of preparation, for example, you memorized every word in
the textbooks, twice or three times, but all of a sudden your mind went
completely blank, or there are too many words jumping into your head, leaving
you at a loose end ... Perhaps you did well in your daily practice, but when you

come on site, you feel nervous or what, all at once, you fail to function.

A very difficult problem is that I feel very nervous. This kind of feeling is hard
to get rid of.

Students noted that nervousness was usually transient, happening more often at the

beginning or before the interpreting task.

(I get nervous) especially before the interpretation starts.
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Usually I’'m only nervous when I listen to the first two sentences. I can then

adapt myself to the task and function better.

I get most nervous at the beginning of the interpretation, or even before I start,

but I feel nothing after several seconds. I don’t feel nervous then. (Smile).

When 1 start interpreting, I feel very nervous and usually stammer a little. But

later on my interpretation sounds more natural.

According to the students, the triggers for their nervousness in interpreting usually
included their perceived or the actual occurrence of failure in comprehension, as well as

the immediacy of the interpreting task.

If you happened to run into extracts that you don’t understand, you need to spend
time thinking. But time passes and you miss the following parts. Then you get

upset and fail to capture more ... (Others laugh).

(I get nervous) because 1 worry that I cannot understand (the source language).
Perhaps it goes too fast or whatever. Once you get slightly distracted, the speech

is over, all finished.

I fear that I cannot understand the meaning (of the source text). (Others laugh). I

concerned most whether or not I can understand the English (source language).

Students also noted that they feel extremely nervous when asked by the teacher to

do interpreting in front of the class.

In class, if the teacher asks us to do demo interpreting, immediately the feeling
changes. In self-practice, you do it yourself and check the answer, and your

performance turns out to be okay.
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Perhaps you dread losing face. (Others laugh) ... You fear that you might lose

face or commit mistakes.

Students felt that nervousness usually resulted in problems in interpreting,

particularly information loss.

I feel nervous. When it happens, [ make very stupid mistakes ... [ remember that
once I said “most largest”, i.e., I had the word “largest” already but also added
the word “most”. This is very low-level mistake. Usually I don’t make such

mistakes. But when I'm nervous, I make stupid mistakes like that.

Sometimes my mind went totally blank. Once the interpreting teacher asked us
to do the interpretation, to do it immediately after listing to a paragraph. Then I
got so nervous that I only remembered several words. I felt so embarrassed ... I

felt so nervous that I forgot everything.

(If ’'m nervous), my interpretation will be incoherent and I will leave out a lot of

information. The latter is more common.

I dread to think that I may get nervous in interpreting, and then I forget things I

was prepared to say, i.e., I will leave out information.

However, a second year female student noted that a moderate degree of

nervousness could turn out to be favorable in interpreting.

I think we should see both sides of nervousness. If you feel nervous, it means
that you attached some importance to the (interpreting) test. When you feel
nervous on some important occasions, it means you are excited about your
performance. I think it is important to remain excited in interpreting, which

shows you’re at the wheel.
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Motivation and interest in interpreting
a. Becoming an interpreter or not
Many students mentioned that they did not want to become interpreters because the

job is too difficult or they were not confident enough in their own abilities.

I think, as you know, the profession of interpreting is in huge demand of talents.
I’'m sure many people want to become interpreters, but the fact that you want to
do it doesn't mean you can do it. The reason why there is huge demand of talents
has everything to do with the difficulty of the job. I think it (interpreting) is very
difficult.

I want to (be an interpreter) but I feel it is too difficult. (Smile). I feel that there’s
a long way for me to go if I want to become a real interpreter, for example, in

respects of pronunciation, expression, etc.

Although I may not choose interpreting as my profession ... it is hard to say

though, I will become an interpreter when I’'m equipped with the competence ...

I feel unconfident, and I don’t think I’ll succeed (in becoming an interpreter).

I do want to (become an interpreter), but it is too hard. (Laugh). I don’t think we
have enough courses to prepare us for that (job). I want to join the profession,
but I do not know how. I searched on the internet, but it is all anecdotes. I don’t

know how to start.

I don’t want to make interpreting my profession. It is too difficult. If I take it as

my profession, I'm afraid I'll starve.

Others feel that the job of interpreting is too stressful, especially for girls. The

following comments were made by second and fourth year female students.
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It is too stressful. I don’t like stress.

Interpreting is too stressful, I think. (Laugh). I think you’ll get old quickly if you

work as an interpreter, so it’s not good for girls.

I don’t really set high standards for myself. I won’t become a simultaneous
interpreter: I think it will reduce my normal lifespan. (Laugh). Consecutive
interpreting might be better, I think. But even if [ become an interpreter, I will
only do the job for several years and then look for something more stable. As a

girl, you shouldn’t be too harsh on yourself.

Despite the difficulty and stress involved in the job, a few students did want to
make interpreting or interpreting-related jobs their life-long profession. Two second

year female students stated:

I chose English as my major and I feel good about it. (Others laugh). And in
addition to feeling good, I want to have a good job after graduation. I admire the
kind of job that allows more freedom. Another thing is that interpreters are cool.
This is the main reason (for me to choose English as my major). (Smile; others

laugh).

I want to work at the United Nations (after graduation).

A second year male student stated:

When I started to learn English in junior high school, I was very interested in the
language. At that time, I had an ambition to become an interpreter. As for now, I
believe that interpreting can make a good job, but I want to set a higher goal, that
is to become an ambassador. I know I cannot make it in one step, so I will work
on it step by step, to reach the peak of success. So I started the training of
interpreting first, and then try to climb up the mountain step by step.



177

b. Learning interpreting for English enhancement
Many students, especially non-English major students, mentioned that their
purpose of interpreting learning was not to become interpreters but for the enhancement

of their language skills, especially English language skills.

My major is Laboratory Medicine. I attended this interpreting training program
because I was inspired by my father. Originally I intended to learn another
foreign language such as French, but my father said that you have been studying
English for years and stay at this level ... And my father continued, “if you have
time, you should spend more time on English”. And then I saw the promotion
fliers of the training program, and I enrolled in the program ... After attending
this program, I found that if I spare more effort to learn English, my achievement

in English is worthy of imagination. (Laugh).

My major is Fluid Mechanics, which is more science-oriented. I feel that I need a
break from science occasionally so I choose to spend some time on English.
(Laugh). (Others seem amazed). Then I think if you study science and later join a
foreign company, you have to get into contact with many English majors. So I

want to make this course the cornerstone for my further improvement.

Some English major students mentioned that it was their mission to learn

interpreting and to gain the regional certificate of interpreting proficiency.

I attend this interpreting training because I think that as an English major student,
you need to have a powerful certificate to save face, and the regional interpreting

certificate is one of them.

I think interpreting is an important component of English language learning. You
have to know it (if you’re an English major student) ... Interpreting may happen
now and then and you may need to start working out of the blue. For example, a

foreigner comes in, and your boss might say, hey, come here, interpret what
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he/she says. So you have to master it. If you want to master a language, you have

to be able to interpret it.

If you are an English major student and you do not learn interpreting, how can

you tell people that you are studying English?

Students mentioned that their interest in interpreting lay in the fact that it could
help them enhance their English language skills. A second year English major male
student said:

After learning interpreting, I found it is very useful in enhancing my English
competence. So it does not matter if I pass the regional interpreting certificate
test or not next year, I believe the training I receive on this course will be useful

for me.

Students also mentioned that their interest in interpreting sometimes came from the
possibility to enhance their specific language skills such as the expansion of vocabulary

or the enhancement of listening skills.

(Interpreting) can help me to improve my vocabulary. I don’t like the usual

mechanical way of memorizing vocabulary.

(After learning interpreting), I became interested in people, culture, food,
scenery, etc. so I think it (interpreting) becomes a huge impetus for my language

learning.

After attending interpreting classes, I find that my listening skills have improved.

(Others laugh).
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c. Learning interpreting for knowledge expansion
Students also expressed their expectation of knowledge enhancement through the

training and practice in interpreting.

When I was in Year 2, I attended the Tri-University International Joint Seminar
& Symposium and served as a receptionist and accompany interpreter. Although
I was serving for delegates from Asian countries such as Indonesia, Japan and
Thailand, I got to know different customs and cultures of different countries

through such contact.

In fact, not many will become interpreters after taking this (interpreting) course,
but the common knowledge we learned in the course can be useful in our future

carccrs.

d. Learning interpreting for a better future

Some students’ motivation for learning interpreting was more utilitarian, i.e., to
gain the interpreting certificate, job hunting or plainly for money. For example, some
students mentioned their reasons for learning interpreting or becoming an interpreter
were “the motive power of money” or “to earn the bread”. Others seemed more

concerned with the broader picture of their professional development.

I attended this course with the purpose to gain the regional interpreting
certificate. My major is English Teaching, and I feel that the profession of
teaching is not so prospective ... (Others laugh). Of course I don’t mean
university teachers ... [ mean, to teach at primary schools is not so promising, so

I want to find a way out, and I started to learn interpreting.

My major is Physics. I don’t think there are many job opportunities for this
major. Now I’'m in Year 3 and have passed CET(College English Test)-4 and
CET-6. I don’t have a heavy study load, so I think if I gain an intermediate

interpreting certificate, it can make my job hunting easier later.
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e. Learning interpreting for self-satisfaction and self-challenge
In addition, some students mentioned that the learning of interpreting could help
fulfill their self-satisfaction. A second year English major male student expressed his

purpose to prove his own ability through the learning of interpreting.

I attended this interpreting course because I want to get a certificate to prove my
ability. And I want to make myself more occupied with this goal. As you know,
boys might take it too easy in university life since there are not many people to
keep an eye on them. I was like that, especially when I was in Year 1. I found
that I had idled too much time away. I wanted to find something specific to keep
me occupied, for my self-enhancement and enrichment, I guess. I didn’t want to

waste any more time. So [ came to learn interpreting.

Another second year male English major student mentioned that his interest in

interpreting was boosted after passing the regional proficiency test.

After several attempts (on the regional interpreting test), I found it was not as
difficult as I imagined, and my interest in interpreting started. I did not prepare
much (for the test but passed it). My confidence (in interpreting) rose

immediately. And so did my interest (in interpreting).

A second year female English major student expressed great expectations in

personality enhancement through learning interpreting.

I think that the learning of interpreting can help me gain confidence. Because 1
think that I’'m kind of timid by nature. For example, if you put me on stage to
give a speech, I will feel nervous. In interpreting, I know that you have to

encounter that situation very often, so I hope it can help me.

A fourth year female student noted that doing interpreting could help improve her

self-value.
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In my opinion, in a person’s life, (others laugh), one will grieve on it if he/she
achieves nothing and then leaves the world. So one has to do something when
he/she is still young and he/she should never idle his/her time away. I am good at
nothing expect for my interest in English, and I want to do something to achieve

my self-satisfaction, so I choose to learn interpreting. (Smile shyly).

3) Cognitive factors in the learning of interpreting
Students noted the influence of cognitive skills such as responsiveness, memory
and multitasking skills in the learning of interpreting. Note-taking skills, also a very

important factor in interpreting, were also included in this section.

Responsiveness and interpreting
Students commonly recognized that they could not respond fast enough in doing

interpreting.

Also my response is not fast enough ... especially when interpreting numbers,

my response is slow.
It happens too fast for me to respond.

I think perhaps I don’t have enough time to switch in-between the languages, i.e.,

Chinese and English. (Smile).

When I listen to a sentence, I need to wait for a moment to think about its
meaning after the whole sentence is finished. When I finish thinking, the next

sentence is gone.

Students attributed their slow response in interpreting to the lack of preparation on

vocabulary.
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I think I cannot act fast enough. You need to prepare for some vocabulary
beforehand ... If you have not touched upon it (the subject) before and go to the
(interpreting) classes, your response (to interpreting the subject) will be slow. If
the teacher gives us some introduction first, or lets us memorize some
background information and vocabulary, we can deliver the interpretation in a

quicker way.

It is perhaps because you do not have a large vocabulary. When you interpret
from English into Chinese, you may fail to understand the source text. And
sometimes, when you listen to a sentence, you understand every word of it, but
when you think back about the meaning of the sentence, you cannot respond fast
enough. Then it’ll be difficult for you to render it (into another language)
immediately. It’s difficult.

Memory and interpreting
Students said that their memory was not good enough, which could often result in

problems in interpreting. A second year female student said:
I usually forget the previous part when [ listen to the next section — my memory
is bad. I remember the information when I listen to it but as soon as I listen to the
next section, it is gone.

A fourth year female student also noted her fear of memory failure in interpreting:

My fear lies in that I understand everything when I am listening, but I don’t

remember anything when I finish listening. (Smile).

A second year female student also mentioned her memory problem during the

after-test group interview:
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When you played the English source speech, I felt that I understood it all and I
knew what it was about. The moment you asked me to interpret, I forgot

everything.

Multitasking skills and interpreting

Poor ability in handling multiple tasks was highlighted by students as a great
hindrance to enhancing their interpreting performance. According to students, the
enhancement of multitasking skills was often related to the improvement of their note-

taking skills.

I don’t think that my mind and hand can work together. (Others laugh). For
example, you note down numbers, and you usually omit other things, as there is

not enough time for you to take care of everything.

I cannot listen and write at the same time, or listen and take notes at the same

time. I have to focus on one thing, either listing or note-taking.

Note-taking skills and interpreting

Note-taking, as a very important skill pertaining to consecutive interpreting, takes
up a substantial portion of the cognitive allocation during the process of the activity.
Students noted that they encountered a lot of problems in their interpreting performance

due to poor ability in note-taking, which often related to slow response or poor memory.

I don’t know how to simplify my notes like professionals do: they use a lot of
symbols in (note-taking) in interpreting. I usually write a lot, or maybe not that
much; anyway, the problem is that I put something down, but I fail to understand

it myself (when reading back my notes).

I think it’s difficult to balance: Which should be written down? Which should be
stored in your mind? I often note down too much, but some information is still

missing.
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Sometimes 1 find that I failed to note down the key points but made too much

effort to note down the unnecessary points.

We started to practice note-taking this semester ... I feel that I can hardly follow
(the techniques introduced by the teacher). It might have something to do with
habit. I tried to force myself to memorize the symbols and abbreviations but still
fail to follow the practice. I am too occupied with the way I learn English: I'm
used to noting down the words in detail, including every symbol, which takes a

lot of time.

I think the information load in interpreting is extremely heavy and it is hard to
capture. When the audio is played, you start to take notes, but you do not know
which should be the most important information. You feel that you have
captured it all, but when you compare your interpretation to the reference text,

you find that you have left out a lot of information. It is really difficult.

4) Language competence and the learning of interpreting

Students recognized that good language was crucial although not the only
influential factor in the learning of interpreting. According to the students, their
competence in their language skills, including speaking, listening, reading, writing,
pronunciation, vocabulary and grammar, could sometimes be decisive in their

performance in interpreting or their achievement in learning the skill.

I think interpreting is a very complex activity ... you need to be good at all (i.e.,

listening, speaking, reading and writing).

I think it (spoken language) is decisive (in interpreting).

If you are good at speaking, your interpretation will sound more fluent. It’ll

definitely be better (than others’ interpretation).
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I think he/she (with good spoken English) will have some advantages (in

interpreting).

I don’t have the opportunity to speak to foreigners often, so of course, my
spoken English is bad. So comparatively speaking, in interpreting tests I do not

have much advantage ...

I think listening is also very important. My listening ability is poor and I often

fail to capture the information (in the source text).

I believe reading matters. If you don’t have sufficient accumulation from reading,
even if your grammar is correct, the stuff (your interpretation) won’t sound like

native English.

If you cannot write well, how can you speak it appropriately? We still need to
have more practice in writing. I think it’s good for English major students to
write English diaries. Unfortunately, I don’t do it habitually. Not necessarily
diaries, as longs as you keep on writing something (it’ll be useful) ... If you
write more ... there will be something good about it eventually. The more you
write, the better you feel at speaking. Otherwise it’s easy to ramble (in your

interpreting).

Many students noted their lack of proficiency in vocabulary, which created both

understanding and expressing problems for them when interpreting.

I have very limited vocabulary in certain fields, such as finance.

I feel there is a long distance (between me and the real interpreters) primarily in

the respect of vocabulary ... Sometimes there is a sentence you need to interpret
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from Chinese into English. The Chinese is simple and easy to understand, but I
cannot think of the words (to render it out).

If you have a large vocabulary, interpreting should be fun for you. The problem
lies in listening (where vocabulary is concerned): you can easily get the rough
meaning of the word by listening, but you don’t understand it well enough (to
interpret it into another language). As you know, interpreting is a complex
activity, and challenging. If you know all the words, it’ll really become

something you can enjoy.

I don’t have enough vocabulary. There are many words with Chinese features,
but I don’t know how to interpret them. There are many political words in
particular, which are updated every year, such as the “three something”, “four
something”, blah-blah. There are so many and you don’t know how to translate

them.

Besides the commonly recognized importance of English language competence,
students also noted the importance of enhancing Chinese language competence for

interpreting.

(Since my Chinese is not good), when interpreting from English into Chinese, |

feel my Chinese renditions sound weird.

Now my Chinese reaches the level of my English, I mean syntactically. (Laugh).
That is to say, it sounds similar to the grammar of English, but is totally different

from the logic we have in Chinese.

5) Knowledge and the learning of interpreting
Knowledge specialization and the learning of interpreting (English vs. non-English

major students)
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Students highlighted the differences between English major students and non-
English majors in learning interpreting, primarily in respects of knowledge or
vocabulary reservoir. English major students generally regarded them as somehow
restrained by their major and have a smaller range of knowledge. For example, the

following comments were made by English major students:

I think that the knowledge of English major students is somehow comparatively
restrained to a smaller scope. Students from other majors study a field of

specialized knowledge and the English language. They know something more.

Our major (English major) is the narrowest, and we cannot expand our

knowledge in this discipline.

I don’t think we have any advantage (compared to non-English majors).
Normally, interpreting is about a certain discipline. English major students study

many miscellaneous matters, but do not specialize in any discipline at all.

I don’t think there is a difference between (English and non-English majors as
far as language is concerned), because the good ones (interpreters) are not

necessarily those from English majors.

So we have a lot of pressure, because non-English majors at least have a major,
but we are majorless. It seems that we learn too many things in this major to

know anything in depth or to become experts in any field.

Compared to the others, for example, those who study law, not all of them, of
course, compared to law students who are good at English or those who are even
better than us at English, I think we are disadvantaged. Law students who can
speak fluent English have clearly more advantages than us (English major
students). It is because that we are a tool (of language) without any specialized

knowledge (compared to them).
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Many English major students, strangely, cannot speak English as well as those

non-English majors.

If you study a specialized field, you know more about your discipline. So if the
topic (of interpreting) relates to your own specialization, you can act calmer and

do better.

As Zorro just said, you need to know a lot of background knowledge (to do
interpreting). Take vocabulary for example, many words in interpreting are
technical words or words in specialized fields, such as those in science, Fluid

Science or Dynamic Engineering. It is impossible for us to know them all ...

Students of science have more advantages in language than English major
students in the respect of specialized knowledge instead of language. When
doing interpreting (in specialized fields), students with corresponding
specializations know what renditions won’t turn out to be absurd in these
specific contexts. In contrast, English major students, when doing interpreting,
may feel puzzled in searching for the appropriate equivalents, and sometimes

make foolish mistakes.

Likewise, non-English major students recognized their advantages in interpreting in
fields of their own specialization. They also noted the wider applicability of English
major students who had exposure to an extensive range of subjects. For example, a

second year female non-English student stated:

It depends (as to who does better in interpreting). We who study Fluid Science
can do a better job when it (the interpreting) is about Fluid Science, while
English major students can handle a wider range of subjects such as diplomatic

interpreting, where they usually do better.
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Topic familiarization and interpreting
Students mentioned that topics could influence their performance in interpreting.

The following was mentioned by three fourth year English major female students:

If the topic is too uncommon ... or about special fields such as medicine and
technology, I may not be able to do it (the interpreting) well. If the topic is what
I am familiar with ... such as those about university life, I can guesstimate the

main idea.

We are more familiar with those about culture or common life, but lack relevant

vocabulary in fields such as finance and economics.

For those close to daily life, you might have known the idea before listening, but
if it is about something such as linguistics, (others laugh), you have to see if
you’re familiar with the relevant content. If it is something you are familiar with,
you respond quicker, otherwise, you can hardly understand, especially when it

(the source text) is long.

Students recognized that an insufficient amount of reading can be a major
contributor to their limited knowledge scope. A second year female English major

student noted:

No matter it is interpreting from Chinese into English or from English into

Chinese, a big problem is insufficient reading: we read too little.

Realizing that they were in need of relevant knowledge to improve their
interpreting, a few students noted that reading (including reading newspapers) and the

cultivation of interest in different cultures would be helpful.
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6) Self-practice and the learning of interpreting

Students indicated different preferences in learning English and interpreting. Some
preferred self-training and natural acquisition, while others stated their favor of
classroom supervision and guidance. Regardless of their preferences in learning,
students felt that both after-class practice and in-class exercise helped them with the
enhancement of their interpreting skills. A fourth year male English major student

mentioned the advantages of keeping contact with foreigners after class:

I keep in contact with foreigners for many years. (Others laugh). We can explain
to each other things we do not understand ... For example, there are many
foreign teachers ... It’s actually good to observe how they communicate with
each other and how they talk to me. Sometimes we hang out together, which is

very good.

Students also commented on the different benefits gained from classroom teaching

and self-practice.

Personally, I think there are two things in interpreting: vocabulary and note-
taking. Teachers can help you with note-taking in interpreting classes. But you

need to solve your own vocabulary problems.
I feel that classroom learning is good, but you still need to practice after class.
Students agreed on the positive correlation between practice and their interpreting
performance but noted that they did not really practice much after class due to lack of

self-discipline or inappropriate time management.

There are many things to do. There is no time for it (self-practice), and I can’t

spend too much time on it.
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Unless the teacher assigns us to do it, I mean, forces us to do it, we forget about

it (self-practice) at all after class.

Also, many mentioned that in-class exercise is insufficient and called for more

class time for interpreting.

I feel that there is a lot to learn and practice in interpreting classes, but the class

time is too limited.

I don’t think the class time is sufficient for this subject (interpreting). We should

have one or two more years of training in interpreting.

4.2.2 Findings from Teacher Interviews

Teachers were asked to fill in the teacher version of the /LPPS in addition to taking
part in the interviews. Figure 4.6 summarizes teachers’ perceptions of problems in
students’ interpreting. As seen from the figure, all four teachers thought that word-level
linguistic and meaning problems occurred most often in students’ interpreting exercise,
i.e., “failure to produce corresponding words” and “incorrect rendition of words”. The
problem of “omission™ and that of “disfluency” were also noted by three teachers. As
for teachers’ consideration of fatalness of problems in interpreting, all four teachers
judged “omission” a fatal problem, whereas “incomprehensible rendition” was

considered fatal by three teachers.
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Figure 4.6 Teachers’ perceptions of problems in students’ interpreting
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Note: See Table 3.2 for a list of the problem codes in the figure.

Figure 4.7 displays a brief summary of teachers’ perceptions regarding the
influence of different learner variables on students’ problems in interpreting. Teachers
unanimously agreed that language competence and students’ mastery of interpreting
skills were related. Three teachers noted that the time length of interpreting learning and

interests in other fields may also be relevant.
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Figure 4.7 Teachers’ perceptions concerning the relationship between learner variables

and students’ problems in interpreting
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It should be noted that the figures presented in this section did not imply any
quantitative significance but were provided to better profile the participants of the
interview study.

The following are the major themes identified from the transcripts of individual

teacher interviews.

1. Problems in students’ interpreting
1) Content information problems in students’ interpreting
a. Incomprehensibility in students’ interpreting
b. Mistranslation in students’ interpreting
¢. Omission in students’ interpreting
d. Coherence and students’ interpreting
2) Language problems in students’ interpreting

a. Pronunciation problems in students’ interpreting
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b. Failure to produce corresponding words in students’
interpreting
¢. Incomplete sentences in students’ interpreting
3) Delivery problems in students’ interpreting
2. Individual differences in learning interpreting
1) Family background and the learning of interpreting
2) Dialect and the learning of interpreting
3) Language competence and the learning of interpreting
4) Knowledge and the learning of interpreting
5) Interpreting skills and the learning of interpreting
a. Note-taking and the learning of interpreting
b. Multitasking skills and the learning of interpreting
6) Affective factors and the learning of interpreting
a. Motivation and attitude in the learning of interpreting
b. Nervousness and the learning of interpreting

7) Class time and the learning of interpreting

4.2.2.1 Problems in Students’ Interpreting
1) Content information problems in students’ interpreting

As with students, teachers regarded successful rendition of information as the

greatest priority in interpreting.

We usually talk about fidelity, expressiveness and elegance (in translation).

Fidelity should be the most important. Without content, nothing counts.

The major task of interpreting is to pass on the information. The task is not

completed if you fail to render the information or fail to understand (the source

text), which, I think, are the most fatal.

Problems noted by teachers concerning content information rendition consists of

incomprehensibility, mistranslation, omission and incoherent rendition.
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Incomprehensibility in students’ interpreting
Teachers felt that incomprehensibility was one of the most intolerable problems in

students’ interpreting.

I think most problems (in students’ interpreting) are trivial, such as grammar

problems. Incomprehensible rendition, however, is a big problem.

It (incomprehensible rendition) is the most fatal. It totally fails the purpose of
interpreting. If your rendition is incomprehensible, what is the meaning of your

participation? Such interpretation is a total failure.

I have lowered the standard for my students as I know you cannot apply the
criteria for professional interpreters to them. I think if they can make me
understand, and if there is no serious mistake in the major information, I will
give them a pass. At the beginning, I told them to use simple sentences and try
not to make too many grammar mistakes. Now my empbhasis is that they can
make me as well as their classmates understand (what they are talking about),

and then they can (pass) ...

I think information is the most important. It does not matter whether or not your
rendition is correct, or whether or not you have language problems such as
grammar mistakes and tense errors; as long as others understand you, your

purpose of interpreting is achieved.

For example, in English to Chinese interpreting, I as a Chinese don’t understand
the interpreter’s rendition in the language. Or in Chinese to English interpreting,
I do know now what he/she aims at in his/her blah-blah-blah ... Chinese people
don’t understand his/her Chinese, and English people don’t understand his/her

English (in the interpretation). Issues like that.
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Mistranslation in students’ interpreting
Also, teachers noted that wrong rendition was a very serious problem in

interpreting.

If the student did not get the idea (of the source text) at all and starts talking
irresponsibly, it is definitely unacceptable. I cannot hire an interpreter to talk

total nonsense to me, right?

If a student fails to follow the meaning or fails to interpret according to our rules

in interpreting such as being truthful, I will fail him/her.

For example, if the source text means one thing, and the rendered language

means something totally irrelevant or incorrect, it is definitely unacceptable.

Teachers emphasized the importance of correct rendition of word meanings in

Interpreting.

If you use a wrong word, there might be a lot of problems. As you know, the
major task of translation is selection of words ... It is about selection of words
and the combination of words into sentences. If you use a wrong word which

causes political misunderstanding, there might be big international disputes.
Teachers also addressed the problem of incorrect rendition of numbers.

Translating the numbers wrong can cause great trouble.

Actually numbers are easy to translate, but it seems that students cannot react

fast enough (when they encounter numbers). I have taught them the way to

translate (numbers). Some master the skills fast, very fast, but some (cannot

make it) ...
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Omission in students’ interpreting

In addition to incorrect rendition of information, teachers considered omission of

information a serious problem.
I dread it if some important information is lost in interpreting.

There will be comparatively more information loss especially when it (the source
text) is long. It seems that students leave out more information when interpreting
from English into Chinese. In Chinese to English interpretation, it is
comparatively better ... Students seem to have no idea how to capture
information. Sometimes they captured the trivial parts only. For example, they
captured the prepositions, but failed to capture the pronouns. They don’t know

how to capture the important points.

Coherence and students’ interpreting
Teachers noted that coherence was important in interpreting, which often related to

the comprehensibility of the interpretation.

As an interpreter, you should be able to sort things out, even if it (the source text)

sounds confusing.

One feature of incoherent rendition is that there is no logic between sentences.
Perhaps the student fails to take notes well, resulting in lack of connection
between messages. Perhaps the student fails to understand his/her own notes, and

then his/her rendition becomes incredibly absurd.

A teacher mentioned an exceptional case, in which tolerance was allowed on partial

mistranslation when the interpretation sounds coherent.

I remember a student ... It seems that he/she failed to understand some

information (in the source text). Based on his/her understanding, he/she
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reorganized the information and delivered the interpretation confidently. So I
gave him/her a score for that part ... Even though he/she failed to understand (all
of the information in the source text), based on his/her understanding and world
knowledge, he/she tried to give another, or similar rendition with confidence. I"'d
rather hire a guy like that, compared to a guy who doesn’t say a word when
he/she doesn’t understand, leaving the listeners nowhere. So I let that student

pass, but it was an exceptional case.

2) Language problems in students’ interpreting

Teachers noted that there were many language problems in students’ interpreting,
which often result in difficulty in understanding their interpreted outputs. Language
problems mentioned by teachers included the problems of pronunciation, grammar,

finding corresponding words and incomplete sentences.

Pronunciation problems in students’ interpreting
Teachers noted that pronunciation problems may influence the comprehensibility

of students’ interpretation.

When the pronunciation is wrong, the meaning transfer may be influenced and
your interpretation may cause understanding difficulty to your listeners. Perhaps
it concerns only one word or several words, but the whole sentence may become

incomprehensible.

Pronunciation problems have different levels of gravity ... If it reaches a very
serious level — I think stress problems might be acceptable, but if you pronounce
the word in an incorrect way — people may not be able to understand you ... I
mean if the word is pronounced totally wrong. If an interpreter pronounces
“interesting” into “interesting” (with the stress on “ting”), we can still understand
the word, though it’ll definitely damage the image of the interpreter and the
country he/she represents ... But if you pronounce the whole word wrong, it can

mean a different thing.
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A teacher mentioned that although it often occurred in students’ interpretation,

pronunciation was not a fatal problem.

It often occurs, inaccurate pronunciation ... However, I can usually understand
students’ interpretation even with inaccurate pronunciations ... I think, if I can
understand, other students can understand. It doesn’t matter if a student’s
pronunciation is correct or not; as long as it is comprehensible, it is within the

acceptable range.

Failure to produce corresponding words in students’ interpreting
Teachers highlighted that failure to produce corresponding words was the greatest

problem of students when interpreting from Chinese into English.

When interpreting from English into Chinese, students seem to be fine. As long
as they capture the message (in the source text) and take appropriate notes, their
interpretation is usually okay. But when interpreting from Chinese into English,
students usually fail to interpret well as they cannot produce the corresponding

words in the target language.

Teachers noted that failure to produce corresponding words could become a trigger

for many problems in interpreting.

Failure to produce corresponding words is the primary (fatal) problem with my
students. If the students could find the corresponding words, they would not
produce sentences with that kind of (lousy) grammar. And they often pause, or
pause too often to search for a word or a sentence. With some many pauses, the
sentence structure lost its original shape. So I think a great problem of my

students is that they pause when they don’t know how to translate a certain word.
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Incomplete sentences in students’ interpreting

A teacher noted the impact of incomplete sentences in interpreting.

A sentence has different information structures: the focus of a sentence may be
at the beginning or the end of it. If you fail to produce the full sentence, what
you leave out might be the key information, or you might create a false image
that there is more to come, but you don’t really finish, resulting in

incomprehensibility in your rendition.

3) Delivery problems in students’ interpreting
Teachers recognized that students’ interpreting work often included unnatural
pauses and unnecessary fillers, which, although tolerable at the beginning of interpreting

learning, was against the norm of the profession.

Maybe it (disfluency) is tolerable (in students’ interpreting). But for professional

interpreters, of course it’ll be unsatisfying (if they have fluency problems).

There are too many silent pauses in students’ interpreting work, which are not

acceptable according to the criteria in interpreting.

A teacher attributed the problem of disfluency to students’ language deficiency

and nervousness.

In most cases of it (disfluency) can be attributed to two factors: the student’s
language competence might be low, or he/she is a green hand in this field and

therefore is very nervous during the task.

4.2.2.2 Individual Differences in Learning Interpreting
1) Family background and the learning of interpreting
Teachers stated that differences in students’ family background could exert some

latent influence in their learning of interpreting.
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Family background is like the black words on blank paper. The student is a piece
of blank paper, but the black words are there. Whatever tasks the student

performs, including interpreting, he/she brings the black words along.

Interpreting is primarily about language. Family background may have great
influence on students’ language ... Students come from different family
backgrounds. For example, some parents are peasants and work in the cropland,
some might be civil servants, and some might even have /been abroad before.
Some kids might have been taken abroad by their parents,’ or always remain at
the hometown, which may be a small town or-a village. Such differences in their
family background may result in differences in the information pre-stored in
students’ brain ... When your social network is different, your language or

diction might also differ.

There might be some potential differences (resulting from differences in family
background), which may not be easily felt. But when the student starts
interpreting, they (such differences) might appear.

Family background might influence students’ education. For example, a kid born
with good family background might have started spoken English practice with
foreign teachers ever since 5 or 6. Such a kid might have comparatively good
pronunciation or have some certain feelings towards language. Since the kid had
contact with the foreign language when he/she was small, compared with his/her
peers in respects of the language or trainings related to the language such as
interpreting or translation, he/she should have more advantages. If a kid does not
enjoy good family background, he/she might start to learn English no earlier than
high school. Even in senior high, he/she might not be able to receive extra
training of the language but may only have access to teachers’ instructions in
class. Such a kid is in a situation comparatively less advantageous that the first

kid. However, it (family background) is not decisive. It is an indirect factor.
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2) Dialect and the learning of interpreting

In addition to family background, teachers addressed the indirect influence of

dialect in the learning of interpreting.

Speaking a dialect may have two sides. The dialect of a student may influence
his’her interpreted language. For example, a student’s interpreting into
Putonghua might include non-standard pronunciation affected by the dialect.
Such an influence is negative. But there might be something positive about
speaking a dialect. For example, if a student can speak both a dialect and
Putonghua well, he/she can do a better job in simultaneous or consecutive
interpreting between the dialect and Putonghua (than those who don’t know the

dialect). He/she may be more skillful in language transfer.

3) Language competence and the learning of interpreting
Teachers agreed that language competence, including language sub-skills such as

listening and speaking, was crucial to students’ interpreting achievement.

I think, as long as your language is good, you can easily polish other aspects (in
interpreting). At least you have the foundation there. The other skills (in
interpreting) are like the bricks, with which you can build, design or think about
ways (to improve your final work). But if you aren’t evén qualified in the
threshold of language, you have no way out. You may not be able to become an
interpreter or do anything related to language in your whole life. Without the
ability in translation/intérpretation, language, vocabulary or grammar, how can

you become a good interpreter?

Students’ should satisfy the prerequisites in both listening ability and vocabulary
before attending the training of interpreting.
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You should work with students on their language competence first. Only when
their language is improved can they have the opportunity to improve their

interpreting skills and then be able to interpret successfully.

For example, listening ability is closely related to students’ understanding in
interpreting ... Students’ abilities in language expression and grammar also

matter.

Teachers mentioned that the deficiency in language competence usually resulted in
all kinds of problems in students’ interpreting performance, including meaning, delivery
and language problems. Among the many problems related to students’ language
deficiency, problems in capturing the information or incomprehensibility in their

rendition were the most common.

If students are deficient in language competence, they can neither understand
(the source language) nor can they express well (in the target language) ...
Chinese matters as well. The Chinese used by students (in interpreting) is
sometimes greatly influenced by the English source language ... The greater

problem usually concerns English, though.

Language deficiency is usually related to (the capture of) information (in

interpreting) ... and also delivery ... but more to information.

(Students’ problem in incomprehensible or disordered rendition is) all due to
their insufficient mastery of the language and their low level of language

competence.

Most problems are related to students’ English (competence). One possibility is
that the student, with insufficient listening ability, fails to understand the source

text. Without the information, his/her rendition becomes incomprehensible.
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Despite the importance of language competence in interpreting, teachers noted that

students’ language competence was usually not satisfying.

My students seem to have the greatest problem with listening. The situation
seems to be better in Chinese to English interpreting compared to English to
Chinese interpreting. However, even if the students understand (the source

language), they usually have difficulty in expression (in the target language).

Many students don’t have a strong language foundation. For example, a lot of
students don’t have good listening ability in the language. Without
comprehension of the materials by listening, how can you interpret in class?
Even students with good (language competence) usually fail to practice their oral
language enough in their daily exercise ... So I think language is a basic problem

for both good students and comparatively less competent students.

Students’ limitation in vocabulary was also highlighted by teachers as a problem

trigger in interpreting.

Students seem to be poor at vocabulary. When they encounter words they don’t

know, they do not even know how to paraphrase them.

I think that it’s all due to the fact that students do not have an appropriate amount
of vocabulary that they fail to produce corresponding words in interpreting. For
example, in diplomatic interpreting, students do not even know the words heard,
and then they cannot find the words in the target language, so they start to make

up words. You can sense that their interpretation is not correct.

4) Knowledge and the learning of interpreting
A teacher mentioned the importance of cultural competence, in addition to students’

language competence in interpreting.
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The foreign culture (matters in interpreting). For example, if there is such a
sentence in the English source language: I’ll go back to the salt mines, when
directly translated into Chinese, Chinese audience might not be able to know the

meaning of the sentence at all. Problems like this can be very serious.

Teachers also noted the importance of interests in knowledge of different fields.

When students have an interest in what they are doing, they absorb more
knowledge in the field. When students possess knowledge in different aspects,
they will be better equipped with relevant background knowledge when doing

interpreting, which can help them better understand (the source text).

Furthermore, teachers mentioned that familiarity with the topic could result in

better performance in interpreting.

If students are familiar with the content in the source text, they may capture the
ideas immediately. Otherwise, if students don’t know the topic at all, they may

understand the source text, not to mention its main idea.

When interpreting from Chinese into English, even if the student understands the
source language, there might still be problems. If the student doesn’t know about,
say, foreign trade, when terms such as CIF (Cost, Insurance and Freight) or FOB
(Free on Board) are mentioned, there is no way for him/her to interpret them,

right? ... So I think familiarity with the topic does matter in interpreting.

Likewise, teachers noted the differences between English and non-English major

students in interpreting regarding their knowledge construction.

If an English major student has a wide interest in different fields of knowledge,
then he/she might have more advantages (in interpreting). But when an English

major student is not so interested in other fields but only wants to muddle along
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his/her way towards graduation, he/she might be disadvantaged as compared
students from other majors. For example, students who major in Finance might
at least pay more attention to vocabulary in that filed. But many English major

students don’t have such knowledge.

5) Interpreting skills and the learning of interpreting
Teachers mentioned that sometimes students confuse the requirements between

interpretation and translation.

I think, as to the mastery of interpreting skills, students should first know the
differences between interpreting and translation ... Yesterday we had an
interpreting exam, and I asked one student, “You do not sound like you’re doing
interpreting (in the exam) ...” He said, “Yes. I prefer doing interpreting while
I’m reading” ... The fact is that he did not really know what interpreting is. He
did not really change from his habitual thinking (about translation).

Teachers noted that a lack of interpreting skills could result in problems in
interpreting performance. They also emphasized that language skills, rather than

interpreting skills, are fundamental to interpreting.

I think language competence is the foundation, whereas interpreting skills are the

method for you to build the house.

Without interpreting skills, one might create logic confusion or suffer
information loss during the language transfer. He/she might not know how to do
note-taking. Due to the lack of professional knowledge, he/she might only be
able to complete 60% to 70% of the task. But if one has the relevant skills,
he/she may complete 100% of the task, given a sound language foundation. So I
think interpreting skills are the ornaments for one’s interpreting performance, but

they’re not sufficient.
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Teachers in the interviews addressed in particular the note-taking skills and

multitasking skills.

Note-taking and the learning of interpreting
Teachers mentioned that they had a hard time correcting students’ bad habits in

note-taking,

Students don’t know how to take notes at all ... They use large pieces of paper
and compare with each other to see who notes down the most. They’re proud of
themselves if they can note down everything ... They have no idea about paper
requirement or the use of symbols. They don’t know that notes should assist

(memory in interpreting).

Due to time constraints, I cannot correct every student’s notes ... It seems to be
difficult for the students to get what to note down or what the key information
should be. They usually note everything down. I told them many times (how to
take notes in the correct way) but it is useless ... They cannot take notes and
listen at the same time. So when I ask them to interpret without taking notes even

for ten minutes, they can do well. But they often fail when they start taking notes.

Multitasking skills and the learning of interpreting

Teachers also noted students’ deficiency in multitasking.

Students seem to understand (the source text) when listening, but they soon
forget. It is because they do not have the ability to handle different tasks at the

same time.

It seems that students cannot listen and take notes at the same time. They take
notes and fail to listen. Their ability to simultaneously handle different things

seems to be bad.
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6) Affective factors and the learning of interpreting
Motivation and attitude in the learning of interpreting
Teachers recognized that students who came to learn interpreting might not all

want to become interpreters.

Many students aim to enhance their language abilities by attending the course.
They do not really aim to become interpreters. They don’t have sufficient

competence for that aim (of becoming interpreters) at this stage.

Also, a teacher noted that students usually had different motivations in interpreting

classrooms, which more or less influenced their performance in learning the skill.

Those who aim to pass the regional interpreting certificate usually work harder,
for example, memorizing more words. Students who aim to gain the credit only
may not do extra exercise at all. They know that the teacher will give review
lessons and tell them the topic range of exams, so it’s enough to just digest what

the teacher says.

Nervousness and the learning of interpreting
Teachers noted that students tended to be nervous or afraid of making mistakes in
interpreting classes. They tried to create a supporting classroom environment for

students.

There are too many students in my class. So I often take the leading role in the
classroom. Sometimes I find that I speak too much. Then I ask students to
interpret one by one ... In interpreting, usually there is a time constraint. Many
students turned out to be wordless within those several seconds. They are

wordless, feeling nervous. When they start to speak, the time has already passed.

They are some students who are interested (in interpreting) but also get scared of

it ... So I tried to first reduce the fear of the students. This is simple. We tried
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something simple first. As you know, students’ language competence is not that
high. So we tried to lower the difficulty level first, to make them feel that

interpreting is not that difficult.

In interpreting classes, students dare not speak as they are afraid of making
mistakes. When we ask a student to interpret a sentence or even simply to read a
sentence out, they dare not speak, fearing that they might understand incorrectly
or they might fail to find the correct words. They refuse to speak. I often try to
encourage students to talk in this case. I will ask them to at least open their
mouth to say something, based on which, I offer relevant background
information to them. After comprehension, they try to give me the new
expression ... I encourage them all the time and find it is really very effective ...
Perhaps students of this cohort are more diligent. Another teacher also feels this
way. The classroom environment is much better. Whenever you ask something,

they will try to cooperate with you.

7) Class time and the learning of interpreting
Like students, teachers noted that class time is too little. They also agreed that

classroom training was useful for students.

(The lack of class time affects) particularly note-taking, which requires a lot of

practice.

There is too little time for students to practice in class ... Although there are not
many students in class — around 20 — sometimes I find that there is only time for

me to correct a few mistakes of them and at most practice one or two passages.

After learning (interpreting) in the course, at least students have the idea what
interpreting is. Students in my class can know more than those who have no
contact with interpreting at all. Or they pay more attention to problems in

interpreting. I think, after this period of training and practice, students know



210

relevant coping strategies when they fail to understand something (in the source
text) or fail to find the corresponding words. I think the course is important for
them. Of course, if there is more time, or if they can be trained more intensively,

their achievement related to interpreting can be higher.

4.3 Findings from the Corpus Analysis

The software Wordsmith 5.0 (Scott, 2008) was applied in the corpus-based analysis
of the students’ outputs. Students’ under-evaluated problems, i.e., “inaccurate
pronunciation” and “repetition and self-correction”, were coded and analyzed

specifically.

4.3.1 Basic Statistics

The learner database analyzed in this study included 77 participants’ consecutive
interpreting outputs of two Chinese source texts, lasting a total of 21,483 seconds, i.e.,
over 358 minutes (excluding the time of the source speeches). Table 4.36 displays the
basic statistics of the database. According to the table, the learner database consists of
20,846 running words, with a type/token ratio of 7.24%. The mean word length is 5.16
letters, while the mean length of sentences is 23.81 words (including repetitions and

fillers).

Table 4.36. Basic statistics of the learner database

Tokens | Types | Type/Token | Mean word length | Word Words/ SD
Ratio (in letters) length SD | sentences
20846 | 1319 | 7.24 5.16 3.73 23.81 19.92

Note: Tokens: running words in text; Types: distinct words; SD=Standard Deviation.

Table 4.37 provides a comparison of the basic statistics between the reference
target text and students’ interpreted texts. As can be seen from the table, students’
interpreted texts generally displayed a lower level of type/token ratio, with the exception

of four texts out of the 77 in total. Meanwhile, students’ mean word length on average
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was shorter than that in the reference target text, but the number of words in their

interpreted sentences on average was larger than that in the reference target text.

Table 4.37 Basic statistics of the reference target text and students’ interpreted texts

Tokens | Types | Type/Token | Mean word | Word Words/ SD
Ratio length (in length SD | sentences
letters)

Reference target 241 142 58.92 5.52 3.85 21.91 11.81
text

Students’ | Ave. | 239.66 | 113.96 | 48.52 5.19 3.76 25.89 19.30
interpreted | Min. | 77 55 34.05 4.67 2.99 12.10 7.10
texts Max. | 370 146 7143 6.12 5.02 51.20 49.02

Note: Tokens: running words in text; Types: distinct words; SD=Standard Deviation.

Table 4.38 and Table 4.39 show the top 20 frequently used words in the reference
target text and those in students’ interpreted texts respectively. A comparison of the two
tables suggests that students tended to use more content words in their interpreted
outputs than the reference target text. The pronouns “I” and “we”, with a frequency of
234 and 185 respectively, took up a combined 2.30% of students’ interpreted texts, but
did not appear in the top 20 frequently used words in the reference target text.
Meanwhile, frequently used function words such as “that”, “with” and “on” were
missing in the list of the top 20 words used by students. Of the content words used,
words such as “graduates”, “mainland” and “business” in the reference target text
tended to be underused by students in their interpreted texts, whereas words such as
“students” “Hong Kong” and “people” were overused by students in their interpreted

texts.
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Table 4.38. Top 20 frequently used words in the reference target text (in comparison

with those in students’ interpreted texts)

Reference target text

/2]

tudents’ interpreted texts

N Word Freq. | % (coverage) | N | Freq. (average) | % (coverage)
1 the 15 6.22 1 22 9.39
2 and 11 4.56 2 9 3.91
3 in 9 3.73 3 7 3.16
4 of 8 3.32 8 5 1.98
5 to 8 3.32 4 6 2.66
6 graduates [ 5 2.07 29 |1 0.63
7 that 5 2.07 25 |2 0.68
8 for 4 1.66 18 12 0.93
9 mainland 4 1.66 23 |2 0.75
10 | students 4 1.66 6 6 2.49
11 | with 4 1.66 30 |1 0.63
12 | are 3 1.24 13 |3 1.28
13 | been 3 1.24 469 | 0 0.02
14 |is 3 1.24 7 5 2.13
15 |on 3 '1.24 89 |1 0.22
16 | their 3 1.24 11 |3 1.31
17 la 2 0.83 37 |1 0.51
18 |as 2 0.83 33 |1 0.57
19 | business 2 0.83 119 | 0 0.15
20 | China 2 0.83 16 |3 1.07
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Table 4.39. Top 20 frequently used words in students’ interpreted texts (in comparison

with those in the reference target text)

Students’ interpreted texts Reference target text
N | Word Freq. Freq. % N Freq. | %
(average) | (total) | (coverage) (coverage)

1 the 22 1710 9.39 1 15 6.22
2 and 9 713 3.91 2 11 4.56
3 in 7 576 3.16 3 9 3.73
4 |to 6 484 2.66 5 8 3.32
5 from 6 463 2.54 24 |2 0.83
6 students 6 454 249 10 |4 1.66
7 is 5 388 2,13 14 |3 1.24
8 of 5 361 1.98 4 8 3.32
9 Hong-Kong | 4 308 1.69 26 |2 0.83
10 | people 4 283 1.55 30 |2 0.83
11 | their 3 238 1.31 16 |3 1.24
12 | about 3 237 1.30 N/A |0 0
13 |are 3 234 1.28 12 |3 1.24
14 |1 3 234 1.28 27 |2 0.83
15 | university 3 231 1.27 38 |2 0.83
16 | China 3 195 1.07 20 |2 0.83
17 | we 2 185 1.02 N/A O 0
18 | for 2 170 0.93 8 4 1.66
19 | Two- 2 145 0.80 37 |2 0.83

thousand-

and-eight
20 | Chinese 2 144 0.79 21 12 0.83

Table 4.40 displays the key words based on the comparison between the reference
target text and students’ interpreted texts. According to the table, words from 1 to 11
were key words used in students’ interpreted texts while the other four words, i.e., “to”,

“in”, “and” and “the” were used significantly more in the reference target text.
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Table 4.40 Key word comparison between the reference target text and students’

interpreted texts

N | Keyword | Freq. | % | Freq.inthe | % | Keyness* P

reference

target text
1 their 238 [ 1.31]3 1.24 1 2479.349365 | 0.0000000000
2 |are 234 | 128 |3 1.24 | 2413.621094 | 0.0000000000
3 for 170 1093 | 4 1.66 | 1601.850098 | 0.0000000000
4 | mainland | 137 10.75 | 4 1.66 | 1250.528809 | 0.0000000000
5 that 124 10.68 |5 2.07 | 1111.724609 | 0.0000000000
6 |of 361 1.98 | 8 -1 3.32 | 1046.696899 | 0.0000000000
7 | graduates | 115 [0.63 |5 2.07 | 1022.16333 0.0000000000
8 | with 114 (0.63 |4 1.66 | 1018.828003 | 0.0000000000
9 |is 388 1213 |3 1.24 | 822.6272583 | 0.0000000000
10 jon 40 02213 1.24 | 332.3216248 | 0.0000000000
11 | students 454 1249 |4 1.66 | 200.4923706 | 0.0000000000
12 |to 484 12.66 | 8 3.32 | -98.89854431 | 0.0000000000
13 |in 576 131619 3.73 | -876.0953369 | 0.0000000000
14 | and 713 1391 |11 4.56 | -1948.011963 | 0.0000000000
15 | the 1710 1939 | 15 6.22 | -8050.142578 | 0.0000000000

Note: * Dice coefficient, based on 553 and 16 types of 3 or greater frequency = 0.000.

4.3.2 Inaccurate Pronunciation

Inaccurate pronunciation in this study was analyzed at segmental level. Word-level

stress problems were also included in the analysis. Among the total 20,846 tokens in the

learner database, there were 631 occurrences of pronunciation problems, taking up a

proportion of 3.46%. Table 4.41 outlines a summary of the frequency and percentage of

different types of pronunciation problems in the learner database. As seen from the table,

students’ greatest problem in pronunciation was mispronunciation/substitution of

consonants, which was followed by mispronunciation/substitution of vowels, whereas

misplaced stress at word level did not take up a very large percentage, i.e., only 4.91%.
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Pronunciation problems Frequency | Percentage (%)
Segmental Consonant Substitution 252 39.94
problems problems Insertion 40 6.34
Omission 49 7.71
Sub-total 341 54.04
Vowel Substitution 202 32.01
problems Insertion 25 3.96
Omission 12 1.90
Sub-total 239 37.88
Both Substitution 3 0.48
Insertion 8 1.27
Omission 9 1.43
Sub-total 20 3.17
Sub-total 600 95.09
Word-level stress problems 31 4.91
Total 631 100

To investigate the patterns of individual pronunciation problems of mispronounced

consonants and mispronounced vowels, the software Wordsmith 5.0 was applied to

analyze the learner data. Table 4.42 shows the words most susceptible to

substituted/mispronounced consonants. A further examination of the coded database

suggest that the consonants of “I”, “th”, “r”” were usually mispronounced in these words.
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Table 4.42. Wordsmith collocation list of mispronunciation of consonants (sorted by L1

position)
N Word With | L1
1 level pcwil4
2 the pcw |10
3 these pcwl|9
4 low pcwi9
5 English pcw|7
6 this pecwl7
7 university pecwi7
8 China pcwl|b
9 lower pcwi|b
10 | their pcwi5
11 | from pcwl|5
12 | earthquake pecwl5

Note: L1 frequency >=5.

Likewise, Table 4.43 displays the words that most often occurred with vowel

mispronunciations in the learner database. Learners tended to have difficulty in

differentiating the pronunciation of “u{/ju/)” and “u(/jou/)”, “i(/ai/)” and “i(/i/)”, “e(/i:/)”

and “e(/ei/)”, “o(/o:/)” and “o(/a:/)”, “o(/o/)” and “o(/u/)” in these words.
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Table 4.43. Wordsmith collocation list of mispronunciation of vowels (sorted by L1

position)

N Word With | L1
1 graduates pvwl!l19
2 Crisis pvw|l7
3 graduate pv.w|10
4 the pvwl|9
5 we pvwi|9
6 absorbed pvw|o6
7 Hong-Kong ‘ pvw|S5
8 recent pvw]|S5

Note: L1 frequency >=5.

4.3.3 Repetition and Self-Correction
This section includes findings regarding repetition and truncated segments in
learners’ interpreting texts, a combination of which occurred in 19.91% of the total

20,846 running words in the database.

4.3.3.1 Repetition
1) The pattern of repetition

Repeated words, with a total number of 3,067, took up a percentage of 14.71% of
the overall tokens of the learner database. Learners repeated a word from one to seven
times in a string. Figure 4.8 displays the percentages of words repeatéd once (<rl>),
those repeated twice (<r2>), three times (<r3>), four times (<r4>), etc. As shown in the
figure, about four fifths of the repeated words occurred once only, and 14.77% of the
repetitions were continued for a second time. There were two extreme cases where
students repeated a word up to seven times, taking up a percentage of 0.07% of the

tokens in the database.
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Figure 4.8. Repeated words by time of repetition in the learner database
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There were a total of 1,831 occurrences of self-repetitions, including repeated
words and word strings. As shown in Figure 4.9, over three quarters of the repetitions
led to successful confirmation or correction of expressions, whereas nearly one quarter

of the repetitions remained unsuccessful.

Figure 4.9. Features of repetitions in the learner database
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Figure 4.10 illustrates the distribution of types of repetitions. According to the
figure, 63.08% of the repetitions occurred at the lexical level, 35.45% at the syntactical
level and 1.47% at the phonological level.

Figure 4.10. Types of repetitions in the learner database
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Figure 4.11 displays the distribution of possible causes of repetitions. As seen from
the table, almost a half of the repetitions were caused by the intention of articulation,
and approximately a quarter of them by lexical shift. Close to one fifth of the repetitions
were accountable by the intention to gain time for articulation, leaving the rest of 8.90%

of the repetitions caused by syntactical shift.
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Figure 4.11. Possible causes of repetitions in the learner database

2) The collocations of repetition

Table 4.44 lists the top 20 most frequent collocations with repetitions. The table
shows that most of the words with high frequency of collocation with repetitions were
function words and sentence fillers such as “en” and “er”. The high frequent co-
occurring content words with repetitions were all nouns, including “students”, “Hong-
Kong”, “people” and “university” in the table. Specifically, the word most frequently
associated with repetitions was the article “the”, also with the highest frequency of
occurrence at the position of L1 (first word on the left) of a repeated word. Fillers such
as “en” and “er” often occurred at the position of L2 (second word on the left) of the
repeated words. As far as the top 20 co-occurring words were concerned, function words
tended to occur more often on the left of a repeated word and content words more often

on the right.
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N | Word Total | Total | Total | L5 | L4 | L3 I2 |L1 |R1 | R2 {R3 R4 | RS
left right

1 the 1572 | 882 690 136 | 162 | 166 | 164 | 254 | 134 | 155 | 146 | 126 | 129
2 en 1146 | 567 579 119 | 124 | 158 [ 166 | O 119 | 117 | 102 | 128 | 113
3 er 669 355 314 68 |81 |95 11110 70 [ 63 | 54 62 | 65
4 and 554 279 275 61 58 | 58 53 |49 |37 |62 |59 55 |62
5 in 473 267 206 45 |48 | 44 69 |61 |29 |51 |45 42 139
6 from 464 237 227 36 |42 | 47 49 163 134 152 |41 48 | 52
7 is 450 269 181 43 |54 |46 58 |68 |31 |44 |48 26 |32
8 to 416 240 176 45 {37 | 42 48 | 68 |26 |38 |35 42 | 35
9 students 407 160 247 43 136 |39 13 [29 [ 56 |48 |55 48 | 40
10 | of 356 164 192 30 129 |32 35 |38 |23 |53 |35 45 |36
11 | their 297 194 103 30 (27 |31 45 161 19 118 |24 22 |20
12 | Hong-Kong | 210 111 99 34 117 |19 15 126 |21 15 123 23 117
13 | are 198 122 76 16 |21 |23 27 {35 {16 |14 |21 10 | 15
14 11 176 122 54 21 122 |16 36 127 |11 21 }7 7 8
15 | people 173 84 89 23 16 |21 9 15 (20 |16 |16 21 | 16
16 | university 158 74 84 21 22 |12 5 14 |17 |18 |20 16 |13
17 | we 150 105 45 22 14 |22 27 120 |6 10 {8 12 19
18 | than 148 55 93 10 |10 | 4 17 {14 110 {27 |15 18 |23
19 | it 148 105 43 21 17 | 16 36 |15 110 |13 |9 7 4
20 | about 146 81 65 18 19 | 14 14 116 |13 15 |9 18 | 10

4.3.3.2 Truncated Segments

1) The patterns of truncated segments

Truncated segments occurred in 1,084 tokens in the learner database, taking up a

percentage of 5.20%. As displayed in Figure 4.12, truncated segments were repeated

from one to four times in learners’ interpreting outputs. The greatest majority (86.72%)

of the truncated segments was uttered once only, but there were four cases (0.55%)

where the truncated segments were repeated up to four times.
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Figure 4.12. Truncated segments by time of repetition in the learner database
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According to Figure 4.13, among the 1,080 occurrences of truncated segments,
nearly three quarters of its total occurrence were completed, while a little more than a

quarter of them remained uncompleted.

Figure 4.13. Features of truncated segments in the learner database
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Figure 4.14 shows the types of truncated segments in the learner database. As
outlined in the figure, 40.65% of the truncated segments occurred at the phonological
level, 30.19% at the syntactical level and 29.17% at the lexical level.

Figure 4.14. Types of truncated segments in the learner database

Figure 4.15 shows the distribution of possible causes of truncated segments in
learners’ interpreting outputs. More than half of the truncated segments were caused by
the intention of articulation, while about one third of them by that of lexical shift.

Stalling and syntactical shift were the third and fourth causes, taking up 8.70% and 6.20%

respectively.
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Figure 4.15. Possible causes of truncated segments in the learner database

2) The collocations of truncated segments

Table 4.45 provides a list of the top 20 co-occurring words with truncated segments.
Similar to repetitions, words most frequently surrounding truncated segments were
overwhelmingly function words. Content words co-occurring with truncated segments
included nouns such as “students”, “Hong-Kong”, “university”, “people” and “China”,
as well as the numeral “twenty-thousand” and the adjective “Chinese”. The most
frequently co-occurring word with truncated segments was the article “the”, happening
most often at the position of L2. Fillers of “en” and “er” were the second and third most
frequent collocations, most often occupying the position of L1 and R1. With a few
exceptions such as “in”, “about” and “we”, most of the words in the list occurred more

often at the right of the truncated segments.
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segments
N | Word Total | Total | Total | L5 (L4 |L3 [L2 |L1 |R1 |R2 | R3 | R4 | RS
left right
1 | the 835 442 393 100 |95 186 | 147 |14 {77 |66 |79 | 80 |91
2 |en 792 399 393 91 {8 110 {11310 104 | 54 [ 79 | 87 | 69
3 ler 417 177 240 46 |38 |30 |63 |0 82 |28 |43 |39 |48
4 |and 292 133 159 24 34 |35 139 |1 24 )27 140 |41 |27
5 {in 261 142 119 27 120 |32 (40 |23 (21 |23 |25 |22 {28
6 | students | 236 76 160 25 126 |15 (10 |0 17 147 (41 129 |26
7 | from 203 101 102 16 |30 |31 (24 |0 |7 25 |27 |25 | 18
8 | of 194 86 108 23 |12 128 (22 |1 14 24 |28 |22 |20
9 |is 175 62 113 10 |15 124 112 |1 16 |28 [20 24 |25
10 | Hong- 171 59 112 9 17 113 120 |0 31 {24 |20 {18 |19
Kong
11 | to 166 80 86 17 119 113 26 |5 11 |16 |20 {19 |20
12 | university | 126 53 73 11 16 |17 |8 1 6 29 {13 114 |11
13 | are 116 49 67 9 10 {14 116 |0 12 (13 {19 (8 15
14 | their 114 55 59 14 |5 12 {24 |0 19 |12 |7 10 | 11
15 | people 114 42 72 12 11 |7 11 1 6 18 {19 |12 |17
16 | about 86 61 25 13 |14 |20 {14 |0 |3 3 5 6 8
17 | twenty- 80 22 58 8 3 2 9 0 18 120 |8 6 6
thousand

18 | Chinese 74 30 44 7 7 17 Y 0 12 19 11 |5 7
19 | China 73 31 42 6 & 16 I jo 17 5 10 112 |8
20 | we 73 39 34 10 |11 |8 8 2 14 16 5 5 4

4.4 Summary

This chapter provides findings regarding learners’ perceived problems and the

evaluation of their actual problems. The interplay between learner’s problem

perceptions and learner variables in interpreting learning was investigated and their

impact on learners’ interpreting learning achievement was also examined. Findings of

the corpus-based analysis of problems under-evaluated by learners were reported at the

end of the chapter. The implications of these findings will be discussed in detail in

Chapter 5.
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Chapter 5 Discussion and Conclusions

This study aimed at examining the learning of interpreting from a problem analysis
perspective. Students’ problems in interpreting were investigated from the perspective
of their own perceptions in comparison with the teacher’s evaluation (conducted by the
researcher in this case) and the corpus-based analysis of their actual interpreting
performance. The interaction between students’ problem perceptions and individual
learner variables was explored. The contributing factors to students’ interpreting
achievement were also studied. A combination of data collection methods including
questionnaires, interviews and elicitation tests was applied in the study. Both
quantitative and qualitative approaches were employed in analyzing the research data.

This chapter will first summarize the findings of the study. The implications of the
findings will be discussed subsequently. Limitations of the study will then be presented,
followed by suggestions for future studies. The study’s conclusions will be provided at

the end of the chapter.

5.1 Discussion of Findings
5.1.1 Learners’ Problems in Interpreting

The first research question was how students perceive their problems in
interpreting, including their perceived occurrence of problems, their worry about their
problems and their consideration of these problems’ fatalness.

The quantitative findings of the questionnaire data indicated that the students most
often perceived delivery-level problems in their interpreting performance, but they
worried most about problems concerning the rendition of meaning in interpreting, which
they also regarded to be the most fatal when assessing their interpreting performance. As
to specific problems, students perceived “disfluency” as occurring most often in their
interpreting performance, which was followed by “omission of information” and then
“failure to produce corresponding words”. Students, however, worried most about the
problem of “omission of information”, with “failure to produce corresponding words”
and “disfluency” their second and third worries. The top three fatal problems as

indicated by the students all belonged to the content level, including “incomprehensible



227

rendition”, “omission of information” and “incorrect rendition of numbers and proper
names”. The problem of “failure to produce corresponding words” and that of
“disfluency” were regarded by the students to be the most fatal at the language and
presentation level, respectively.

The qualitative findings from the students’ focus group interviews echoed the
quantitative findings. The students regarded the rendition of information as the first
priority in interpreting. In particular, the students regarded the problems of
mistranslation, omission and addition as unacceptable in interpreting. Problems in
rendering difficult words and numbers as well as those in coherence, apart from being
possible triggers for mistranslation and omission, were also regarded as influential
factors when judging interpreting performance. In addition to the rendition of
information content, the students believed that advanced language quality is essential to
a good interpreting performance. The ideal quality of language in interpreting was stated
to be “native-like” or “clear, easy to understand and succinct”. Language problems were
often addressed in relation to the rendition of meaning. For example, the students
mentioned the influence of inaccurate pronunciation on the comprehensibility of their
interpreting outputs. They also stated the difficulty in using appropriate words in the
target language during interpreting. Finally, the students considered delivery factors,
especially fluency, to be related to interpreters’ norm of invisibility. The students stated
that the habitual use of fillers in the Chinese language could be a possible cause for their
disflueny in interpreting into English. Students also noted that the tone of interpreting
was influential in assessing interpreters’ performance.

The results gained from the analysis of the teacher questionnaires and individual
teacher interviews, provided as supplementary data in the study, indicated that learners’
perceptions of problems were generally consistent with those of teachers, especially at
the content level. However, there were some slight differences between learners’ and
teachers’ perceptions of some speciﬁé problems in students’ interpreting performance.
As far as the questionnaire data were concerned, all of the teacher participants agreed
that students most often encountered word-level language and content problems in
interpreting, i.e., “failure to produce corresponding words” and “incorrect rendition of

words”, while three out of the four teachers considered the problems of “omission of
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information” and “disfluency” to be constant in students’ interpreting performance.
Moreover, all four teachers agreed that “omission of information” was the most fatal
problem in interpreting, while three teachers regarded “incomprehensible rendition” to
be a fatal problem.

Findings from the individual teacher interviews indicated that, similar to the
students, the teachers attached great importance to the rendition of content information
in interpreting. Incomprehensibility in interpreting, along with mistranslation and
omission, were regarded as intolerable problems in the assessment of students’
interpreting performance. In addition, coherence was considered to be a contribution to a
good interpreting performance. With the recognition of the students’ language
deficiencies, the teachers noted the impact of language failures on the successful
rendition of meaning in the students’ interpreting. In particular, the teachers commented
on the possible impact on comprehensibility of students’ inaccurate pronunciation or
failure to produce corresponding words. Further, although the teachers demonstrated
tolerance towards the students’ delivery problems at the beginning stage, they noted that
these problems would not be acceptable when students reach a more advanced level of
training. ’

In sum, the findings of the current study suggest that interpreting learners, while
perceived most often delivery problems, applied meaning-oriented criteria in their
assessment of problems in interpreting performance.

The meaning orientation in learners’ problem assessment echoed the findings in
Pan and Yan (2012) and Yan et al. (2010), in which “incomprehensible rendition” was
also found to be the most fatal by interpreting students in both mainland China and
Hong Kong. While Lorscher (1992) indicated that the translation of language learners,
compared to professional translators, tended to be primarily “sign-oriented” instead of
being “sense-oriented”(p. 155), studies such as Yan et al. (2010), Pan and Yan (2012)
and this one have found that interpreting students, also language learners at the same
time, were sense-oriented when judging their performance in interpreting. The
importance attached to the rendition of sense or content information in this study is in
line with previous findings on quality assessment in interpreting. According to those

findings, sense consistency between the source text and the target text was usually
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ranked as the most significant parameter in assessing professional interpreting
performance by both users and interpreters (e.g. Biihler, 1986; Kurz, 1989a, 1993, 1994,
2001; Marrone, 1993; Kopczynski, 1994a, 1994b; Moser, 1995; Chiaro & Nocella, 2004;
Pochhacker, 2005; Zwischenberger, 2010; Zwischenberger & Podchhacker, 2010).
Interestingly, the differentiation of problem criteria according to the setting of the
interpreting, as mentioned by the learners in this study, was similar to that stated by
professional interpreters in Zwischenberger and Pdchhacker (2010). Moreover, the
apparent sense-orientation in students’ self-assessment reflected the success of
interpreting training in raising awareness, as fidelity to the source text is often weighted
most heavily in classroom assessment schemes (e.g. C. Yang, 2005; Cai, 2007; Kim,
2009) and accreditation tests (e.g. Harris, 1975; AIIC, 2004b; Y. Qi, 2008; California
Certified, 2010; GIIT, 2011).

Of the specific content problems assessed by students, the heaviest loadings on
fatalness in interpreting were for incomprehensibility and the omission of information.
Students’ emphasis on accuracy and completeness of information was similar to
findings in previous studies on interpreting quality. In Kopczynski (1994a), for example,
the “rendition of detailed content” was regarded by conference participants as the most
important factor (p. 93). Chario and Nocella (2004) found that conference interpreters
perceived “consistency with original” and “completeness of information™ as the top two
most important linguistic criteria when judging interpreting quality (p. 287), which also
held true in the current study concerning students’ perceptions.

In fact, students’ perceptions of these two most fatal problems in the current study
reflect the most fundamental features of the activity of interpreting, i.e., “to
communicate the speaker’s meaning as accurately, faithfully, and completely as possible”
(AIIC, 2004b, 4.1 Professional ethics, para. 9). That is to say, the task of interpreting
belongs to a type of communication, and therefore the comprehensibility of the message
becomes the interpreters’ highest priority. However, the communication activity of
interpreting should be based on the information provided by the source language speaker,
and it is the interpreters’ expertise that ensures the completeness of the information
rendered into the target language. Pedagogically speaking, the understanding of these

fundamentals from the beginning of training is not only favorable to students’ self-
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monitoring in interpreting learning but also helpful for students to efficiently move into
the community of interpreting practice at a more advanced stage.

In addition to content consistency, the students also attached great importance to
the parameters including the order of information and coherence in their assessment of
interpreting problems. This result reinforces the findings in Kurz (2001), i.e., both
interpreters and conference delegates considered “logical cohesion” to be the second
significant criterion in assessing interpreting quality, following the parameter of “sense
consistency” (p. 406) (also see Biihler, 1986; Kurz, 1989a, 1993, 1994, 2001; Moser,
1995; Chiaro & Nocella, 2004; Péchhacker, 2005). Such a finding also indicates that it
is important to cultivate text analysis skills of interpreting students, an area that has been
under-represented in many interpreting courses in the past (see Clifford, 2001; M. Kim,
2009; Peng, 2009). Students, when equipped with advanced text anlaysis skills and with
familiarity with the text patterns of different genres, may not only be more efficient in
understanding the source text (see Gile, 2009) but also more effective in producing
coherent and logical renditions according to the requirements of cerntain genres and thus
better achieve the communication purpose of interpreting. Moreover, as students in the
study mentioned having great difficulty in mastering appropriate note-taking skills, the
incorporation of textual analysis exercises in interpreting training may help learners
identify the underlying discourse link when listening to the source text.

The fact that the students in this study paid special attention to the rendition of
specific words such as numbers and proper nouns was consistent with many previous
studies in which the precision in terminology was strengthened, a parameter in quality
usually placed alongside logicalness and cohesion (see Biihler, 1986; Kurz, 1989a, 1993,
1994, 2001; Chiaro & Nocella, 2004; cf. Kopczynski, 1994a, p. 93, in which
“terminological precision”, following “rendition of detailed content”, was ranked as the
second parameter in the quality assessment by conference participants). Students’
awareness of the importance of the accurate rendition of numbers and proper names also
helps to justify the scoring weight placed on this parameter in the accreditation tests
such as CILISAT (see J. Lee, 2009). Therefore, it is worthwhile for both interpreting
teachers and students to place special emphasis on number training and terminology

memorization exercises.
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In students’ criteria for problems in interpreting, delivery problems were regarded
as secondary to meaning-related problems, and language problems were considered the
least fatal. Such a distribution was the same as the interpreting classroom evaluation
scheme put forward in C. Yang (2005: 237-238), in which fidelity weighted 50%,
delivery 30% and language 20%. The problematic but secondary role of delivery
problems, especially the problem of disfluency, not only accorded with previous
findings on the importance of delivery as a parameter in perceptions of interpreting
quality by interpreters and interpreting uses (e.g. Biihler, 1986; Kurz, 1989a, 1993, 1994,
2001; Chiaro & Nocella, 2004; Zwischenberger & Pochhacker, 2010) but also
confirmed the significance of recent investigations regarding this particular parameter
(e.g. Mead, 2000; Tissi, 2000, Petite, 2005; Pradas Macias, 2006; Rennert, 2010).

Of students’ reported interpreting problems, delivery problems superceded meaning
and language problems. The problem of fluency was listed with the highest frequency in
students’ interpreting performance. This finding differs from the results in Pan and Yan
(2012) and Yan et al. (2010). Disfluency, although ranked second (following the
language problem of “failure to produce corresponding words™) in Pan and Yan (2012)
and third in Yan et al. (2010) (following “omission of information” and “failure to
produce corresponding words), was considered to be the greatest problem at the delivery
level in both studies. The high frequency of reported delivery problems in this study
shows deviation from previous studies on students’ self-evaluations in interpreting,
where presentation problems, compared to problems in the rendition of meaning, were
seldom addressed (cf. Bartlomiejczyk, 2007). This result, however, is not difficult to
interpret. The qualitative findings of the current study suggest that learners’ disfluency
was usually caused by their lack of relevant terminology in the target language or
nervousness in performing the task of interpreting, and it could also result in the
problem of incoherence at the meaning level. Given the fact that problems at the three
levels were interrelated, the reported high frequency of disfluency in this study should
not be treated in isolation. Rather, it should be viewed in the dynamic interaction with
problems at other levels and under the influence of relevant learner variables (cf.
delivery deteriorations caused by problems in processing capacity in Gile, 1995a, 2009).

In addition, the prevalence of disfluency problems accorded with findings in Ficchi
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(1999), in which analysis of students’ performance over six months indicated that
pauses remained the greatest problem in their consecutive interpreting. Further, as noted
in Bartlomiejczyk (2007), problems at the delivery level, if identified by the learners
themselves, may be more easily translated into performance enhancement than problems
identified at the meaning or language levels. Therefore, the findings concerning the
prevalence of delivery problems reported by students in the current study suggest that
the students have great potential to enhance their subsequent performance. These
findings also indicate that presentation or speaking drills that help to enhance students’
fluency either in monolanguage speaking (both A and B language) or in interpreting
should be included in interpreting training programs at the tertiary level.

Apart from disfluency, students in this study also reported a high frequency of the
omission of information in their interpreting performance in this study. Qualitative
findings from the student interviews indicated the possible causes for omission,
including difficulties encountered in source text comprehension, which were mostly
triggered by a failure to produce corresponding words (cf. content deteriorations caused
by problems in processing capacity in Gile, 1995a, 2009). These findings might suggest
new perspectives on studies of the strategic use of omission by professional interpreters
(e.g. Napier, 2004; Pym, 2008; Y. Wang, 2008) and studies on sinipliﬁcation, one of the
translation universals (see Baker, 1993; House, 2008). It seems that students, while
knowing that the accurate and complete rendition of content information is the top
priority in interpreting, were forced to apply the expedient measure of omission due to
their deficiency either in language comprehension or production. This result indicates
that in interpreting teaching at the tertiary level, it is important both to help students
enhance their language competence and to teach students relevant comprehension,
preventive and reformulation tactics (see Gile, 2009). Relevant training on inference and
anticipation informed by discourse studies may be another possible pedagogical measure
(see Chernov, 2004).

Finally, the problem of “failure to produce corresponding words”, which was also a
frequently occurring problem found in Pan and Yan (2012) and Yan et al. (2010), was
reported to be the greatest problem at the language level by students in this study.

According to the qualitative findings of the interview data, this problem was found to be
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the trigger for content and delivery deteriorations of students’ interpreting performance
(cf. Gile, 1995a, 2009). The restraints of this word-level language problem reported by
students provided some evidence that students’ interpreting output was form-oriented at
this stage (see Lorscher, 1992). In addition, the difficulty in producing corresponding
words was found to be related to students’ lack of vocabulary, especially in English. As
stated in Pan and Yan (2012), students’ deficiency in vocabulary was their greatest
concern in interpreting and was regarded as the cause for many problems in their
interpreting performance. Previous studies have noted the necessity of addressing the
language needs of interpreting learners (e.g. Shaw et al., 2004; Pan & Yan, 2012). The
current study offered added evidence of interpreting learners’ language deficiency at the
tertiary level. Thus, it seems necessary to provide interpreting-related language
enhancement resources and facilities such as self-study centers and materials for college
interpreting students to help them make a smooth and successful transition from
language learners to interpreting learners (see Shaw et al,, 2004). The relationship
between language competence and the learning of interpreting will be discussed in more

detail in the interpretation of the findings regarding the second research question.

5.1.2 Learner Variables and Problem Perceptions

In response to the second research question, the interrelationship between learner
variables (i.e., socio-biographic variables, language learning variables and interpreting
learning variables) and problem perceptions was explored. Findings regarding this

research question are summarized in Figure 5.1.
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Figure 5.1. Summary of findings regarding the relationship between learner variables

and problem perceptions

Gender

Socio-biograﬁ;lic variables

L

[ Family
i background

i
5
z

Dialect

Interpreting
learning variable

Short-term
memory

Note: The bidirectional arrows represent the correlational relationships identified.
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5.1.2.1 Socio-biographic Variables and Problem Perceptions

Socio-biographic variables investigated in this study included gender, dialect and
family background. Although no significant difference was found between male and
female students in their problem perceptions, female students were discovered to score
significantly higher than male students in interpreting. The non-comparableness of male
and female students on their problem perceptions could be contributed to the large
statistical difference between these two groups in proportion (295 females vs. 22 males
in this study) that is representative of the profession’s feminization trend, a finding that
accords with previous studies (e.g. Kurz, 1989b, 1996b; Schweda Nicholson, 2005; Yan
et al., 2010; Pan & Yan, 2012). In addition to the unequal distribution between males
and females in the profession, the female-domination in interpreting classrooms is also
worth noting (see Kurz, 1996b; Schweda Nicholson, 2005; Yan et al., 2010; Pan & Yan,
2012). The result that female students outperformed male students in interpreting,
consistent with that of Yan et al. (2010) for interpreting students in Hong Kong, further
confirms findings from previous studies regarding gender differences in learning
interpreting (e.g. Kurz, 1989b, Yan et al., 2010; Pan & Yan, 2012), a catalyst for the
feminization of the profession.

The review by Kurz (1989b) notes that on the one hand, females were usually
better than males in language communication; on the other hand, the perceptions of their
social role, i.e., as the carrier of their language, differed greatly. Previous studies have
indicated the superiority of female students in learning English or Putonghua (e.g. Yan,
1998; Yan & Detaramani, 2008). Pan and Yan (2012), although did not examine
differences in interpreting achievement by gender, found that male students encountered
more language problems and showed greater concern regarding delivery problems than
female students. Echoing the second point raised in Kurz (1989b), the qualitative
findings from student interviews in the current study indicate that male and female
students might differ in their way of thinking, which might indirectly influence their

- performance in interpreting. As stated in Schweda Nicholson (2005) and Yan et al.
(2010), there may be complicated reasons underlying the unbalanced gender distribution
in the profession and classrooms of interpreting. The current study, nevertheless,

provided added empirical evidence that male and female students differed in their
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learning of interpreting, the causes for and impact of which warrant further exploration.
At this stage, it is worth mentioning that certain gender differences in language
communication and interpreting learning are noteworthy and may be utilized in the
design of relevant classroom activities.

A quantitative analysis of the questionnaire data in the current study indicated that
students whose first language is Putonghua reported significantly fewer problems in the
rendition of numbers and proper names or in the completeness of information than those
whose first language is a dialect. They also worried less about the problem of cohesion.
The smaller number of problems reported or worried about by students with Putonghua
as a first language may be attributed to the fact that they had a better understanding of
the source language if it was Putonghua. In addition, qualitative findings from the
interviews indicated that the speaking of a dialect could influence students’
pronunciation in their interpreting output. Apart from the negative role played by dialect
in interpreting, qualitative findings from the teacher interviews indicated that students
with a dialect as their first language may have better language transfer ability. Although
the problem of pronunciation was regarded as marginal in previous studies (e.g. Biihler,
1986; Kurz, 1989a, 1993, 1994, 2001; Chiaro & Nocella, 2004), it seems that the
particular influence of dialect speaking in Putonghua-English interpreting merits further
analysis.

Despite the use of Putonghua as the standard language in China, a large population
of the country was raised in a dialect-speaking environment (in this study, for example,
202, i.e., 63.1% of the student participants reported that their first language is a dialect
rather than Putonghua). The differences between various dialects and Putonghua may be
comparable to those between different languages (see Kurpaska, 2010). Therefore, in
interpreter training in China, it should not be assumed that learners will not experience
any difficulty in understanding and pronouncing Putonghua, presumably their A
language. Pronunciation drills in both the A language and the B language should be
provided. However, the speaking of another dialect or dialects may be built upon in the
training of language-transfer skills, the core of translation and interpreting competence
(see the minimalist approach proposed in Pym, 2003). Learners can be asked to interpret

between Putonghua and their dialects prior to the interpretation between English and
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Putonghua in a classroom exercise. This exercise might help the students understand the
fundamentals of interpreting, i.e., the content should be the horse and the form is the cart,
and also provide a learning experience with laddered difficulty levels. Moreover,
interpreting between a dialect and Putonghua or even between different dialects is a
viable profession for students when they graduate (cf. interpreting between Putonghua
and Cantonese in Hong Kong). Therefore, relevant trainings in this aspect might
enhance students’ employment profile and possibilities.

Apart from gender and dialect, this study suggests that family background may
exert a latent influence on students’ learning of interpreting, but it does not play a
dominant role. Students whose fathers worked in different fields reported distinct levels
of problems concerning the completeness of information, and they ranked the
seriousness of the problem of information order differently. Furthermore, the parents’
English levels were found to be negatively correlated with students’ reported occurrence
and concern about many language- and content-level problems in interpreting (cf. Yan
et al., 2010; Pan & Yan, 2012). According to the students, the parents had an impact on
their knowledge exposure, their learning conditions and even their character formation.
However, as noted by the teachers, the influence of students’ family background on their
learning of interpreting was latent rather than apparent. As far as the qualitative findings
were concerned, apart from their working areas and English competence, the parents’
attitudes towards the students’ education could be another function in students’ learning
of interpreting.

Family background is a complicated matter that belongs to the area of
Socioeconomic Status (SES). According to the American Psychological Association
(APA) (2007), SES primarily consists of three dimensions, i.e., education, income and
occupation. Socioeconomic factors are regarded as “fundamental determinants of human
functioning across the life span, including development, well-being, and physical and
mental health” and they are “all primary concerns for psychological research, practice,
education, policy, and advocacy” (ibid, p. 1). Research on SES has confirmed the link
between students’ low SES family background and slow academic achievement; it has
also provided evidence for the need of favorable education policies and funding in low

SES areas (ibid). Likewise, the current study’s findings suggest that family background
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may influence students’ learning of interpreting as far as educational resources and
conditions are concerned. Therefore, it is necessary for policy-makers to take the
regional socioeconomic background into consideration when designing interpreter
training programs.

In sum, the findings of the current study suggest that socio-biographic variables
such as gender, dialect and family background form part of students’ learning
mechanism in interpreting classrooms. Although these factors were not decisive in
students’ learning achievement, the latent influence exerted by them should be noted by
both program designers and classroom teachers. A thorough examination and evaluation
of these factors may help policy-makers in designing interpreting programs suitable to
regional demand and produce greater economic returns at the macro-level while being
useful to teachers in developing efficient teaching strategies in interpreting classrooms

at the micro-level.

5.1.2.2 Language Learning Variables and Problem Perceptions

Students’ language competence (perceived and actual) and their contact with and
use of the language outside of class were examined in relation to their problem
perceptions. Students’ language competence was found to be related to the learning of
interpreting in previous studies (see B. Wang, 2007; Malkiel, 2008; Yan et al., 2010;
Pan & Yan, 2012). In the current study, students’ language competence, both perceived
and actual, was found to be inversely related to most of their perceived problems in
interpreting.

First, students’ language scores were found to be negatively correlated with many
of their reported problems, worries and assessment of the fatalness of certain problems.
In particular, students’ English score on the CNCEE was found to be negatively related
to many linguistic and content problems in interpreting as well as the problem of fluency.
The CNCEE, a national examination, best reflects students’ competence and aptitudes in
related subjects upon their entrance to college (cf. Yan et al., 2010; Pan & Yan, 2012).
Therefore, the students’ English score on the examination may best reflect their
comprehensive English competence at the time of their entrance to college, which is

relevant to their later interpreting training. In addition to the CNCEE English score,



239

students’ most recent grades in the course of Intensive and Extensive English Reading
were found to be significantly correlated with their perceived grammar problems, their
most recent grade in English Speaking correlated primarily with perceived problems of
pronunciation and their most recent grade in English Listening correlated with perceived
problems in the rendition of content information. These findings enriched the positive
correlation found in Malkiel (2008) between achievement scores in the second language
and interpreting.

Second, students’ perceived English ability in general was found to be negatively
correlated with their reported problems in all categories as well as their concerns about
these problems. Their perceived English abilities in aspects of listening, speaking,
reading, writing, pronunciation, vocabulary and grammar were found to be inversely
related to most of their perceived problems and concerns in interpreting. Moreover,
students’ perceived English abilities in different aspects were found to be associated
with their consideration of fatalness concerning problems of interpreting in
corresponding aspects. Qualitative findings from the interview data provided ample
evidence concerning the importance of good listening and speaking skills in addition to
reading widely and accumulating a large vocabulary in the learning of interpreting (cf.
Taylor, 1993). These findings confirmed the negative relationship between students’
self-perceived English ability and perceived problems in Pan and Yan (2012) and the
positive correlation found between students’ self-perceived English ability and
interpreting scores in Yan et al. (2010). In addition, this study’s findings provided more
dimensions for understanding the interplay between self-perceived language abilities
and the learning of interpreting by including the correlational analysis between English
language ability in specific aspects and students’ problem perceptions. Moreover, the
current study indicated that learners’ self-perceived language ability, compared to their
real language scores, may be more helpful in studies concerning learning-related matters
(see Yan & Horwitz, 2008; Yan et al., 2010).

Third, students’ self-perceived Chinese abilities were found to be negatively
associated with a number of problem perceptions at different levels in interpreting,
especially inaccurate pronunciation at the linguistic level, comprehensibility and order

of information at the content level and the naturalness of tone at the delivery level.
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Qualitative findings from the interview data confirmed the relationship between Chinese
language competence and the learning of interpreting. These results were in line with the
correlation found between students’ achievement score in their first language and their
scores in their translation and interpreting courses (see Campbell, 1998; Waddington,
2001; Malkiel, 2008). These findings also suggested additional dimensions for the
understanding of the relationship between first language ability and the learning of
interpreting (cf. Yan et al., 2010; Pan & Yan, 2012).

Furthermore, students in the study seem to confuse language learning with the
learning of interpreting. A majority of the students (47.3%) of the students attended the
interpreting course with the purpose of enhancing their English proficiency. Such
confusion was also found in Pan and Yan (2012). This confusion reflects the importance
of language competence as one subcomponent of interpreting competence (cf. Longley,
1989; Brisau et al. 1994; B. Wang, 2007; Gile, 2009), whereas it also suggests the need
to address students’ language needs in the learning of interpreting (see Shaw et al., 2004;
Bao, 2008; Pan & Yan, 2012).

Apart from language competence, students’ habits related to language learning
were also found to be related to their problem perceptions at different levels. Their
contact with native English speakers was found to be negatively associated with their
reported problems of incomplete sentences, information omission, misplaced order, lack
of cohesion and fluency. This contact was also found to relate to students’ judgment of
the fatalness of incorrect rendition of numbers and proper names. Students’ after-class
practice of their second language (i.e., English), but not their first language, was found
to be negatively related to their perceived problems in grammar, sentence completion,
completeness of information, comprehensibility in rendition, order and cohesion in
interpreting. In addition, it was fouﬁd to be associated with the students’ assessment of
the fatalness of these problems. While in Yan et al. (2010), students’ habitual use of and
contact with the second language was found to be associated with their self-perceived
language abilities and therefore indirectly influenced their interpreting achievement, the
current study provides evidence that a direct link exists between learners’ habitual use of

and contact with the English language and their learning of interpreting.
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In sum, students’ language competence and language use were found in this study
to be closely related to their problem perceptions in learning interpreting. These findings
highlight the importance of a strong language foundation (for both the A and B
languages) in interpreter training. The study also provides empirical evidence that the
habitual use of language (especially students’ B language) in daily communication may
be a useful exercise for interpreting students. Many interpreting programs require and
offer opportunities for students to stay for a period of time in a country that speaks their
B language. This study’s findings indicate that this measure is useful in interpreter
training only when the frequency of the B language use and contact reaches a sufficient

level.

5.1.2.3 Interpreting Learning Variables and Problem Perceptions

Variables in the learning of interpreting, including students’ psycho-affective and
cognitive variables and their after-class practice were examined in relation to their
problem perceptions in this study.

First, higher levels of interest and confidence in interpreting were found to be
constructive to the learning of the skill (cf. Pan & Yan, 2012). Students’ interest in
interpreting was found to be related to their problem perceptions primarily at the
meaning and delivery levels. The higher students’ interest in interpreting, the’ fewer
problems they reported concerning the comprehensibility of their interpreting output.
Additionally, students’ interest was found to be positively related to their consideration
of fatalness concerning incomprehensibility, misplaced order, fluency and self-repair in
interpreting, indicating higher criteria for the content and delivery. Given the glamour
associated with the interpreter position in China (Setton, 2009), students generally have
a certain interest in studying interpreting (in this study, M=3.48 (on a five-point Likert
scale), SD=.719). However, according to the interview findings in this study, students’
interest in the subject appears to be negatively affected by the difficulty of the job,
which consequently causes them to have less confidence in performing the task.

In this study, students’ confidence in interpreting was found to be associated with
every type of their reported problems, in addition to their concern about inaccurate

pronunciation. The interview findings suggest that the students considered the learning
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of interpreting to be difficult and challenging. The students believed that their lack of
confidence in the skill, attributable to their perceived deficiency in the English language,
could cause extreme nervousness while interpreting. Other contributors to students’
nervousness in interpreting included their perceived or actual failure in comprehension
or the pressure of classroom demonstrations. This negative feeling usually resulted in
loss of information in the students’ interpreting performance. The students found that
they usually felt nervous at the beginning or before the task of interpreting but were able
to control the effects of nervousness after several seconds of adaptation.

This study’s findings accord with the statement by Shaw and Hughes (2006) that
“the desire to learn and motivation and confidence are no doubt interrelated” and “these
attributes appear to be...keystones for student progress” (p. 213). The relationship
identified between confidence and problem perceptions in all aspects of interpreting
echoed previous findings that this personality attribute may play a crucial role in the
learning of the skill (see Shaw et al., 2004; Shaw & Hughes, 2006). Furthermore, the
qualitative findings of the interview data indicated that confidence was related to the
students’ nervousness, which was usually transient but worth noting in interpreting (cf.
Chiang, 2010, in which students’ foreign language anxiety was found to be negatively
correlated with their achievement in learning interpreting). This finding suggests that
frequent interpreting exercises may help students become habitually at ease with the task,
which in turn may result in fewer problems with performing the task.

The students’ ability to manage multiple tasks was found to be related to their
reported problems and concerns of each type. Multitasking was also negatively
correlated with the students’ consideration of fatalness concerning language problems at
the lexical and grammatical level, the problems of omission of information and
unnatural tone. Students’ short-term memory was found to be related to their worries
about problems at the language, meaning and delivery levels but was associated with
their reported problems only at the language and meaning level. A correlation was also
identified between students’ short-term memory and their consideration of fatalness
concerning coherence problems. Students’ note-taking ability, however, was found to be
inversely related to their reported problems of incomplete sentences and

incomprehensible rendition, in addition to their concerns about the incorrect rendition of
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words. The qualitative findings of the interview data, in addition to providing supporting
evidence for the relevance of multitasking, memory and note-taking skills for
interpreting performance, suggest that responsiveness, which may be enhanced by better
preparation work, is also an important element.

As discovered by Kurz (1996b), interpreting, compared to written translation, is
primarily “action oriented” (p. 17), and therefore cognitive abilities related to the action
are crucial indicators in identifying potential candidates. The findings of the current
study thus provide additional evidence of the importance of many cognitive factors for
interpreting aptitudes (see Moser-Mercer, 1985, 2000/01; Longley, 1989; Lambert, 1991;
Brisau et al., 1994; Macnamara, Moore, Kegl, & Conway, 2011; Russo, 2011).

Moreover, students’ world knowledge was discovered in this study to relate to their
interpreting performance. Additional preparation work on the topic, especially the
accumulation of relevant vocabulary, was emphasized by both students and teachers.
This result again confirms the important role of background information, another
parameter often addressed in interpreting research (see Longley, 1989; Brisau et al.,
1994; Diaz Galaz, 2011; Russo, 2011). Therefore, in interpreter training programs, it is
necessary to establish a large repertoire of elective courses to introduce students to
various disciplines and expand their knowledge of the world. In addition, an
introduction to preparing for interpreting tasks from a process-oriented perspective is
necessary at the beginning of training programs.

In the current study, the students’ after-class practice of interpreting skills was
found to relate to their fluency in interpreting (cf. Shaw et al., 2004). The students’
knowledge of interpreting was found to be associated with the comprehensibility and
logical order arrangement of their interpreting outputs. Nevertheless, both students and
teachers admitted that while the students recognized that the time for in-class practice
was limited, they felt a lack of motivation to practice interpreting outside of class, a fact
that may be attributable to the complexity and difficulty of the task (cf. Shaw & Hughes,
2006, in which students reported little communication with instructors outside of class).
Therefore, it seems essential to provide relevant stimulus in interpreting courses or

interpreter training programs to encourage students’ after-class practice of the skill.
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As far as students’ interpreting competence was concerned, their interpreting
achievement score was found to be related to their reported problems of incomplete
sentences and incomprehensibility. Students’ perceived interpreting competence,
however, was found to be inversely related to their reported problems and concerns in
every aspect except for the problem of overtranslation. The higher the grade that the
students received from their interpreting courses, the greater the importance they
attached to the parameter of comprehensibility in interpreting. The higher that the
students perceived their interpreting competence to be, the less fatal they considered the
problems of omission of information and fluency in interpreting to be. The correlation
found between students’ self-perceived interpreting competence and their reported
problems in almost every respect reflect the important role of problem analysis in the
understanding of interpreting learning. In addition, these findings reinforced previous
studies’ arguments that students’ perceptions may be even more reflective of their
learning than the actual scores (see Yan & Detaramani, 2008; Yan et al., 2010; Pan &
Yan, 2012). The current study thus indicates the significance of problem analysis and

the cultivation of an accurate self-image in interpreter training.

5.1.3 Learner Variables, Perceived Problems and Interpreting Achievement

The study’s third research question concerned the predictive factors of students’
achievement in learning interpreting. Of the variables investigated, the students’ most
recent grade in English Listening, their self-perceived Chinese writing ability, their most
recent grade in Intensive English Reading, their assessment of the fatalness of
incomprehensible rendition, their interest in finance and their reported problem of
unnatural tone were identified as significant contributors to their interpreting

achievement (see Figure 5.2).
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Figure 5.2. The predictive model of students’ interpreting achievement

The students’ most recent grade in English Listening was found to be the greatest
predictor in the model, thereby indicating the importance of English listening skills for
interpreting (cf. Yan et al., 2010). The second predictor, students’ self-perceived
Chinese writing ability, was also found to be a significant predicting factor in Yan et al.
(2010). This finding suggests that students’ Chinese language ability, especially the sub-
skill of Chinese writing, has a significant influence on students’ interpreting
performance. Chinese writing is regarded in the Chinese tradition as a reflection of a
person’s comprehensive abilities, including language competence, scope of knowledge
and logical thinking, resulting in its use as the imperial examination for the selection of
administrative officials for over 1,300 years and its persistence as an important
component in modern selection examinations for civil service (see Jin, 1990; Ebrey,
2010). Thus, this study’s findings indicate that a good foundation in Chinese writing
skills may help prepare students for success in learning interpreting as far as language,

knowledge and cognition are concerned (cf. Campbell, 1998; Waddington, 2001;
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Malkiel, 2008). The students® most recent grade in Intensive English Reading was the
third factor ranked in the model. This course, which is compulsory for every college
student, often indicates students’ comprehensive English abilities and knowledge of
English-speaking cultures. This result therefore indicates that apart from the students’
English listening abilities, the students’ general abilities and knowledge about their B
language are additional contributors to their success in learning interpreting (cf. Yan et
al., 2010).

Two of students’ problem perceptions were found to be predictive of their
interpreting achievement: their assessment of the fatalness of incomprehensible
rendition and their reported problem of unnatural tone. The students in this study
considered the problem of incomprehensibility to be the most fatal in interpreting. As a
serious failure in the rendition of meaning, this problem was also considered to be
related to language problems such as inaccurate pronunciation and delivery problems.
Therefore, it is reasonable that students’ attention to this specific problem is decisive in
their interpreting achievement (cf. previous studies on interpreting quality perceptions,
e.g. Biihler, 1986; Kurz, 1989a, 1993, 1994, 2001; Marrone, 1993; Kopczynski, 1994a,
1994b; Moser, 1995; Chiaro & Nocella, 2004; Pochhacker, 2005). The tone of
interpreting, although considered to be marginal by professional interpreters’ in previous
research on interpreting quality (cf. Kurz, 2001; Chiaro & Nocella, 2004), may reflect
students’ confidence in performing the task, which in turn was found to be a primary
factor influencing students’ learning of the skill (see Shaw et al., 2004; Shaw & Hughes,
2006).

Finally, the students’ interest in finance was discovered to be the fifth predictor for
their achievement in interpreting. This finding results from the fact that the majority of
the students (95.6%) in the study were students of the English language, under the
umbrella of humanities and liberal arts; therefore, their exposure to knowledge
concerning literature and world events did not vary much. With China’s opening to the
world, interpreting in the sector of business and finance is increasing, a topic that has
received extensive coverage in textbooks and test designs (see C. Lin, 2004). Therefore,
in the Chinese context of interpreting learning, the significance of students’ interest in

finance is not surprising.
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In conclusion, the predictive model of interpreting achievement identified in this
study highlights the importance of language competence, world knowledge and problem
perceptions in interpreter training. The model indicates that students’ competence in
both the A and B languages is key to their success in learning interpreting. In addition, a
proper understanding of the criteria for interpreting and an accurate self-image in
performing the task may help them overcome their difficulties in learning the task. An
extensive base of knowledge, and especially familiarity with the field of finance, may be

useful for learning interpreting in China.

5.1.4 Learners’ Interpreting Problems: Self-Perceptions vs. Teacher Evaluation

In response to the fourth research question, students’ self-perceived problems and
the evaluation of their actual problems in the same categories were compared using a
series of Paired Sample Tests. The test results revealed students’ general over-evaluation
of the majority of their problems, indicating their low self-assessment of their own
interpreting performance. These findings were comparable to the predominately
negative assessment of interpreting students when interpreting from English into Polish,
as found by Bartlomiejczyk (2007). The findings also supplemented those in Campbell
(1998), in which the majority of students (Arabic and Spanish ones) tended to
overestimate their abilities in translation, but the Italian students underestimated their
translation abilities. As put forward in Kiraly (1995), “the translator’s self-concept is a
requisite for the translator’s ability to project a translation expectation” (p. 100). The
findings in the current study, therefore, suggest that the students had high expectations
for their interpreting achievement in general, which contributed to their low confidence
in performing the task and their limited motivation to become interpreters or to practice
outside of class. These findings also indicate that greater support is needed from
teachers in interpreting classrooms to cultivate learners’ correct self-image, which is
instrumental for their learning of the skill.

As noted in Gile (1995b), students’ perceptions of their interpreting performance
can be complex. The study by Y. Lee (2011) also found that students’ self-assessment,
although similar to the teachers’ grades, featured different content. Despite the students’

general overestimation of the majority of their problems, their perceptions regarding
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their grammar, comprehensibility and tone were not significantly different from the
evaluation of their actual performance. These findings indicate that the students’ self-
perceptions were relatively accurate in these three aspects.

The study also found that the students underestimated their problems with
inaccurate pronunciation and repetition and self-correction. The study by Campbell
(1998), although it concerns the evaluation of written translation, found that students’
lower target language ability was related to their overestimation in translation. Moreover,
Campbell stated that an accurate self-assessment should form “a facet of translation
competence” (ibid, 126). Therefore, the overestimated aspects are what pedagogical

efforts should focus on (cf. Gile, 1995b; Y. Lee, 2011).

5.1.5. Learners’ Interpreting Problems: Corpus Findings

Recognizing the pedagogical importance of investigating the problems that the
students underestimated, the final research question sought to examine these problems in
particular (cf. Bowker, 2001; Lindquist, 2005). As discussed in the previous sections,
the problems that the students underevaluated included inaccurate pronunciation and
repetition and self-correction.

The basic statistics in the student database of interpreting outputs reveal that
students’ interpreted texts had a lower type/token ratio on average than the reference
target text. The average mean word length of students’ interpreted texts was shorter,
whereas their average sentence output included more words than the reference target
text. These statistics indicate that the students used a simpler language than did the
reference target text. Words such as “their”, “are” and “for” were found to be keywords
in the learner database.

Findings concerning mispronunciations (influencing 3.45% of the tokens in the
database, with the sole inclusion of segmental errors; see Celce-Murcia et al., 1996)
suggest that the students most often encountered consonant problems in their
interpreting performance. Substitutions of consonants were the most common problem
(39.94%) (cf. Beghoul, 2007). The substitution of vowels also represented a substantial
proportion of the database (32.01%). A closer look at the mispronounced consonants

indicates that students often encountered problems in pronouncing consonants such as
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“1”, “th” and “r”. While “th (/%/ or /%/)”, a non-existing dental consonant in the Chinese

pronunciation system (see W. Wu & Jiang, 2008), was easily accounted for, students’

difficulty in correctly pronouncing “I” or “r” may be attributed to the fact that the

majority of them were speakers of the Wu dialect (35.6%) or Jianghuai Mandarin

(20.2%) (see R. Li, 2001; Cao, 2008; Kurpaska, 2010), as supported by the interview

data. Likewise, students’ confusion between the pronunciation of vowels such as “u(/ju/)”
and “u(fjou/)”, “i(fai/y” and “i(/i/)”, “e(/i/)” and “e(/ei/)”, “o(/n:/)” and “o(/s:/)”, and

“o(/o/)” and “o(/u/)” may be explained by the negative transfer of their first language

(see Corder 1992; Beghoul, 2007; W. Wu & Jiang, 2008). These findings, the first of
their type in Corpus-based Interpreting Studies (cf. Setton, 2011) suggest interpreting

learners’ need for pronunciation enhancement at the tertiary level in China.

In this study, problems of repetition (14.71%) and self-correction (5.2%) were
coded following the scheme of Bendazzoli et al. (2011) and were found to affect 19.91%
of the tokens in the database. While there were no repetitions or truncated words in the
source text of the elicitation test in the current study, the percentage of the influenced
tokens was almost 25 times the number of influenced tokens in the English source
speeches (0.802%) and close to 17 times those in the interpreted speeches from Italian
into English (1.177%) (the largest percentage among all interpreted sub-corpora) in the
EPIC (ibid, p. 293). Such a heavy distribution of influenced tokens suggests serious
problem in students’ outputs in the aspect of repetition and self-correction, especially
with the occurrence of extreme cases of up to seven repetitions and four truncations
found in the database.

A closer examination of the sub-types of repetitions suggest that approximately
three quarters of the repetitions led to the successful confirmation of expressions,
leaving nearly a quarter of the repetitions unfinished. This percentage of finished
repetitions is large compared to the interpreted speeches in the EPIC (Bendazzoli et al.,
2011), in which most of the repetitions for mispronounced words remained unfinished
due to the time constraints and the nature of simultaneous interpreting. The majority of
the repetitions occurred at the lexical level (63.08%) and syntactic level (35.45%), two
categories almost absent in the English speeches and interpreting outputs in the EPIC. In

the database, the repetitions usually occurred at the phonological level (ibid, p. 296).



250

The causes for repetitions in the current study included articulation (47.19%), lexical
shift (25.01%), stalling (18.9%) and syntactic shift (8.9%), while those for the
professional interpreters in the EPIC were articulation (over 67%) and stalling (less than
33%) (ibid, p. 297). The repetitions caused by lexical shift and syntactical shift, which
did not exist in the outputs of professional interpreters in the EPIC, indicate students’
uncertainty of vocabulary use and grammar in the target language, i.e., English, in the
current study. In particular, the words that most often occurred together with repetitions
in the database were the article “the” and fillers such as “en” and “‘er”, which are
habitual searching words of Chinese EFL learners (cf. H. Yang & Wei, 2005; Xiao &
Xiang, 2008).

The distribution of finished and unfinished truncated segments resembles that of
repetitions: close to three quarters of the truncated segments were finished. This
percentage, although larger than that of most of the sub-corpora of speeches by
professional interpreters in the EPIC, was smaller than that of the English source
speeches (88%) or that of the sub-corpus of the interpreting outputs from Italian into
English (94%) (Bendazzoli et al., 2011: 298). Truncated segments, unlike repetitions,
occurred primarily at the phonological level (40.65%) but still occurred frequently at the
syntactic (30.19%) and lexical levels (29.17%), two categories almost absent in the sub-
corpora of interpretation of professional interpreters or source speeches in the EPIC
(ibid, p. 300). Similar to the causes of repetitions, the causes for truncated segments in
the current study included articulation (51.3%), lexical shift (33.8%), stalling (8.7%) and
syntactic shift (6.2%). Although the distribution of causes for truncated segments in the
EPIC displays a complicated pattern and is thus non-comparable to the current study, the
substation distribution of the truncations at the lexical and even syntactic level also
suggest students’ uncertainty regarding vocabulary use and grammar when interpreting
into their B language. Notably, the top three words surrounding truncations were the
same as those of repetitions, reinforcing the suggestion that those terms are habitual
searching words for Chinese EFL learners.

In sum, the corpus findings of the current study demonstrated pronunciation
problems traceable to the influence of students’ first language, an area rarely explored in

Corpus-based Interpreting Studies (see Setton, 2011). These findings also complement
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previous studies on disfluency and self-repairs, which compare the source language with
the target language in simultaneous interpreting (cf. Tissi, 2000; Mead, 2005; Petite,
2005; Pradas Macias, 2006; Bendazzoli et al., 2011) and the influence of directionality
in consecutive interpreting (cf. Mead, 2000). Certain patterns and features of learners’
repetition and self-correction were found, indicative of the deficiency in their mastery of

the target, or B language.

5.2 Implications of the Study
Through a multi-dimensional investigation of students’ problems in learning
interpreting, the current study sheds light on the pedagogy of interpreter training and has

theoretical implications for Interpreting Studies at large.

5.2.1 Theoretical Implications

Based on the extant product-oriented, process-oriented and norm-based interpreting
studies and existing schemes of accreditation tests and classroom assessment, the current
study forwarded a three-layer problem analysis model in interpreting: a language/form
level, a content/meaning level and a presentation/delivery level, each including a set of

parameters discussed in separate studies (see Figure 5.3).
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Figure 5.3. The three-layer model of problem analysis
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This theoretical model indicates the key elements in the composition of interpreting
product, i.e., language, content information and delivery package. Pochhacker (2004)
describes Interpreting Studies as comprised of five interrelated clusters of paradigms:
the Interpretive Theory (IT) Paradigm, the Cognitive Processing (CP) Paradigm, the
Neurolinguistics (NL) Paradigm, the Target-text oriented Translation-theoretical (TT)
Paradigm and the Dialogue Discourse-based Interaction (DI) Paradigm. While content
information or sense was studied in detail in the early IT Paradigm in Interpreting
Studies (e.g. Lederer, 1978; Seleskovitch, 1975), the study of the delivery package
serves a bridging role between the CP Paradigm and the more current DI Paradigm (see

Péchhacker, 2004). The model’s additional dimension of language, with its origins in
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Interlanguage Studies (see Selinker, 1972/1983), dovetails with the TT Paradigm in
Interpreting Studies, especially given the increasing investigation of Corpus-based
Interpreting Studies (see Shlesinger, 2008; Setton, 2011).

The three-layer model of problem analysis, in addition to recapturing key
components of interpreting research, contributes to the current research on interpreting
quality in particular. The quality parameters of previous studies were usually
prescriptive rather than descriptive (Biihler, 1986; Kurz, 1989a, 1993, 1994, 2001;
Chiaro & Nocella, 2004). As noted by Gile (1995a, 1995b), perceptions grounded in
item-based quality parameters may be problematic, as is the long-standing question of
who should assess the interpreting quality (see Gile, 1995a, Kurz, 2001; Podchhacker,
2005). The problem analysis model in the current study, which results from a review of
previous schemes in the literature and an analysis of data from a pilot study (see Pan &
Yan, 2009, 2012), provides an open scheme whereby new parameters can be
incorporated depending on the descriptive analysis of new data. Moreover, the current
study applied and compared the perceptions of problems from different perspectives,
including those from interpreting students and teachers, which were tested against the
researcher’s evaluation of students’ actual problems with an elicitation test. The
subsequent corpus-based analysis of the deviations between the problems that students’
perceived and those that the teacher/researcher assessed offered insights into the
quantification of quality parameters in the future.

This study also contributes to the investigation of interpreting aptitudes and
interpreting competence. Most of the linguistic, affective and neurolingustic parameters
listed in Brisau et al. (1994) were found to be influential in the learning of interpreting.
In addition, the underrepresented “soft skills” or personality traits in previous aptitude
research (Shlesinger & P&chhacker, 2011, p. 4) were addressed alongside the more
conventional factors of multitasking skills and short-term memory in this study.
Moreover, this study explored the influence of social-biographic factors (e.g. gender,
family background, dialect) in the learning of interpreting. The final model of the
predicting factors to learners’ achievement in interpreting includes a combination of
linguistic competence (both A and B language), certain problem perceptions and interest

related to the topics in interpreting (see Figure 5.2). It reinforces the importance of
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language competence and knowledge structure in the learning of interpreting. The model
also points to the significance of accurate self-assessment and self-monitoring, which
deserve further attention in explorations of the construct of interpreting competence (cf.

Kiraly, 1995; Campbell, 1998).

5.2.2 Pedagogical Implications

In addition to its theoretical significance, this study offers rich implications for both
student work assessment and teaching methods in interpreting classrooms.

The three-layer problem analysis model developed in this study provides a scheme
applicable in interpreting classrooms by both teachers and students. The comparison of
students’ self-assessment with the researcher’s evaluation and subsequently corpus-
based analysis challenges the traditional method of the teacher’s holistic evaluation and
questions the appropriate use of students’ self-assessment. Students’ self-assessment has
recently gained recognition as a teaching approach or class objective (see Sainz, 1994;
Hartley et al., 2003; Y. Lee, 2005; Fowler, 2007; Postigo Pinazo, 2008), but a
comparison of learners’ perceptions of their own problems and the teacher/researcher’s
evaluation in the current study paints a complicated picture. There was a general trend
of students’ underestimation of their problems (cf. Gile, 1995b; Campbell, 1998;
Waddington, 2001; Barttomiejczyk, 2007; Y. Lee, 2011). At this point, a combination of
the teacher’s evaluation with scaffolded assessment performed by students, in which
instructions are given before, during and after their self-assessment (see Vygotsky, 1962;
Lave & Wenger, 1991), can be a way forward. With the advances of modern technology
and the development of a large interpreting corpus, more effective machine-based
evaluation systems may be developed to play a substantial role in interpreting classroom
evaluations (see Bowker, 2001; Lindquist, 2005; Hassani, 2011; Jimenez-Crespo, 2011).

Apart from the comparison of learners’ perceptions of problems with the evaluation
of their actual problems, the current study found several influential individual learner
variables in the learning of interpreting, which should be addressed in interpreting
classrooms.

First, teachers should recognize that their students differ socio-biographically.

Given their dissimilarity in gender, family background and dialect acquisition, students
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should be provided opportunities to demonstrate their potential in different aspects.
Elective elements in the course modules or elective courses on language enhancement,
such as pronunciation drills and public presentation skills (in students’ A and B
languages), and knowledge expansion in the fields of culture, economics, politics, etc.,
should be offered to those who require additional practice.

Students’ affective factors should also be addressed. Because students often regard
the profession of interpreting with excessive reverence, they should be taught to believe
that good interpreting is difficult but not out of reach. A supportive classroom
environment can help students develop an accurate self-image and increased self-
confidence, which can help them manage the difficulties of the learning course (cf.
Shaw et al., 2004; Shaw and Hughes, 2006; Chiang, 2010).

In addition, interpreting-related core skills, such as multitasking skills, note-taking
and memory retention, should be enhanced through intensive exercise. Appropriate
incentives, such as internship opportunities, should be offered so that students are
motivated to practice interpreting outside of class.

Finally, the model, which includes predicting factors for interpreting achievement
(Figure 5.2), suggests that language learning is indispensable to the learning of
interpreting (cf. Yan et al., 2010). For interpreting training at the tertiary level, students’
transition from language learners to interpreting learners should be facilitated (cf. Shaw
et al., 2004). This process should include intensive language drills with a focus on sub-
skills such as English listening and Chinese writing. The accumulation of vocabulary
through extensive reading in unfamiliar fields may also be helpful (cf. Taylor, 1993). In
addition, familiarization with interpreting, especially the criteria in assessing
interpreting performance and the successful application of these criteria, form an

indispensable part of interpreting education (cf. Angelelli, 2012).

5.3 Limitations of the Study

Despite the richness of this study, there are several limitations that should be kept
i mind when interpreting its findings.

First, convenience sampling was applied in this study, involving a total of 317

undergraduate students and 4 interpreting teachers from a university in southeast China.
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Although these students represented a variety of typical features concerning individual
learner variables and problem perceptions, a strong local characteristic could be
identified when analyzing the detailed influence of variables such as dialects in students’
pronunciation. Because the majority of the students spoke the Wu and Jianghuai dialects,
the pronunciation errors, especially the consonant mispronunciations, were highlighted
by these dialects and thus were not representative of the Chinese population of
interpreting learners at large. However, the suggestion that a student’s first language (if
it is a dialect other than Putonghua) may transfer in interpreting can still stand.

Second, although gender was a variable studied in this study, the distribution of
male and female students was uneven, leading to difficulties in comparing these two
groups. However, this distribution, as discussed in the previous section, reflected the
state of the profession and of interpreting classrooms (see Kurz, 1996b). The findings
concerning this variable should be interpreted with caution; however, with respect to
statistics, they offered interesting insights into the gender composition of the profession.

Third, this study mapped the correlational relationship between a wide range of
learner variables and learners’ problem perceptions in interpreting. The selection of
learner variables under investigation was based on previous research and some pilot
efforts (e.g. Pan & Yan, 2009) but was in no way exhaustive. However, most of the
learner variables investigated in the present study were underrepresented in previous
explorations (cf. Brisau et al.,, 1994; Shlesinger & Péchhacker, 2011) and this study
therefore helped to unveil the myth of these players in interpreting learning. When
combined with a meta-analysis of findings from studies regarding other interpreting
learner variables, a more comprehensive picture of the influential learner variables in
interpreting learning may be sketched.

In addition, correlational rather than causal relationships were identified between
the learner variables and problem perceptions in this study. Although the latter might
sound more interesting and practical to researchers and trainers, the correlational study
design, with its own advantages, is regarded more appropriate to the research purpose of
the present study, i.e., the investigation of the complicated matter of interpreting
learning. According to Johnson (1991), the major advantage of correlational research

lies in the fact that it can “alert us to associations among variables that are important in
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the learning process” (p. 69). With the ability to investigate many variables at the same
time, correlational research can “better represent the real complexities of phenomena”
(ibid). Furthermore, the multivariate picture sketched by the correlational investigation
in the present study may serve as the starting point, which is usually necessary, for
cause-effect explorations undertaken by carefully designed experiments, whereby
usually bivariate relationships or relationships among a limited number of variables are
examined.

Fourth, most learner variables, including confidence and multitasking skills, were
examined by one-item Likert scales in the questionnaire due to the large number of
variables examined. The study’s findings would be more reliable if multi-item scales
were applied or developed; future research might address this challenge. However, the
qualitative findings from the interview data provided supporting evidence to the
quantitative findings from the questionnaire and helped to mitigate the weakness of one-
item measurements.

Fifth, the mode of interpreting iﬁvestigated here only concerns consecutive
interpreting from the A into the B language. These findings cannot be generalized to
simultaneous interpreting or interpreting from the B into the A language unless
duplications of this study are pursued for those modes of interpreting. Nevertheless, the
problem analysis scheme has been adapted and applied to simultaneous interpreting
classrooms by the researcher in self-, peer- and teacher-evaluations and has been proved
applicable.

Sixth, students’ actual interpreting performance was only recorded during one
elicitation test. Despite the effort to use two different text materials to elicit various
problems, the test result may have failed in its goal of eliciting students’ consistent
problems due to the limitations of the text coverage, technical problems or students’
mental state during the test. A test-retest design or a collection of longer interpreting
outputs would be appropriate in further research. Longitudinal studies of the same
student sample are another possible direction.

Seventh, the learner database constructed based on the elicitation test was limited
in size and lacked a comparable corpus of professional interpreters. To analyze students’

interlanguage in interpreting, the ideal design would be to compare it with a corpus with
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same number of participants of professional interpreters taking the same test. However,
due to time and coverage constraints, the present study only compared certain features
of the learners’ interpreting outputs with the reference target text and a corpus of
professional interpreters (i.e., EPIC) that is non-comparable in content or language
combinations. Findings generated from these comparisons should therefore be
interpreted with discretion.

Finally, only the underestimated problems - inaccurate pronunciation and
repetition and self-correction — were studied in detail in the corpus-based analysis. It
would be interesting to analyze all problem types and compare them with students’
perceptions and the researcher’s evaluation. Nevertheless, the coding and annotation of
errors are notoriously inconsistent and time-consuming (see Granger, 1998; Granger et
al., 2002), especially for interpreting corpus that include special difficulties in the
transcription of the extralingusitic features of the oral data (see Shlesinger, 2008; Setton,
2011). The current study, however, demonstrates the potential for using corpus analysis
methods to analyze the whole spectrum of problems through the illustration of two

problem types.

5.4 Suggestions for Future Research

With these limitations in mind, this study’s findings call for future research in the
following directions.

First, the present study may be duplicated in other universities or with other
language combinations so that a comparison of findings can be achieved. It would also
be interesting to look into the specific problems that arise when students interpret from
their B language into their A language or with other language combinations.

Another possible direction is the in-depth exploration of individual problems at
different levels and their relationship with students’ overall interpreting achievement.
With insights into these individual problems, it will be possible to explore the
quantification of each problem type in interpreting and the quantification of parameters
in quality research, a problem unresolved in previous studies (see Biihler, 1986; Kurz,

2001; Chiaro & Nocella, 2004). Such efforts will also prove worthwhile for the
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development of machine-based evaluation systems for the learning of interpreting (see
Bowker, 2001; Lindquist, 2005).

Moreover, to determine Chinese interpreting students’ problem patterns and
developmental stages, the construction of a larger learner corpus or application of the
current scheme of error annotation to a larger existing learner corpus (e.g. Wen & J.
Wang, 2009) is necessary, and cross-sectional comparisons should be made. The use or
construction of comparable corpora will also be useful in this respect. One direction will
be the comparison with a corpus of professional interpreters working from Chinese into
English, annotated with the same types of problems, and another will be the comparison
with another learner corpus with English speeches rather than interpretations (e.g. Wen,
L. Wang, & Liang, 2005; H. Yang & Wei, 2005; Xiao & Xiang, 2008).

Given the fact that a large number of learner variables were found to be related to
the learning of interpreting, an in-depth investigation of the interplay of several
interrelated variables, such as affective factors, with the application of individual
measurements developed for each variable (cf. Chiang, 2009, 2010) will be another
worthwhile research path. Furthermore, based on the correlational relationships
identified in this study, the construction of cause-effect relationships through carefully
designed experiments or in-depth interviews will be a practical further extension. For
example, the investigation of contributors to different problems in interpreting and a
classification of problems by their causes such as language-deficiency, insufficient
world knowledge and cognitive capacity will be of great operational value to interpreter
training. The present study, however, provides the foundations for these future

explorations.

5.5 Conclusions

This study, primarily driven by the difficulties in evaluating students’ performance
in interpreting classrooms, aims to assess tertiary learners’ interpreting problems in a
systematic and comprehensive manner. The study applied a three-layer problem analysis
model (Figure 5.3) and examined learners’ interpreting problems from multiple
perspectives: learner perceptions, teacher evaluation and corpus-based analysis. Both

students” problem perceptions and their actual problems in interpreting were
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investigated and compared. The interplay between students’ problem perceptions and
individual learner variables (socio-biographic variables, language learning variables and
interpreting learning variables) was explored (Figure 5.1), highlighting areas of future
explorations regarding the construction of possible causal relationships. The study’s
results also included a model with predictive factors for students’ interpreting
achievement that is practical to interpreter training (Figure 5.2). A corpus-based analysis
of students’ underestimated interpreting problems — inaccurate pronunciation and
repetition and self-correction — was also performed to quantify and help unveil the
pattern of these specific problems.

With an interdisciplinary design, the present study successfully integrated theories
and research methods of linguistics, applied linguistics, translation and interpreting
studies. In particular, issues related to the learning of interpreting were approached from
various perspectives. The novelty of such a multi-dimensional research framework
brings vigor to the investigation carried out in this study, the results of which thereby
contribute significantly to the learning and teaching of interpreting, as well as
interpreting studies at large.

One of the greatest contributions of the present study lies in its integration of the
perspectives of the teacher, the students and corpora into the analysis of students’
problems in interpreting. Quality in interpreting has notoriously been regarded a thorny
area to touch upon not only due to the number of possible parties involved and the
variety of standards applied in its judgment (Shlesinger, 1997; Pochhacker, 2004, 2005)
but also due to the immediacy of interpreting activities and the unreliability of
subjective assessment (cf. Gile, 1995b). In interpreting classrooms, teachers, although
usually with appropriate experience and expertise in evaluating students’ performance,
may still encounter problems inherent in interpreting quality assessment. Also, without
information provided from the learners’ perspectives, it will be difficult to judge if a
student’s problematic performance was resulted from deficiency or if it belonged to the
student’s application of certain interpreting strategy (cf. Nord, 2005). Neither would a
teacher tell if a student’s good performance could last without the knowledge of the
student’s self-recognition of the problematic or accurate performance (cf. Tarone &

Yule, 1989). Although students’ self- and peer-evaluation have been gaining growing
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attention in interpreter classrooms (e.g. Fowler, 2007), without the teacher’s carefully
designed scaffold (cf. Hartley et al. 2003) or constant feedback, such evaluations may
result in complicated ends that may escape the right route towards the acquisition of
interpreting competence (cf. Gile, 1995b). Therefore, the comparison between students’
perceptions and the teacher’s evaluation in the present study helped to reduce the
limitations of unilateral judgment and highlighted components of interpreting
competence that have yet not been acquired by the students. This study did not stop at
this point; instead, it included a third perspective in the scenario through the
construction of an interpreting learner corpus. With its focus on “a more empiricist”
rather than “rationalist review of scientific inquiry” (Leech, 1992, p., 107), the corpus
linguistic approach applied in this study helped to offer an objective perspective of the
learners’ performance, providing substantial evidence supplementary to human
evaluation. The resulting multi-dimensional description of learners’ problems in this
study can thus be considered close to their actual scenario and generalizable to
interpreting learners at the tertiary level.

Another important contribution of this study is its formation of a three-layer
problem analysis scheme with 14 subtypes of problems at the language/form level, the
content/meaning level and the presentation/delivery level based on previous literature
and a few pilot efforts (see Figure 5.3). The scheme, highlighting the important
components in interpreting, can be applied in the teaching of interpreting theories. It can
be used as a checklist, suggesting the desired performance of interpreting learners. It is
also possible to be employed in the measurement of interpreting competence. In addition,
the analysis scheme can serve as a framework for both teacher and student evaluations
in interpreting classrooms. With the shared scheme of analysis, the teacher can provide
feedback that is easy to be understood by students and also in a more systematic way. It
can therefore facilitate the scaffolding of students’ learning of interpreting and better
prepare students’ integration in the community of interpreting practice (cf. Wenger,
2006).

The interpreting learner corpus constructed in this study forms another great
contribution to both teaching and research in interpreting. Problems displayed in the

learner corpus are applicable to those encountered by interpreting students at the tertiary
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level education. Therefore, the corpus can be applied in interpreting teaching to
introduce students’ to possible problems that they might encounter in learning and more
importantly, provide benchmark examples for both teachers and students in their grading
and evaluation of interpreting performance at different levels. Furthermore, the corpus
can add to the scarce pool of interpreting corpora and provide great insight into the
features of students’ interpreted texts (as opposed to those produced by professional
interpreters). When compared with other corpora such as those of the native speakers,
the present corpus may even generate findings regarding the differences between
learners’ performance and the desired goal of the community of professional interpreters.

In addition, the interrelationship identified between different learner variables and
learners’ problem perceptions (see Figure 5.1) and the predictive model of interpreting
achievement (Figure 5.2), both by-products of the present study, provided another
dimension of interpreting learning by linking up learners, their perceived world and their
actual performance. Through the in-depth exploration of students’ perceptions, the
present study confirmed the important role of perceptions as a reflection of and guidance
to students’ learning (cf. Pan & Yan, 209, 2012; Yan et al., 2010), and also underlined
the need to help students build correct perceptions in learning interpreting. Correlational
in nature, findings of this study can “present the real complexities” (Johnson, 1991, p.
69) of interpreting learning. These findings also highlight the important factors in this
intricate picture of interpreting learning, most of which were underrepresented in
previous studies and constructive to the study of interpreting aptitudes and competence.
They also serve as basis for the investigation of possible causal relationships in future
explorations.

To conclude, the findings of this study shed light on key elements of interpreting
practice, the development of quality parameters and classroom assessment schemes. The
findings address several concerns in interpreting learning and teaching. The learner
database constructed in the study, the first of its kind, offers the potential for a more
detailed analysis and further investigations. This study opens a window on the
complicated nature of interpreting learning and provides important inspirations for

future explorations.
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The Interpreting Learners’ Problem Perceptions Survey (ILPPS)

Please circle the answer that best matches your feelings about each item.

1. How will you rate the occurrence of the following problems in your interpreting

performance? 1 = very few, 2 = few, 3 = neither many nor few, 4 = many, 5 = very

many.
A. Inaccurate pronunciation (when interpreting from Chinese 1 2 3 4 5
into English)

B. Failure to produce corresponding word(s) 1 2 3 4 5
C. Grammatical problems 1 2 3 45
D. Incomplete sentences 1 2 3 45
E. Incorrect rendition of numbers and proper names 1 2 3 45
F. Incorrect rendition of words 1 2 3 45
G. Omission of information (missing information) 1 2 3 4 5
H. Overtranslation (adding information) 1 2 3 45
I. Incomprehensible rendition (overall mistranslation) 1 2 3 4 5
J. Misplaced order of information, causing confusion 1 2 3 45
K. Incohesion (lack of connectors, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5
L. Disfluency (silent pauses or unnecessary fillers) 1 2 3 45
M. Repetition and self-correction 1 2 3 4 5
N. Unnatural tone (including laughter and extra aspirations) 1 2 3 45
O. Other (Please specify): 1 2 3 45

2. How will you rate the degree of your worry about the following problems in your

interpreting performance? 1 = very little, 2 = little, 3 = neither little nor much, 4 =

much, S = very much.

A. Inaccurate pronunciation (when interpreting from Chinese 1 2 3 4 5
into English)

B. Failure to produce corresponding word(s) 1 2 3 45
C. Grammatical problems 1 2 3 45
D. Incomplete sentences 1 2 3 4 5




294

E. Incorrect rendition of numbers and proper names 1 2 3 45
F. Incorrect rendition of words 1 2 3 45
G. Omission of information (missing information) 1 2 3 45
H. Overtranslation (adding information) 1 2 3 45
I. Incomprehensible rendition (overall mistranslation) 1 2 3 45
J. Misplaced order of information, causing confusion 1 2 3 45
K. Incohesion (lack of connectors, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5
L. Disfluency (silent pauses or unnecessary fillers) 1 2 3 4 5
M. Repetition and self-correction 1 2 3 45
N. Unnatural tone (including laughter and extra aspirations) 1 2 3 45
O. Other (Please specify): 1 2 3 4 5

3. How will you rate the level of fatalness of the following problems in interpreting?

1 = very low, 2 = low, 3 = neither low nor high, 4 = high, S = very high.

A. Inaccurate pronunciation (when interpreting from Chinese 1 2 3 4 5
into English)

B. Failure to produce corresponding word(s) 1 2 3 45
C. Grammatical problems 1 2 3 45
D. Incomplete sentences 1 2 3 4 5
E. Incorrect rendition of numbers and proper names 1 2 3 4 5
F. Incorrect rendition of words 1 2 3 45
G. Omission of information (missing information) 1 2 3 4 5
H. Overtranslation (adding information) 1 2 3 45
L. Incomprehensible rendition (overall mistranslation) 1 2 3 45
J. Misplaced order of information, causing confusion 1 2 3 45
K. Incohesion (lack of connectors, etc.) 1 2 3 45
L. Disfluency (silent pauses or unnecessary fillers) 1 2 3 45
M. Repetition and self-correction 1 2 3 4 5
N. Unnatural tone (including laughter and extra aspirations) 1 2 3 45
O. Other (Please specify): 1 2 3 4 5
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. Generally speaking, you will rate the overall occurrence of problems in your
interpreting performance as:
1) Very few 2) Few 3) Neither many nor few 4) Many 5) Very many

. Generally speaking, you will rate the severity level of problems in your interpreting

performance as:

1) Very low 2) Low 3) Neither low nor high 4) High 5) Very high

. In interpreting, you most often encounter problems in the aspect of:

1) Language 2) Meaning 3) Delivery

. In interpreting, you worry most about problems in the aspect of:

1) Language 2) Meaning 3) Delivery

. In your opinion, the most fatal problems in interpreting lie in the aspect of;

1) Language 2) Meaning 3) Delivery
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1 REMOFEN BT HEBHEEEERERN: 1=3%¥L, 2=, =H1r%
WA, 4=%, 5=3HFEZ.

A REARME (REEERD) 1 2 3 4
B. I B R B 1 1 2 3 4
C. BiFEpa) 7T A 1 A R 1 2 3 4
D. HiFERH) T AT E 1 2 3 4
E BEHTE. \&% 1 2 3 4
F. #iEn FHAA S 1 2 3 4
G. HErREER 1 2 3 4
H. F S R n B 1 2 3 4
L&A NE, AR 1 2 3 4
JBEXEBRE. AEEE 1 2 3 4
K. BiER N B E A 1 2 3 4
L BRmEn., #Eiks 1 2 3 4
M. BEERE. BRAIE 1 2 3 4
N. BB E B (BREEE. FEANRE) 1 2 3 4
0. Hft GEEH) - 1 2 3 4
2. ARTEM FERT X PAF M RHEOERER: 1=3%¥D, 2=/, 3=FA2HA
b, 4=%, 5=FEZX.

A REAHE (PEERD 1 2 3 4
B. BT R {15 1 2 3 4
C. B AT H BE N A 1 2 3 4
D. BRI )T TR 1 2 3 4
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E BT N2% 1 2 3 45
F. BN AR A2 1 23 45
G. BEMEEE R 1 2 3 45
H. B s 1 2 3 4 5
L #EONAIRAE, A= 1 2 3 45
TR ERRE. AiEEE 1 2 3 45
K. BER N EEREAE 1 2 3 45
L. EBEE. FikE 1 2 3 45
M EZEEREL. BRYIE 1 2 3 45
N. BIEHE RS BR (BREERE. REAKFRA) 1 23 45
0. Hfth GHEMD 1 2 3 45
3ARAA U T RN ORI aEBER: 1=FERHS, 2=1HH, 3=
BEARB A AR Ay, 4=3d, 5=IFFAW.

A KEARNHE (PEFER) 1 2 3 45
B. $ANE X B 18] 15 1 2 3 45
C. BixMa 7B EE A 1 2 3 45
D. B E T AR 1 2 3 45
E T, \&% 1 2 3 45
F. B A 1 2 3 45
G. B IR#EE R 1 2 3 45
H. B3 v N EE 1 2 3 45
L EAATANE, REFTE 1 2 3 4 5
JIE R AREL. BiERE 1 2 3 45
K. NN EER A 1 2 3 45
L BmEE, FiAs 1 23 45
M BEERE. HRAIE 1 2 3 45
N. BFRHE AR B4R (BIEER. REANIPRSE) 1 23 45
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O. HAh GEED . 1 2 3 4 5

4. BT E, fREBECOEPHINEREE:
DAeED 2) 8 HREWAL 4 £ 5 EHES
5. BT E, RIERE COER IR EREA:
) IEFATE 2) FAZE 3) EATEHRARFAE 4) =E 5) FHTE
6. RIS H O DR R A E H UL E T LA :
DEE 2 HNE 3) K&
7. fRE AR 0 B OFE HEET B DL RN O TR A 6] AL
DIEE 2) WA 3) K&
8. VR IEA5 I B  H I LA IR O T Y 1 R B
DES 2) WE 3) XR&
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Appendix 2
The Interpreting Learner Variables Survey (ILVS)

There are altogether 59 questions in this questionnaire. Please circle the answer that best

matches your feelings about each statement.

I. Demographic Information

01.
02.

03.
04.

05.

06.

07.

08.

09.

10.

11.

Name:
Gender:
1) Male 2)Female
Age:
Year of study:
1) Year 1 2) Year2 3) Year 3 4) Year 4 5) Other (Please specify ___ )
Major:
1) English 2) Non-English (Please specify ______ )

Place of longest residence (e.g. your hometown):
First Language: 1) Putonghua 2) Other dialects (Please specify ____. )
Your father works in the field of:
1) Agriculture 2) Industry 3) Transportation 4) Commerce 5) Healthcare
6) Education 7) Government 8) Other (Please specify )
Your father’s English level:
1) Basically zero 2) Poor 3) Average 4) Good
Your mother works in the field of:
1) Agriculture 2) Industry 3) Transportation 4) Commerce 5) Healthcare
6) Education 7) Government 8) Other (Please specify __ )
Your mother’s English level:

1) Basically zero 2) Poor 3) Average 4) Good

I1. Language learning

12.

Your English score in the Chinese National College Entrance Examination (CNCEE)

(on a 100-point scale):
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1) Fail (0-60) 2) 60-70 (including 60) 3) 70 -80 (including 70)
4) 80-90 (including 80) 5) 90 -100 (including 90)
(13-17). Your most recent course grades (on a 100-point scale) in:
13. Intensive English Reading:
1) Fail (0-60) 2) 60-70 (including 60) 3) 70 -80 (including 70)
4) 80-90 (including 80) 5) 90 -100 (including 90)
14. Extensive English Reading:
1) Fail (0-60) 2) 60-70 (including 60) 3) 70 -80 (including 70)
4) 80-90 (including 80) 5) 90 -100 (including 90)
15. English Speaking:
1) Fail (0-60) 2) 60-70 (including 60) 3) 70 -80 (including 70)
4) 80-90 (including 80) 5) 90 -100 (including 90)
16. English Listening:
1) Fail (0-60) 2) 60-70 (including 60) 3) 70 -80 (including 70)
4) 80-90 (including 80) 5) 90 -100 (including 90)
17. Other (e.g. CET-4, CET-6, IELTS, TOEFL, etc. Please specify ( ):
1) Fail (0-60) 2) 60-70 (including 60) 3) 70 -80 (including 70)
4) 80-90 (including 80) 5) 90 -100 (including 90)
18. How long have you been studying English?
1) 0-3 years (including 3 years) 2) 3-6 years ( including 6 years)
3) 6-9 years (including 9 years) 4) Above 9 years
19. How long have you been speaking Putonghua?
1) 0-3 years (including 3 years) 2) 3-6 years ( including 6 years)
3) 6-9 years (including 9 years) 4) Above 9 years
20. How long have you been staying in an English speaking country/region?
1) 0 year 2) 0-1 year (including 1 year) 3) 1-3 years (including 3 years) 4) Above 3

years

(21-28). Your self-evaluation of your Chinese/Putonghua proficiency:

21. Chinese in general:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good



22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

Putonghua listening:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good
Putonghua speaking:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good
Chinese reading:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good
Chinese writing:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good
Putonghua pronunciation:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good
Putonghua/Chinese vocabulary:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good
Putonghua/Chinese grammar:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good

(29-36). Your self-evaluation of your English proficiency:

29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.

36.

English in general:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good
English listening:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good
English speaking:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good
English reading:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good
English writing:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good
English pronunciation:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good
English vocabulary:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good
English grammar:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good

301



37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

L.
44.

43.

46.

47.
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How often do you hang out with English native speakers?
1) Never 2) Rarely 3) Sometimes 4) Often 5) Very often
How often do you watch English TV programs?

1) Never 2) Rarely 3) Sometimes 4) Often 5) Very often
How often do you watch Chinese TV programs?

1) Never 2) Rarely 3) Sometimes 4) Often 5) Very often
How often do you read English newspapers or magazines?
1) Never 2) Rarely 3) Sometimes 4) Often 5) Very often
How often do you read Chinese newspapers or magazines?
1) Never 2) Rarely 3) Sometimes 4) Often 5) Very often
How often do you write diaries or blogs in English?

1) Never 2) Rarely 3) Sometimes 4) Often 5) Very often
How often do you write diaries or blogs in Chinese?

1) Never 2) Rarely 3) Sometimes 4) Often 5) Very often

Interpreﬁng learning

How long have you been studying interpreting?

1) 0-1 year (including ! year) 2) 1-2 years (including 2 years)

3) 2-3 years (including 3 years) 4) Above 3 years

How many hours do you spend on interpreting classes each week?

1) 0-1 hours/week

2) 1-7 hours/week (including 1 hour)

3) 7-14 hours/week (including 14 hours)

4) Above 14 hours/week (including 14 hours)

How many hours do you spend practising interpreting each day after class?
1) 0 hour 2) 0-1 hour (including 1 hour) 3) 1-2 hours (including 2 hours)
4) Above 2 hours

Why do you attend interpreting training?

1) I want to improve my English language proficiency.

2) The training will be helpful for my future job hunting (although I am not

becoming an interpreter).



48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

3) I want to become an interpreter.

4) Other (Please specify):

Your knowledge of interpreting is:

1) Very little 2) Little 3) Average 4) Much 5) Very much

Your interest in interpreting is:

1) Very little 2) Little 3) Average 4) Much 5) Very much

Your confidence in doing interpreting is:

1) Very little 2) Little 3) Average 4) Much 5) Very much

Your interest in keeping updated with the current affairs is:

1) Very little 2) Little 3) Average 4) Much 5) Very much

Your interest in gaining knowledge in the field of finance is:

1) Very little 2) Little 3) Average 4) Much 5) Very much

Your interest in gaining knowledge about different cultures is:

1) Very little 2) Little 3) Average 4) Much 5) Very much

Your ability to handle multiple tasks is.

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good
Your short-term memory is:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good
Your note-taking ability is:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good
Your gverall interpreting ability is:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good
Your ability to interpret from English into Chinese is:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good
Your ability to interpret from Chinese into English is:

1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither poor nor good 4) Good 5) Very good

Thank you for your participation!
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Appendix 3
The Interpreting Learners’ Problem Perceptions Survey (Post-Test Version)
(ILPPS-PTV)

1. What do you think about your performance in the test?
1) Very poor 2) Poor 3) Neither good nor poor 4) Good 5) Very good

2. How will you rate the occurrence of the following problems in your overall
performance in the test? 1= very few, 2 = few, 3 = neither many nor few, 4=many,
5= very many

A. Inaccurate pronunciation (when interpreting from Chinese 1 2 3 4 5
into English)

B. Failure to produce corresponding word(s) 1 2 3 45
C. Grammatical problems 1 2 3 45
D. Incomplete sentences 1 2 3 45
E. Incorrect rendition of numbers and proper names 1 2 3 45
F. Incorrect rendition of words 1 2 3 4°5
G. Omission of information (missing information) 1 2 3 45
H. Overtranslation (adding information) 1 2 3 4 5
I. Incomprehensible rendition (overall mistranslation) 1 2 3 4 5
J. Misplaced order of information, causing confusion 1 2 3 45
K. Incohesion (lack of connectors, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5
L. Disfluency (silent pauses or unnecessary fillers) 1 2 3 4 5
M. Repetition and self-correction 1 2 3 45
N. Unnatural tone (including laughter and extra aspirations) 1 2 3 45
O. Other (Please specify): 1 2 3 4°5
3. How will you rate the occurrence of the following problems in your performance
in the first section (English to Chinese) of the test? 1= very few, 2 = few, 3 =
neither many nor few, 4=many, 5= very many

A. Inaccurate pronunciation (when interpreting from Chinese 1 2 3 4 5
into English)
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B. Failure to produce corresponding word(s) 1 2 3 45
C. Grammatical problems 1 2 3 45
D. Incomplete sentences 1 2 3 45
E. Incorrect rendition of numbers and proper names 1 2 3 45
F. Incorrect rendition of words 1 2 3 45
G. Omission of information (missing information) 1 2 3 45
H. Overtranslation (adding information) 1 2 3 45
I. Incomprehensible rendition (overall mistranslation) 1 2 3 45
J. Misplaced order of information, causing confusion 1 2 3 45
K. Incohesion (lack of connectors, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5
L. Disfluency (silent pauses or unnecessary fillers) 1 2 3 45
M. Repetition and self-correction 1 2 3 4 5
N. Unnatural tone (including laughter and extra aspirations) 1 2 3 45
O. Other (Please specify): 1 2 3 45

4. How will you rate the occurrence of the following problems in your performance

in the second section (Chinese to English) of the test? 1= very few, 2 = few, 3 =

neither many nor few, 4=many, 5= very many

A. Inaccurate pronunciation (when interpreting from Chinese

mto English)

1

2 3 45

B. Failure to produce corresponding word(s)

fu—

C. Grammatical problems

D. Incomplete sentences

E. Incorrect rendition of numbers and proper names

F. Incorrect rendition of words

G. Omission of information (missing information)

H. Overtranslation (adding information)

I. Incomprehensible rendition (overall mistranslation)

J. Misplaced order of information, causing confusion

p—t e ] e ] el et ] pemd ] | e

K. Incohesion (lack of connectors, etc.)

L. Disfluency (silent pauses or unnecessary fillers)

NS AT SR A NS S N A B 2 B SRR GO )l B (S0 R (O ] i )

W Wl W W Wl W W W Wl wl w

RSN S I B B = B S8 I % B S B = B N

Wi W iy D W vl | ) D] ) o
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M. Repetition and self-correction 1 2 3 4°5
N. Unnatural tone (including laughter and extra aspirations) 1 2 3 4 5
O. Other (Please specify): 1 2 3 45
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Appendix 4
The Interpreting Learning Problem Perceptions Survey (Teacher Version)
(ILPPS-TV)

Name:

02. Gender: 1) Male 2) Female

03.

Age:

04. Interpreting teaching experience:

0s.

1) Below 1 year (including 1 year) 2) 1-2 years (including 2 years)

3) 2-3 years (including 3 years) 4) 3-4 years (including 4 years) 5) Above 4 years
Which of the following often occur(s) in your students’ interpreting performance
(multiple choices are allowed)?

1) Inaccurate pronunciation (when interpreting from Chinese into English)

2) Failure to produce corresponding word(s)

3) Grammatical problems

4) Incomplete sentences

5) Incorrect rendition of numbers and proper names

6) Incorrect rendition of words

7) Omission of information (missing information)

8) Overtranslation (adding information)

9) Incomprehensible rendition (overall mistranslation)

10) Misplaced order of information, causing confusion

11) Incohesion (lack of connectors, etc.)

12) Disfluency (silent pauses or unnecessary fillers)

13) Repetition and self-correction

14) Unnatural tone (including laughter and extra aspirations)

15) Other (Please specify):

06. In your opinion, which of the following is/are fatal in interpreting (multiple choices

are allowed):
1) Inaccurate pronunciation (when interpreting from Chinese into English)

2) Failure to produce corresponding word(s)
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3) Grammatical problems

4) Incomplete sentences

5) Incorrect rendition of numbers and proper names

6) Incorrect rendition of words

7) Omission of information (missing information)

8) Overtranslation (adding information)

9) Incomprehensible rendition (overall mistranslation)

10) Misplaced order of information, causing confusion

11) Incohesion (lack of connectors, etc.)

12) Disfluency (silent pauses or unnecessary fillers)

13) Repetition and self-correction

14) Unnatural tone (including laughter and extra aspirations)

15) Other (Please specify):

In your opinion, which of the following factors is/are related to students’ problems
in their interpreting performance (multiple choices are allowed):

1) Student’s age

2) Student’s family background

3) Whether or not the student speaks a dialect other than Putonghua
4) Student’s language competence

5) How long the student has been studying interpreting

6) Student’s attitude towards interpreting

7) Student’s multi-task ability

8) Student’s interest in gaining knowledge in different fields (e.g. finance, current
affairs, culture, etc.)

9) Student’s mastery of interpreting skills

10) Other (Please specify):
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Appendix 5

Interview Protocol (Student Interviews)

(This is only a guide for possible questions that can be explored in the interview. The

actual wording and ordering of questions might differ.)

L. Introduction to the project and the investigator & warm-up

II. About interpreting

1. What is your understanding of interpreting? What is “perfect” interpreting like?

2. Why did you choose to learn interpreting? What do you think the learning of
interpreting might have to do with your future plan/career?

I1I. Problems in interpreting

1. If you could define problems in interpreting, what would you include?

2. What problems do you have in your interpreting learning? Why do you have such
problems? What might be the causes for these problems?

3. What problems do you worry about in your interpreting learning? Why do you worry
about them? What might be the causes for these problems?

4. What problems do you consider fatal in interpreting? Why do you think they are fatal?
What might be the causes for these problems?

Follow-up questions:

1) What might be the differences between you and the other students as far as these
problems are concerned? Why?

2) What differences might there be between interpreting from Chinese into English
and that from English into Chinese? Among different subjects?

5. Which aspect(s) has (have) you improved most in your interpreting performance
during your learning of interpreting? What did you do to achieve such
improvement(s)?

6. What do you think about the following in interpreting: pronunciation, vocabulary,
grammar, numbers, proper names, the omission or addition of information,

coherence and cohesion, logic order, disfluency, repetition, self-repair, tone, etc.?
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Appendix 6

Interview Protocol (Teacher Interviews)

(This is only a guide for possible questions that can be explored in the interview. The

actual wording and ordering of questions might differ.)

L. Introduction to the project and the investigator

II. About interpreting

What is your understanding of interpreting? What is “perfect” interpreting like?

II1. Problems in interpreting

1. If you could define problems in interpreting, what would you include?

2. What problems do often find in your students’ interpreting performance? Why do you
think they have such problems? What might be the causes for these problems?

3. What problems do you consider fatal in interpreting? Why do you think they are fatal?
What might be the causes for these problems?

Follow-up questions:

1) What might be the differences between individual students as far as these
problems are concerned? What might be the causes for such differences?

2) What differences might there be in students’ performance between interpreting
from Chinese into English and that from English into Chinese? Among different
subjects?

5. Which aspect(s) has (have) your students improved most in their interpreting
performance during their learning of interpreting? What do you think might be the
reason for such improvement(s)?

6. What do you think about the following in interpreting: pronunciation, vocabulary,
grammar, numbers, proper names, the omission or addition of information,
coherence and cohesion, logic order, disfluency, repetition, self-repair, tone, etc.?

7. What do you think about the following factors in interpreting learning: age, family
background, dialect, language proficiency, length of study, attitude towards
interpreting, multi-task ability, interest in absorbing knowledge in different fields

(e.g. finance, current affairs, culture, etc.), mastery of interpreting skills, etc.?
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Appendix 7

Interview Protocol (Post-Test)

(This is only a guide for possible questions that can be explored in the interview. The
actual wording and ordering of questions might differ.)

1. How do you think about your performance in the test?

2. What do you think is your greatest problem in the test?

3. What might be the reason(s) for the problem(s)?

FAEUBE VTR BER

B A IR R B R Bt e 2
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Appendix 8
The Elicitation Test

Instructions: The test is composed of two parts. In Part One, you interpret from English
into Chinese. In Part Two, you interpret from Chinese into English. There are two texts
in each part, and two paragraphs in each text. Please start interpreting after each
paragraph.

ARIRIE S PIE . BT ARER, EoH hPERE. HPEHsEH
PINEXE, BNEXENSABNE. ERFET S NREFHRIE.

Part One: Section 1

Ladies and Gentlemen, good morning. It gives me great pleasure to join you at the
Opening Ceremony of the 2nd Asia-Pacific Educational Research Conference. First of
all, I would like to extend a very warm welcome to the delegates from the more than 30
countries of the Asia-Pacific region.

I hope that beyond attending this conference, you can also spend some time discovering
Singapore, our food and our people. Commonly known as the "Food Paradise",

Singapore is a great country and we hope you enjoy your stay here.

Part One: Section 2

Good evening, ladies and gentleman. Today I would like to talk with you about the
future of newspapers. I know today some industries are facing great competition from
the internet. These industries include banks, retailers, phone companies, and even
newspapers. Some people believe that with the influence of the internet, newspapers will
die out in the near future. But I have a very different view.

I believe that newspapers will reach new heights. In the 21st century, people are
hungrier for information than ever before. For example, today the Times of London is
read by a global audience of 26 million people each month. That is an audience larger
than the entire population of Australia. Therefore, we have good reason to believe that

newspapers will never die out in the future.
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Part Two: Section 1

SR ERSAE, A1, EEN RN SR, REMXEASLIEASAR
YOS, BURLSS E Fr S Ria v LA - B & R 8 AL R K R AT BT .

2008 EXT T EERAF AN —F. FEANREIIFEG T ERERSIERE.
VOB KRR E, R h Tl Bias. Eibils, FEREPEBUY
FINE, FABNRMS A BN & E A TR A AN, RS R

Part Two: Section 2

MAERNTRIRKE RFHBRELVENRE. BFERDNNR, FHREELA
IKAEL IR T, 2% W ER KA AR E BR800 S8 S
KPR R AR, T SRR S S A E B 2 AR A L SUAR T L4t

TR, FEHRFRIAMEE NBRRLE BF. flan, 2008 %, FHBTRE
20,000 Z &£, HHEOL 1,500 ZKE MM, & 7.3%. TWE 20034, HFKY
300 & WHBAE . B NFH XA 7 A b Bl A3 5™ R
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Appendix 9
Transcripts of the Original Speeches and Reference Translations of the Elicitation

Test (Part II)

Text 1

Reference Chinese text:

BFIEEST HIBRTFRE

—FE 2008 EWX AL EHATHAFAES FREY

(20084 11 A 21 H, #&F5)

FEANRIREERE HiRk

BRI ERKRE, AT, ZEN, R

SR, REXEASMTEMSEANFRMES, s E R EyLA T E R R
RIRF LB IE.

2008 FEXFFHEREAF AN —F. PEANRAIIPE T ZEREN S IKERE.
PONIB N RHB R E, MIB AT IR RiEs . REs. Hikils, RIEREK
FEBAMAR, MARMPERRKEAREMEHIIRRES ., RESEES
R & E &K TEFARANT, RAWERNER!

AT RN AT

a0, EirgpaimEgEe, cARMERREIER, NRKEEFESIFHNMNT
WER, NEmSBY BB REZFTE, SRS EEFRRMAREEHER
TREPWE, BH+HR. BRSX ErERGEN, SrERemie, ek
HRZFRRE, BRERRENRE, BXRFEVSME. Hf, ZTEEEASS
NERTH A R EFIESERETNET, SUGRER & 1ERNX EF4&ME
Pl RiEHEAEFRE. REEREMERER ZHR. XM REnz,
FEENZERE O RA. BYEE DERRHEIER, SFXR—1
VERMEAETFR, af&ay g e, RMukeEkefnsg, R
ERBEXGEMANI SRS riRE, REtHAKFEK, 4PHAZEAR
FFEAE
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e [ WA 55 2 N B3 e BLSR I B AR 7, 752 R S MU AR
ch [ 7 A Rl 2% O B O o Bt E BRI HLAE L T BRI F7, SO T — B 1I%
R, AERRE R AT A BRI . AR 5 A B R B B S P X
AR R R A B AR S, S5, PERAS RTINS,

s RS i, MEAE, Bh%PERSRTmRE.

EIRRA 2 R FUS S55 S B ML EO BN, 7EF7 RIS 7 755 VD B 2T
b, EEEIAT. AT. . BFNEFSBFREQTT, BHSEE.

By, WM. SCRCEROEN, X ERSRARITLE MRS, WEEHT
SHRAFRBERENHERSE, BNBEFSMEEAE, BEMENEEE;
145 [ P e B HLA 0 e B U B A BRTT AT, 385 % JB o B 50 7E [ e L o
BREMARER: SPREEMEE, HEXRAHE TS, Bkt
R TR LT, MBI E IR TR R &SRR AL
IR S

R RS R T R R R M RAFE R, AR ERSRAR. A
EEENERE AR, APERNLRRRAR, BRIy R RE 1R
ST £V Dk AR B R R o LR IE 246, S B it & 9 B o B 3
ERBES. RBRA, TRHEE SRR E BLERL, L% R
#RGFRE, BRERAREEE,

wEAT. kAT BEAT

W, A4S E AT, TR S AN B3 L B R o E A
SRR, TEXE, RERTERREEARKE—MEEAE.

4 R EEETTI 30 FI4E. 30 ERORETIR, B EARFLSRBEERT I
FiRHME KR, BAHIEE T FENAFSS . BEN. ARARAFE.

FIR, RATHER RS, hERE R ER KRR RS, SO
 EARKMBEE, MR E, EERSEELUANE. AT
FRERTBIORI 2 R B, SRS R R BT 1, SRt & 3 X iTH A o
PRI, BRI BENE. BT AR TR R R AR

R E  EE BT R TGN, B ERFRETR, (DA FEK
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HEERERE. HOsAEEHET. B, HOohiERsiELs, mEERE
WMy ERIEE AR F EREREHD . FIEENRS. TERUNEE, BN
BRI G R FEBERRAERZEE. FERBRRE. RELFHLSK
B, WSR2 EFtERE—BUHER, HIREMERRE. HERKERE
FARFENEP A BHEARSE, REGEAEFTFRNNEFETR, RERERNH
M, BHELEYHREE, BHRRELAKRE. BERKENEREFER,
WERESRAILELF AR RGN . HEKIIRMED A SEERAENE AW
HEBW, EHBRGTEE. sl WA, HoRE. BT R, BIF LA,
ZEEFEHEY R SR SR, Feh \REZREREBAR. FE
K RS REAESE, BREFRBEEFKT, ¥ RAROR, U mRE
WRAESSEREFEE.

SEDSE, FEBREN E FRE SRR E R E R B RRKER IR,
KB IREEWEEE, SFRFRIEgK, &mlfafiEiT, 2FRENERER
BERE. S 12 9H, FEHENEFSEEK 0.9%, &&E. HE. HO=X
TR KB 20%. HE, H 9 ALK, BESMAENT HRERE, FEERF
REBPNEEHREI, EERBEH DIGEFETE, TIEPfe NS
SEAEREERW. $XX—FR, ATHEILTRRE, T EBUT K INEE N
W, P SEREARIR A Y BB AE B AN R MR, SR T R RRAT
#FER, TRERFHE, BB AEER. &, PEBAXHE TEM
BT REHNGERER, dedEh M BoEmRE 1,000 2T AR, AT
MREATRE. B, ESABERMREERE, HIHwaitte QR EMm
18 4,000 ZTCART. WNASEEINZEEET 2010 FK, FEATXETRARTRE
BN 4 FILC AR . R, YEE ST EESFRE. PESHF
FREREEA SRS B &, REHASFRENEZTR.
AT AT BRRAT!

TERNERREEF HREBHHHE 2 —, WK ERATH RS R ENEEHES)
TE, EHRAEFERRPERAMEEHRY K. SHFEN, #HREFEEZER,
BRSO A AR BR Y, HORIPE AL, AT A S
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EVRWREFRERERE. TALAHLRRAZHEHE, HEKTER.
HAMERE, ARITEXEEE. RS HRBE T ERIEZG. TREEHSL
RIS TR BRI EFHEARAEE, RETEENEIELER, K
BATISRECE . FRLLEIERE T RIFEM. RIIMZIEFE S, LEH
BN LA HRIX 22 55 44 22 [7) BT R &

TRARHAZFIENENE, REGAHAXREFRRCRKENEEZEGNHE.
R EREEmEN. REHEFEFFRERERLEE, LHATUKEEEE
. HREFRKEMILBREIFRN, $PEREmTHEE, TR0 #E
RERE, REFSELSVFINEBEEMSVHERTSEE. SEEIBREHF
M, XREWVAEFMRBENLARESR. AN, SVEERHSPEENZER,
WNFEREE ST N MM, IR EXLEH HITNNEFT A
BATHRAEBENEW. KEEREENEP —NREFKEIE, BESG M
WEHER ., EEFERUEARBREGT, SN EZMIERTERS, BR
Brt & FAAMANGEE NG, BT EEENERETORL SR, Rl EE
X, ERGFEB AL EUENGE—. BT I7 BRI REF %1 HA,
NZFBATAEMAEE, FREFEH, ROBRBEANZFPRIET, IWERX
EHRAEAER., FEBUFENRES SMEE, SdblefixEEg, hdhlkE
FBAITH LTS R IFHE,

ZAAT. AT R

IERAVBETF R, HFENRET KX IFLERRMAENBERFATT., LFEER
IR R R BE T AN SS 77

LN IR A

(3,034 Chinese Characters)
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Reference English text:

Honourable chairperson, ladies, gentlemen, and friends,

Today, I am very happy to meet with leaders of the business circles here again to
exchange views with all of you on how to deal with the international financial crisis and
on China’s development issues.

The year 2008 has been an extraordinary year for China. The Chinese people
successfully resisted and fought back a snow disaster in extreme cold and the
devastating earthquake in Wenchuan, Sichuan and successfully hosted the Beijing
Olympic Games and Paralympics. I would like to take this opportunity to express
sincere thanks on behalf of the Chinese government and people to friends in the business
circles in various countries and regions for their support and assistance given to us in
combating the catastrophic natural disasters and hosting the Beijing Olympics and
Paralympics!

Ladies, gentlemen, and friends!

Currently, the international financial crisis is spreading from local areas to the whole
world, from developed countries to emerging markets and countries, from the financial
field to the field of the real economy, and it has had a severe impact on the economic
development and the people's livelihood in various countries around the world. The
situation is very grim. Effectively dealing with the international financial crisis,
safeguarding international financial stability, and promoting world economic
development bears on the prospects for global development and touches on the
immediate interests of various countries. Recently, the G-20 Summit on Financial
Markets and the World Economy took place in Washington DC, and the meeting
reached a broad consensus on how the international community should deal with the
international ‘financial crisis, promote world economic development, and reform the
international financial system. At the crucial moment, various countries in the world
should enhance confidence, step up coordination and close cooperation, and quickly
adopt effective measures, including all necessary financial and monetary means, to
contain the expansion and spread of the financial crisis, stabilize international financial

markets as soon as possible, alleviate the damage from the financial crisis on the real
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economy as much as possible, promote world economic growth, and safeguard the
common interests of people in various countries around the world.

China welcomes positive measures taken by relevant countries to deal with this financial
crisis and hopes to see results soon. China has made major efforts within its ability to
deal with the international financial crisis and adopted a series of measures including
measures to ensure stability in the banking system in China, provide necessary liquidity
support to financial markets and financial institutes, and coordinate and cooperate
closely with macroeconomic policies employed by other countries. China will take a
responsible attitude and continue to work with the international community to step up
cooperation and strive to safeguard stability in international financial markets.

The international community should conscientiously sum up the lessons of the financial
crisis. It should conduct necessary reform on the international financial system and
create a system environment conducive to healthy global economic development on the
basis of full consultation among all parties concerned, by grasping the direction for
building a new international financial order which is fair, just, inclusive, and orderly,
and by upholding the principle of being comprehensive, balanced, and progressive and
striving for substantial results. It should step up cooperation on international financial
oversight and enhance early warning and supervisory ability; it should enhance the
global responsibility of international financial institutes for guarding against financial
risks and raise the representativeness and the right to be heard of developing countries in
international financial institutes; it should encourage regional financial cooperation and
enhance regional ability to give mutual liquidity aid; it should steadily push for
diversification of the international monetary system and improve the effectiveness of the
existing international monetary system; and, all types of financial institutes and
intermediate institutes should step up risk management and raise transparency.

China will continue to promote the construction of a world economic system that
promotes sustainable development, an international financial system which is inclusive
and orderly, an international trade system that is unbiased and reasonable, and a fair and
effective global development system. China will continue to take into account the proper
concerns of partners and especially developing countries in cooperation as China brings

about its development, support the international community in helping developing
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countries enhance their own development ability and improve their livelihood, support
pushing for liberalization and convenience in trade and investment, support various
countries in jointly safeguard the security of the world economy, and promote common
development and prosperity of various countries.

Ladies, gentlemen, and friends! ‘

At the moment, people pay great attention to the prospects for China’s development, and
friends in business circles are particularly concerned about China's economic and social
trends under the new situations. Here, I would like to make a brief introduction on
China’s future development.

This year marks the 30th anniversary of China’s reform and opening up. Reform and
opening up over the past 30 years has brought China enormous unprecedented
achievements in economic and social development and significantly raised China’s
economic strength, comprehensive national power, and the people’s standard of living.
Meanwhile, we also clearly understand that China is still the largest developing country
in the world, and there is still a long way to go before China realizes modernization. On
the road ahead, China will uphold and carry forward the scientific development concept
that is people-centred and promotes all-round, coordinated, and sustainable development,
unswervingly pursue reform, continue to improve the socialist market economic system,
and apply efforts to build systems and mechanisms that are dynamic, efficient, more
open, and conducive to scientific development. China will continue to follow a new path
of industrialization with Chinese characteristics and expend efforts to change the modes
of economic growth. China will promote the shift in economic growth from mainly
relying on investment and exports to relying on consumption, investment, and exports
and from mainly relying on higher consumption of resources to mainly relying on
scientific and technological progress, improvement in the quality of the workforce, and
management innovation, and will strive to build a modern industrial system. China will
adhere to making overall plans for urban and rural development, regional development,
and economic and social development, promote the forming of an integrated new setup
for economic and social development in cities and villages, and advance coordinated
regional development. China will uphold the basic national policy of conserving

resources and protecting the environment, advocate green production means and life
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styles, and raise the efficiency of resource utilization. China will control the emissions
of pollutants, strive to form a national economic system of intensive and clean
development, and bring about a benign cycle in the natural ecological system and social
and economic systems. China will expedite advancing social construction focusing on
improving the people’s livelihood, expend efforts to resolve issues that touch on the
immediate interests of the masses in areas such as education, employment, income
distribution, social security, poverty relief, medical and health care, and production
safety, and have all people share the results of reform and opening up. China will uphold
the basic national policy of reform and opening up, raise the level of opening the
economy, broaden the field of opening up, and take part in international economic
cooperation with a more positive altitude.

Since this year, China has actively coped with complicated changes in the international
economic environment and the severe challenges of major natural disasters and
strengthened macroscopic regulation and control in a timely manner. China’s economy
has maintained relatively rapid growth, the financial sector has operated steadily, and
the fundamentals of the Chinese economy have not changed. Between January and
September of this year, China’s gross domestic product grew 9.9 per cent and the three
major demands of investment, consumption, and export all grew by more than 20 per
cent. However, since September, with the expansion and spreading of the financial crisis,
difficulties confronting China’s economic development have become more and more
evident, and they are mainly manifested in the fact that the growth rate of China’s
exports has begun to decline and industrial production and corporate profits have been
adversely affected to varying degrees. In view of this situation, in order to boost
economic development, the Chinese government has strengthened macroeconomic
regulation and control in a timely manner, decided to follow a proactive fiscal policy
and a moderately relaxed monetary policy, and adopted measures to lower the required
bank reserve ratio, cut the deposit and lending rates, and eased corporate tax burdens.
Recently, the Chinese government has introduced even more effective measures to
expand domestic demand and decided to invest an additional 100 billion yuan this year
to expedite projects related to the people's livelihood, infrastructure, eco-environmental

construction, and post-disaster reconstruction. This is expected to generate a total of 400
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billion yuan of investment nationwide. Between the fourth quarter of this year and the
end of 2010, investment in these projects alone will reach nearly 4 trillion yuan.
Implementation of these measures will certainly give a strong impetus to China's
economic development. The steady and relatively rapid development in China's
economy itself is an important contribution to safeguarding international financial
stability and promoting world economic development.

Ladies, gentlemen, and friends!

As one of the regions in the world with the most vitality and potential, the Asian-Pacific
region has become an important force for driving world economic development and is
having a bigger role and influence in the world economic setup. At the same time, issues
like the grim world economic situation, prominent problems in energy security and food
security, the gaining ground of trade protectionism, and the deterioration of the
ecological environment threaten the healthy and stable economic development of the
Asian-Pacific region. There is distinctive diversity among APEC members and there is
high dependency and strong complementary among APEC members, and this has
provided favourable conditions for us to intensify regional cooperation and jointly deal
with challenges. APEC members have long devoted themselves to bringing about the
Bogor Goal and promoting economic and technical cooperation, accumulated rich
experiences in cooperation, and laid down a good foundation for us to strengthen policy
coordination and forge pragmatic cooperation. We should work together hand in hand
and jointly push the economy of the Asian-Pacific region to move forward.

The business circles are the main force of the world in the economic field and are an
important force to advance healthy and stable development of international economic
and trade relations. In dealing with the international financial crisis and promoting
healthy and stable development of the world economy, business circles can play an
important role. Practice in world economic development tells us that it is extremely
important to give good play to the role of various types of enterprises and specially
transnational enterprises in safeguarding stability in international financial markets and
promoting healthy and stable development of the world economy. Enterprises are to
pursue economic results, and this is the inevitable requirement of the existence and

development of enterprises. But at the same time, to exist and operate in society,
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enterprises must also consider the social results and social impact of their behaviour and
must especially consider the impact of their behaviour on economic security and
operations and the people's lives. If everyone jointly creates and safeguards a good
development environment, it will be beneficial to every enterprise in the end. Under the
conditions of in-depth development of economic globalization, enterprises should
establish the concept of global responsibility, include social responsibility in their
management strategy on their own, abide by the laws in the country where the
enterprises operate and international common business practices, improve their
management models, and pursue unity of economic results and social results. As
enterprises seek economic results through market operations, they should take a
responsible attitude, pay attention to mutual benefits and mutual complementation, give
full consideration to overall stable economic operations, and conscientiously deal with
various risks and hidden worries. Various governments should step up guidance and
supervision and create a good environment for enterprises to fulfil their social
responsibility through drawing up and improving laws.

Ladies, gentlemen, and friends!

Let us join hands and jointly make unremitting efforts to promote sustainable
development of the Asian-Pacific region and push to build a big Asian-Pacific family of
lasting peace and common prosperity.

Thank you.

(2,040 Words)

* Xinhua Wang [Xinhua Net]. (2008). Hu Jintao zai APEC Gongshang lingdaoren
fenghui shang de yanjiang [President Hu Jintao’s speech at the APEC CEO Summit on
21 Nov. 2008]. Retrieved from http://tr.hjenglish.com/page/58647/
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Text 2

Reference Chinese text:
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(1,991 Chinese Characters)
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Reference English text:

Address by Honorary Doctor of Laws, Dr Justice Patrick CHAN at the Installation
of President cum Honorary Awards Ceremony (11 Nov. 2008)

Chancellor, Pro-Chancellor, Council Chairman, President, Honoured Guests, Fellow
Graduates and Students:

I am very pleased to be able to speaker on behalf of my fellow honorary graduates and
myself on this special occasion. We greatly appreciate the honour of having been
conferred an honorary doctorate degree by City University of Hong Kong. This is a
special occasion not only for the three of us, but also for the University, since it marks
the installation of its new President, Professor Way Kuo. Profession Kuo’s academic
reputation and administrative experience stand him out as the most suitable person to
lead the University in these challenging times. His task is not any less onerous than his
predecessors’. The University has expanded vastly and progressed tremendously in
teaching and research. There are now three faculties consisting of 20 department sand
divisions, three schools, one Community College an d21 research centres. The full-time
student population exceeds 20,000, including not only local students but also students
from the mainland and different parts of the world.

Although this University is still a relatively young institution, it has gradually become
the pride of its students, its graduates, its teachers and all those who have worked hard to
make it a success. I say this from personal experience in my own discipline as a lawyer
and from my connection with the relevant faculties of the University: your Postgraduate
Certificate of Laws graduates have during recently years earned the high regard of the
legal profession; your language and linguistic research team has been in continuous co-
operation with the Judiciary in projects aimed at the greater use of Chinese in the courts
and raising the proficiency of the Chinese language of our judges and officers; your
social work graduates have been considered one of the finest in the welfare sector; and
your management and executive graduates are hotly sought after by commercial and
business organizations. Without naming them, there are achievements in other areas as
well. This of course is not a reason to be complacent. In this highly competitive society,
good is simply not good enough. To succeed, one needs to be better, and furthermore,

better and better all the time. I am sure that under the able leadership of the Council
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Chairman, its members and Professor Kuo, the University will continue to flourish in
the years to come.

Throughout the years, like other universities in Hong Kong, this University has trained
numerous talented graduates to serve the community in almost every field and many of
them have succeeded in their respective disciplines. Good quality graduates are not easy
to recruit, as my fellow honorary graduates who are in the commercial and business
sector must have experienced. There is a general shortage of the right talent. According
to a survey in 2006 (by an organization called “Manpower™), 40% of employers around
the world have difficulty filling positions due to the lack of suitable talent available
within their market. Hong Kong has done slightly better than the global average — only
31% of our employers have difficulty in recruitment. This is better than some of our
neighbours, such as Australia, Singapore and Japan. In the current global financial crisis,
this difficulty may ease slightly as the rate of unemployment rises and more people are
available in the labour market. The reasons for the difficulty in recruitment can be many
and varied, such as the economic situation and employment market of the place
concerned. But the shortage of properly trained and high standard graduates is certainly
one of the main causes. The basic problem in getting the right staff will always remain if
the standards of university graduates are not able to meet public expectations.

There have been complaints in recently years that the general standard of university
graduates in Hong Kong is falling and that they are less competitive than graduates
coming from the mainland and returning from overseas. There are particular concerns
about the language standards of local graduates: their Putonghua is naturally not as good
as that of mainland graduates and their English is outclassed by that of the returning
graduates. What is more wanting is the correct attitude towards work and the lack of a
proper sense of responsibility. It is thus quite encouraging to know that this University
has for manly years introduced compulsory course on language and Chinese culture for
all undergraduates. This is a step in the right direction and has helped to raise the
standards of their language proficiency and level of general knowledge. But more is
needed to be done. Employers are not content with mere competence and will only

accept excellence from their employees.
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What qualities do employers look for in our graduates? According to another survey
(conducted by the Hong Kong Policy Research Institute), the qualities most required by
employers include: adequate working or internship experience, excellent communication
skills and participation in extra-curricular activities. The same survey also showed that
employers prefer hiring mainland students who have studied in Hong Kong and have
some practical or intern experience here.

This University, like other local universities, has for many years admitted students from
the mainland and the numbers are rising. For 2007/08, there are nearly 1,500 mainland
students among the more than 20,000 students (7.3%) compared with the 300 or so
among 15,300 students in 2002/03 (a mere 2%). With the introduction by the
government of the Quality Migrant Admission Scheme and the relaxation about to be
implemented, some people are worried that the stream of mainland graduates, including
those who have studied in Hong Kong, will pose a serious threat to local graduates.

I do not share such a pessimistic outlook. I believe that competition is not, as many
people fear, naturally destructive. It is often the driving force for improved, progress and
perfection. According to the same survey, mainland graduates no doubt have strengths
that employers look for, such as self-confidence, writing skills, strong motivation and
leadership. But there are good qualities in local graduates that employers appreciate,
such as integrity, creativity, international exposure, computer literacy and the ability to
discover and resolve problems. Thus there are qualities and virtues that local graduates
and mainland graduates can learn from each other. I believe that, if they do, this will
raise the standards of both local and mainland graduates and together, they can offer
their best for Hong Kong. A good mix of local and incoming talent is what has made
Hong Kong a success. Our graduates should have the maturity to meet the challenge, the
humility to learn from their competitors, the readiness to co-operate with them and the
determination to always do better.

What can we offer as the Asian World City? We have precious little industry and
resources. Qur greatest asset is our talent, especially the talents of our graduates. It is
thus our distinct responsibly to equip them with the necessary knowledge and skills for

their future endeavors and to nurture them with the correct attitude in life so they can
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make valuable contributions to the community. This, I firmly believe, is our constant
mission.

(1,176 words)

* Chan, P. (2008). Address at the Installation of President cum Honorary Awards
Ceremony on 11 Nov. 2008, City University of Hong Kong.
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Appendix 10

Consent Form

You are invited to participate in an educational research study. The investigator is Miss
Pan Jun from the Department of Chinese, Translation and Linguistics, City University of
Hong Kong. The project intends to gather information concerning issues in
interpretation learning. You are invited as a possible participant in this study. If you
decide to participate, you will be asked to complete some questionnaires in class. About
10-20 minutes will be needed for each administration. Some students will be asked to
participate in an interpreting test or to be interviewed for further information. The test
and interview process might be recorded.

Any information that is obtained in connection with this study that can be identified with
you will remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission. It will be
your decision whether or not to participate in this study. If you decide to participate, you

are free to withdraw from the study at any time.

VORI SN —IBE T AR . AR T AU ok B B R 30,
BELESFANEELL. AMAFENARTROFEINERL. BHREES
ARG . MRERRSMH, EEFEERE LRI HE. RAFE 10-
20 7P RORTE] . A EFEZEEHEBES I EAE R, A AERAHE— PR
Bl WRAMERA BT RESBRT .

AR R T BRI N BRI R E . BRIEAR AR, 45N
RATEL e 2 B HRE R B S IMARBI . RESMGE, EhLERER.

Signature of Participant Z 1 % Date H #

Signature of Investigator fff 7T & & 4 &I Date H #3
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Appendix 11
Elicitation Test Materials and the Reference Target Texts (Part 1I)

Elicitation Test Materials Reference Target Texts
Text 1!
P1-S1 B ER &L, 141, %4 Honorable chairperson, ladies,
AT, BRAEAIT gentlemen, and friends!

P1-S2 LK, BEMEESMITESS A Today, I am very happy to meet with
B4, SNsHEBRS B L leaders of the business circles here

b E R E WS ERETRE again to exchange views with all of
o you on how to deal with the

international financial crisis and on
China's development issues.

P2-S3 2008 EXTFEEEAF ALY  The year 2008 has been an
— 4, extraordinary year for China.

P2-S4 i E AN EBRIhHS T E/KIEM  The Chinese people successfully
EykERgeE . TN )| kg resisted and fought back a snow

RE, RINEAT LS Rz, disaster in extreme cold and the
devastating earthquake in Wenchuan,

Sichuan and successfully hosted the
Beijing Olympic Games.
P2-S5 TS, FRERFPREBEFM I would like to take this opportunity to
AR, FNRAIEM T fI25E), express sincere thanks on behalf of the

B&E & TREAREAN, = Chinese government and people to

SR A friends in the business circles in
various countries and regions for their
support and assistance given to us!

Text 2 |
P1-S1 MBI R IRE 2 F#E A FEE  Now let’s address the issue of the
b A= g ] university graduates in Hong Kong.
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P1-S2 FERD NN, FEEKEEN  There have been complaints in recent
MoK e TR, =485 years that the general standard of

T 15 P R M [ 9 university graduates in Hong Kong is
s falling and that they are less

competitive than graduates coming
from the mainland and returning from
overseas.
P1-S3 AT B S KL A BN A Their Putonghua is naturally not as
W, THiE/KFE 5S4 EER2: good as that of mainland graduates
R AP and their English is outclassed by that
of the returning graduates.
P2-S4 TR, FIERFEFEAMEE  Recently, local universities have been
A EF-. enrolling rising numbers of mainland
students.
P2-S5 {0, 2008 FEREE, FH¥ETT K  For example, in City University of
200,000 L& 2%, HEHT Hong Kong, in 2008, there are nearly

1,500 2K E P, 5 7.3%. 1,500 mainland students among the
more than 20,000 students, accounting
for 7.3%,
P2-S6  THfE 2003 4, HAE KL 3004  compared with the 300 or so in 2003.
Py HBAE
P2-S7  HAHOLZE AR EEAEER  Some are worried that this will pose a
P R A . serious threat to local students.

Notes:

1. Text and reference translation adapted from Xinhua Wang [Xinhua Net]. (2008). Hu
Jintao zai APEC Gongshang lingdaoren fenghui shang de yanjiang [President Hu
Jintao’s  speech at the APEC CEO  Summit]. Retrieved from
http://tr hjenglish.com/page/58647/
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2. Text and reference translation adapted from Chan, P. (2008). Address at the
Installation of President cum Honorary Awards Ceremony on 11 Nov. 2008, City
University of Hong Kong.
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Evaluation Sheet for the Elicitation Test
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Score- | Score- | Score- | Language- | Content- | Presentation
PartIT | Text1 | Text2 | Partll Part 11 -Part I

Student 1

Student 2

Continued
Language- | Content | Presentation- | Language | Content- | Presentation-
Text 1 -Text1 | Text2 -Text 2 Text 2 Text 2

Student 1

Student 2

Continued

Part II Pr wWd { Gr | S WN |WW 10 ot | Mt |Or | C F R T
(DI (5 T € 5 B ¢ O B (&) I (®)) OOl ® | e |®

Student 1

Student 2

Continued

Text 1 Pr {Wd |Gr |S WN | WW | O ot |[Mt jOr |C F R T
O oL OO O [© OOl o ® |® | ®

Student 1

Student 2

Continued

Text 2 Pr |Wd |Gr |S WN | WW | O ot (Mt |Or |C F R T
OO oo i©o ©O OO ©C OO ®  ® ®

Student 1

Student 2

Continued
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Sentencel | Pr | Wd | Gr | S WN |WW O Ot | Mt |Or |C F R T
oo oo o (OO0 |0 OO @ |® [®

Student 1

Student 2

Continued

Sentence2 | Pr | Wd | Gr | S WN | WW | O Ot | Mt |Or |C F R T
oo oo © OO0 OO e ® @

Student 1

Student 2

Continued

Sentence | Pr | Wd | Gr |S WN | WW | O Ot |Mt [Or | C F R T

12 oo oo oo OO OO0 6 eE e ®

Student 1

Student 2
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Appendix 13

Transcription Scheme for the Elicited Data

Categories Symbols of | Remarks
transcription
Sentence Tag <EC1> Sentence 1 of the English to Chinese
interpretation;
<CEl> Sentence 2 of the Chinese to English
interpretation.
Grammar <> This category only records mistakes in
mistakes subject-verb agreement, verb tenses, etc. and
the erroneous forms were recorded in the
angle brackets after the correct forms, e.g.
lives < life >, are < were >.
Pronunciation <> Similar to 1, erroneous pronunciation is
errors represented by spelling and put into the angle
brackets after the correct spelling, e.g. make <
meek >.
Disfluent pauses “...” stands for a noticeable one, while
“ean ” stands for a longer pause, etc.
Self- I think, I think Each repetition is recorded according to their
repetition/repair occurrence.
Pause fillers (er), (oh), (en),
(um), (well)
Small voice () Put the words in small voices in to brackets.
Undistinguishable | (XXX) Similar to pauses, the number of “XXX” can
words be multiplied to represent longer strings of
undistinguishable words.
Extra-linguistic ) (laugh )
information (inhale ) (exhale )

(cough)
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Note:

* According to Thompson (2005), the use of perceived long/short pauses is favored over
the use of strictly timed pauses. The latter was regarded rather time-consuming and not
useful for relevant analysis due to too many variables such as the rate of speaking, etc.
Therefore, the current study applied the use of “...” to indicate a perceivable uneasy

pause in the speech and the use of “...... ” to indicate a lengthier version of such pauses.
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Appendix 14

Extracts from a Sample File in the Transcribed Database

<TEXT FILE 1>

< CI><GROUPA > <81 ><TASK3 > < SEX =F > < SCORE = 65>

< CE1 > < 0'05" > Hello, chairman<chairmans>, ladies and gentlemen!

< CE2 > < 019" > It's my pleasure to ... get together to discuss about the crisis<cresis>
of the economic in the world ... and the development of China's, China's develop-

economic (en) ...

< CE3 > < 0'04" > Two-thousand-and eight is a special year<nyear> for China.

< CE4 > < 020" > Chinese people succeeded to ... to cover the cold weather<bruther>
and the white snow and the earthquake happened in Wenchuan, Sichuan Province.
They<Dei>.

< CE5 > <0'15" > I just stand for the Chinese government to thank for the... thank for ...
thanks thanks the different different countries, regions for their help to China.

< CI><GROUPA > < S1 ><TASK4 > < SEX = F > < SCORE = 68>

< CE1l > < 0'08" > (Exhale) Now, let’s discuss the problems of the graduates from
Xiang-Gang University.

< CE2 > < 0'10" > (en), many people think that their lev- the uni- the their students’
levels are decreased.

< CE3 > < 038" > For example, (en) ... their English levels are worse than the students
who came back who came back from foreign countries. Besides, their Putonghua ... is
worse is worse than the students in Chi- in the land of China ... (en), so the students are

not bad are worse than the students.

< CE4><0'17"> In two- ... (en) in two-thousand-and-eight ... (en) now the universities

in Xiang-Gang absorbed<obserbed> more and more students from the Chinese land.
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< CE5 > < 0'19" > For example, in two-thousand-and-eight, the university of Xiang-
Gang City it absorbed<obserbed> one-thousand-five-hundred students from the Chinese
land, about seven-point-three-percent of all of all his students.

< CE6 > < 0'10" > And in two-thousand-and-three, it's just absorbed<obserbed> three-
hundred students from the Chinese land.

< CE7 > < 030" > Many people worried about that it would be dangerous it would be
dangerous for the for the students in Xiang- in Hong-Kong ... (en) ... it would be a
greater it would be a greater crisis<criesis> for Hong-Kong students to attend the uni-

the universities.



352

Appendix 15

Examples of Pronunciation Problems in the Database

<p_ vV _w>
Res- respected<rispicted><p v_w> person, ladies and gentmen
University. (en) These days<dais><p _v_w> (en) (en) These days a
students. (en) (en) in in eight<ait><p v_w> one-thousand
<p v _a>

encountered (en) great<gweate><p v_a> rainy and (er) snowy a

rage level is dropped<dropede><p v_a> (en) when compared wit

(en) in economy (en) from<froma><p_v_a> people around the world
<p v d>

the (en) developing<develping><p v_d> (inhale) (en) developing
we suffer from the suffer<suf><p v_d> from the (er) heavy

very extraordinary<extradinary><p_ v_d> year to Chinese people
<p_c_w>

not (en) is not is very<wery><p_c_w> (en) (en) famous. (en)
university this year is low<nou><p c_w> (en) any other years o

the level of English<Engnish><p ¢ w> (en) neither neither d
<p_c_a>

students who who went<gwent><p c¢_a> abroad. And their Putonghua
eive (er) receive many<manlin><p c¢_a> receive many stu- (en)

(er) the graduate<granduate><p ¢ a> from Xiang Hong-Kong
<p c d>

with usual to discuss<dicuss><p c¢_d> the agriculture and a

and their English is not as<a><p c¢_d> good as people who com

ong. (en) For example<egample><p c¢ d> Hong-Kong Hong-Kong Ci
<p b w>

thanks for everyone<ereyone><p b_w> who helps us for example

ex- extraordinary<exweidinary><p b _w> to China because Chine

<p__b_a>
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express my express<expepress><p_b_a> my thanks to the

(en), the honor<honene><p_b_a> of president, ladies an

is (en) there are only<online><p b _a> three-hundred. (Er) so
<p b d>

(er) talk about economy<ecomy><p b_d> economic (en) economy
about economy economic<ecomic><p_b_d> (en) econo

(en) competitive<competive><p b_d> with (er) competitive
<p_s>

risks of (er) economy<ekonnomy><p_ s> (er) internationally and
university. (en) Recent<ressent><p_ s> in recent (en) many people

cold temperature<temperrature><p_s> and the (en) cold disaster





