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ABSTRACT: Self-assessment in interpreter training has been recognized
as an important tool to motivate learners and help them learn to evaluate
their own performance. The literature on this topic shows that students’ self-
assessment ratings positively correlate with trainers’ assessments, but there
are certain differences between the two groups in terms of interpretation
quality assessment. The present study wishes to contribute to research on self-
assessment as a learning tool by comparing students’ self-assessments with
teacher assessments in terms of a set of quality categories and identifying in
what areas students need more guidance to draw pedagogical implications. For
data collection, 20 first-year graduate students of Korean-English interpretation
conducted self-assessment of their sentence-by-sentence consecutive
interpretation in both directions. Two broad quality categories were applied,
which are fidelity to the source text and target language adequacy, along with
the three sub-categories of fidelity which are omissions, misinterpretations,
and additions. An experienced interpreter trainer was recruited to perform
assessment of the students’ consecutive interpretations based on the same
quality categories. The results show that the students tended to focus more on
target language quality in both directions while the teacher applied stricter
criteria in evaluating fidelity of the interpretations. For instance, the study
found several instances where students marked parts of their interpretations
as target language errors while the trainer marked them as fidelity errors such

as omissions and misinterpretations. The results suggest that the students
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were not consistent and reliable detectors of errors in their interpretation
performance during self-assessment. This may be partly attributable to the
fact that the participants were in the second semester of the two-year long
graduate program, and in the process of learning how to evaluate the quality
of interpretation accurately. Pedagogical implications of the findings are
discussed, including the kind of guidance needed for students to learn how to

conduct self-assessment more successfully.

KEYWORDS: self-assessment, interpreter training, quality of interpreting,

fidelity, target language quality
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1. Introduction

The goal of graduate programs training interpreting students is to ensure
that they acquire the necessary skills to perform as professional interpreters.
Students learn basic skills needed to comprehend speeches in the source
language and render them in the target language either in a consecutive or a
simultaneous interpreting mode. During classes, teachers provide students
with feedback and comments on their performance as formative assessment
to help learners improve their skills. They learn to provide peer feedback
during classes as well as during practice sessions.

When students finish their training and start working as professional
interpreters, they are left on their own to evaluate their performance, i.e.,
engage in self-assessment and continue to search for ways to improve their
skills and competencies as interpreters. As a result, it is important for students
to learn the techniques of self-assessment during training, which will help
them monitor their performance after graduation. As Bartlomiejczyk (2007)
notes, self-evaluation should be practiced both by student interpreters and
professional interpreters as a useful means of quality control.

Several studies have been undertaken to investigate various aspects of
students’ self-assessment (Han & Fan, 2020; Han & Riazi, 2018; Lee, 2011; Li,
2018; Shin, 2017; Wu, 2021) based on the assumption that self-assessment
is a necessary skill to be practiced by students. Indeed, trainees saw self-
assessment as being a useful aspect of the learning process (Aratjo, 2019).
Previous studies reported that students tend to focus on negative aspects of
their performance, and they seem to recognize benefits of conducting self-
assessment on their interpretation. In addition, differences between teachers’
assessments and students’ self-assessments have been investigated through
various methods. The present study aims to make a small contribution to
the growing body of research on self-assessment in the context of interpreter
education by examining differences and similarities between students’ self-
assessments and teacher assessments in terms of the two quality categories
of fidelity and target language quality and three sub-categories of fidelity,
namely omissions, misinterpretations, and additions. The patterns emerging
from the self-assessments by graduate students of interpretation compared
to teacher assessments provide pedagogical implications on how to approach
self-assessments for educational purposes.
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2. Studies on Self-Assessment in the Context of Interpreter
Education

2.1 Assessment in the Context of Interpreter Education

Assessment is an important pedagogical tool that teachers employ to find
out what students know and what they can do. In a traditional classroom
environment, assessment is typically conducted by teachers, but in a
collaborative learning environment, assessment can be conducted by teachers
and peers to provide feedback on the learner’s skills and performance. In the
context of interpreter training, assessment is mainly concerned with quality of
interpreting produced by students, which is evaluated for various educational
purposes. In discussing how quality of interpreting is not a single measure
but a combination of elements, Gile (1995) noted that interpretation quality
is “a subjectively weighted sum of a number of components: the fidelity of the
target-language speech, the quality of the interpreter’s linguistic output, the
quality of his/her voice, the prosodic characteristics of his/her delivery, [and]
the quality of his/her terminological usage” (p. 151). Considering the long list
of components that make up quality in interpretation, one can assume that
assessment of interpreting performance is not a simple task.

While quality is multi-faceted and interpretation quality is subject to
assessment in the educational setting, Hatim and Mason (1997) make a
distinction between assessing quality and assessing performance, whereas
quality assessment is concerned with a product, i.e., interpretation output
in the target language, and performance assessment is concerned with the
process of interpreting. Quality assessment may involve comparing the
interpretation with the source speech to see how faithful the rendition is and
how appropriate the expressions in the target text are. On the other hand,
process-oriented assessment may focus on the skills required to carry out
interpreting by using a variety of methods, including a think-aloud protocol
and a reflective interview. While there are numerous aspects to assessment,
Sawyer (2004) proposes an integrated view of assessment for interpreter
education, “an approach that views assessment as providing feedback and
guidance to the learner throughout the course of instruction” (p. 93).

Moving on to the types of assessment, it can be categorized in various
ways. For instance, Child (2004, as cited in Iaroslavschi, 2011) categorized
assessment into four types: pre-task assessment, formative assessment,
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diagnostic assessment, and summative assessment. Pre-task assessment is
conducted to identify the level of knowledge and skills of students in the
beginning of the learning process. Formative assessment is used by the
teacher to check how much progress the students have made. Diagnostic
assessment is employed during the course to discover the rationale behind
difficulties that students experience to help students overcome these
difficulties. Finally, summative assessment occurs at the end of the course to
measure learning outcomes.

The categorization of assessment by Gipps (1994, as cited in Sawyer,
2004) is similar to the categories described above but includes a type of
assessment performed by learners themselves. Gipps (1994) discussed
three types of assessment: formative, summative, and ipsative. The first two
forms of assessment are almost identical to what Child (2004) described,
but ipsative assessment refers to a process in which students evaluate their
own performance in comparison to their previous performances. Ipsative
assessment not only occurs during the learning process as students but
also when they work as professional interpreters. Evaluating one’s own
performance is a useful method of ensuring quality control, which should be
practiced both by trainees and by professionals (Bartlomiejczyk, 2007).

Sawyer (2004) suggests that ipsative assessment needs to be well
integrated into the curriculum so that students can fully benefit from self-
assessment opportunities to improve their learning. Self-assessment offers
several pedagogical benefits by supporting learner-directed and autonomous
learning and providing teachers with information about learners in terms of
their understanding of interpretation quality.

2.2 Studies on Self-assessment in Interpreting

For the past few decades, there has been major growth in the use of self-
assessment in interpreter training. Students are encouraged to self-assess
their performance as a means to promote self-directed learning (Shin, 2017)
and improve their learning outcomes (Li, 2018). Han and Fan (2020) attribute
this trend to three factors. First, there has been a major shift in interpreter
education from a traditional, teacher-centered approach to a more student-
centered approach to learning (Sawyer, 2004; Setton & Dawrant, 2016). Second,
interpreting trainees tend to spend a significant amount of time outside the
classroom and practice interpreting on their own or during peer practice
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sessions. Self-assessment helps learners develop learner autonomy and
develop reflective thinking, thereby supporting their growth as competent
interpreters. Third, professional interpreters are required to continue to
evaluate the quality of their performance and find ways to improve their
skills. Therefore, it is important for students to learn the techniques of self-
assessment during training, which can encourage students to engage in a life-
long learning process that transcends the classroom (Lee, 2011).

Advantages of using self-assessment for Translation and Interpreting
(T&I) education have been discussed in the literature. Li (2018) uses theories
on cognitive constructivism in knowledge construction to show the
pedagogical benefits of self-assessment in T&I training. Self-assessment is
consistent with several pedagogical approaches, including the metacognitive
approach to learning, autonomous learning, self-directed learning, lifelong
learning, and sustainable assessment (p. 50). Thus, self-assessment is a good
tool that supports learners to be reflective of their own learning and engage in
the reflective and constructive process of mental construction of knowledge
with the help of scaffolding provided by teachers.

Recognizing the importance of self-assessment in interpreter training,
several studies have been conducted to examine various aspects of self-
assessment (Bartlomiejczyk, 2007; Han & Fan, 2020; Han & Riazi, 2018; Lee, 2017;
Lee, 2011; Li, 2018; Wu, 2021). One strand of research is aimed at identifying
characteristics of student self-assessment. Bartlomiejczyk (2007) reported
in her dissertation study that 84% of the comments in self-assessment by
interpreting students were negative comments and only 10% were positive
assessments in both directions of English to Polish and Polish to English.
To see if there is still a strong tendency towards negative assessment,
Bartlomiejczyk (2007) conducted a follow-up study where eighteen
interpreting students were asked to interpret a speech from English to Polish,
transcribe their interpretations and conduct self-assessment by focusing on
both positive and negative aspects of their performance. The self-assessment
comments were grouped into product-oriented segments (57%), comments
on strategies (22.4%), and others. Product-oriented comments, taking up
the largest share of self-assessment, were further classified as relating to
faithfulness, coherence, style, lexis, presentation, completeness (i.e., omission),
or grammar. Product-oriented comments were also divided into positive
(37.1%) and negative comments (56.2%), highlighting a tendency to focus more
on negative aspects of their performance during self-assessment. 22.7% of
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the positive comments referred to the faithfulness of the interpretation to the
source speech while negative comments were mainly related to completeness
(23%) and faithfulness (22%). However, issues of presentation were hardly
mentioned by the student interpreters, suggesting that guidance is needed to
help students pay attention to the presentational aspect of interpretation.

The tendency for trainee interpreters to focus more on negative aspects of
their performance was also reported in Wu (2021), where eighteen first-year
graduate students of interpretation performed free-style self-assessments of
their English-to-Korean consecutive interpretations during a single semester.
It was found that most self-assessment comments made by the students were
negative comments that pinpointed errors made during interpreting, which
may have a negative impact on the learners’ self-efficacy. In addition, self-
assessment comments provided by the students were largely unstructured and
unsystematic at the beginning of the semester but became more structured
and organized towards the end of the semester. Students tended to focus on
accuracy and target language expressions much more than delivery and note-
taking. Comments produced by students during self-assessment constitute
a wealth of information that teachers may find useful as they provide clues
to the cognitive processes that students go through during interpretation
and particular difficulties and issues that they struggle with when trying to
produce quality interpretations.

Another research interest pursued in terms of self-assessment was to
examine whether trainee interpreters can assess themselves accurately (Han &
Riazi, 2018; Li, 2018). Han and Riazi (2018) conducted a longitudinal study to
investigate the accuracy level of self-assessments by undergraduate English-
Chinese interpretation students and how the accuracy level would change
over time for ten weeks. Three scoring criteria were applied to measure
self-assessment accuracy: information completeness, fluency of delivery,
and target language quality. They found that the self-assessment accuracy
generally improved over time for both interpreting directions. The overall
accuracy level was higher for English to Chinese interpretation than the
other direction. For the other direction, the students tended to over-score the
three criteria for Chinese-to-English interpretation at each time point. They
were able to self-assess information completeness in the English-to-Chinese
direction accurately, but the pattern was reversed in the opposite direction.
The authors presume that students may be able to better assess information
completeness because they are more competent, confident, and comfortable
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in self-assessing their Chinese renditions.

In general, students are capable of conducting self-assessment quite
accurately, but certain differences have been reported between students’ self-
assessments and teacher assessments. In a study conducted by Li (2018),
54 undergraduate translation majors conducted four self-assessments
of their sight translation performance using a self-assessment sheet that
contained three criteria: consistency (i.e., absence of omissions, additions,
and distortions), target language quality, and delivery. The teacher used the
same criteria to evaluate the students’ performance. The students also filled
out a questionnaire at the end of the semester designed to find out their
perceptions towards self-assessment. The study found a positive correlation
between the students’ self-assessments and teacher assessments. The students’
self-assessment accuracy improved over time as they conducted repeated
self-assessments. Finally, the questionnaire shows that the students view self-
assessment as conductive to positive learning outcomes.

A similar study was conducted by Lee (2017) involving fifteen
undergraduate students majoring in the interpretation and translation
of English and Korean. The students conducted self-assessments of their
consecutive interpretation performance in both directions based on the three
criteria of fidelity, delivery, and target language. Student self-assessments
were then compared with teacher assessments using the same criteria.
Opverall, the students gave themselves lower scores than the teacher, a finding
that is in line with previous findings (Bartlomiejczyk, 2007; Wu, 2021) that
interpreting students tended to pay more attention to the negative aspects of
their performance than the positive aspects. The students commented more
on target language appropriateness for their Korean to English interpretation
while they made more comments on fidelity for their English to Korean
interpretation. Since English is their L2, they may be more conscious of the
correctness of their English rendition, resulting in more comments about
target language quality.

Another study on self-assessment was conducted by Han and Fan
(2020) on undergraduate students’ views and perception of the utility of self-
assessment in their learning of English-Chinese interpreting. 38 graduate
interpreting students produced reflective observations on their experience of
self-assessment throughout a ten-week consecutive interpreting course. The
qualitative data analysis revealed four general dimensions of self-assessments:
comments, benefits, drawbacks, and suggestions. The study found that the



66 Juyeon Lee

students generally view self-assessment as beneficial, making them self-aware
and reflective of their performance, but self-assessment may also produce
differential effects on different groups of students. In other words, some
students found self-assessment motivating while other felt discouraged and
demotivated when they had to self-assess their interpreting performance.
Therefore, the study highlighted the importance of having transparent,
explicit, and comprehensible assessment criteria that students can utilize
during self-assessment, which helps facilitate benefits of self-assessment and
reduces potential negative impact of self-assessment on students.

The previous studies discussed above have informed the design of the
present study, but they focused on self-assessments by undergraduate students
while the present study was conducted on graduate students. Therefore,
a brief review of the studies on self-assessments by graduate students of
interpretation is warranted. Lee (2011) made comparisons between self-
assessments by 12 graduate students of interpretation and assessments by
two teachers collected over two semesters. In each semester, two assessments
were conducted on consecutive interpretation so that a total of eight
assessment reports were obtained for each student: four self-assessments and
four teacher assessments. Both the students and the teachers were asked to
produce written comments on interpretations in three assessment categories:
meaning, language and delivery. They were also asked to give a grade to each
interpretation. The study found a moderately significant correlation between
students’ and teacher’s grades, but students’ self-assessments differed from
teacher assessments in terms of content. For example, students regarded
note-taking, memory, and psychological factors as more important than
teachers, and students’ self-assessments contained more process-related
comments, which can provide a window into students’ cognitive processes
during interpretation. Shin (2017) and Wu (2021) also reported characteristics
of self-assessment at graduate programs of interpretation and translation and
benefits of employing this type of assessment in T&I education.

Against this backdrop, the present study aims to contribute to the
growing body of literature on self-assessment for interpreter education by
examining how student self-assessments may differ from teacher assessments
in terms of fidelity to the source text and target language quality. Additional
categorization of fidelity into sub-categories of omissions, misinterpretations,
and additions is expected to allow more granular comparison between
students’ self-assessments and teacher assessments.
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3. Methodology
3.1 Context of the Study and Participants

To investigate differences between students’ self-assessments and teacher
assessments on consecutive interpretation between Korean and English
in terms of fidelity (omissions, additions, and misinterpretations) and target
language quality, the study recruited 20 first-year students at the Graduate
School of Interpretation and Translation at Hankuk University of Foreign
Studies in Korea. Out of the 20 students, one is male, and the rest are female.
Korean is their A language and English is their B language.

In the first semester of the graduate program, students take classes on
consecutive interpreting and translation classes in both directions of English
to Korean and Korean to English. In the second semester, in addition to the
consecutive interpreting classes, they take a course titled Introduction to
Simultaneous Interpreting (SI) where they learn the basic and foundational
skills needed to perform simultaneous interpretation, for which they train
in earnest in the second year of the program. Data were collected during the
Introduction to SI classes in the second semester.

As for teacher assessment, to obtain independent assessment data, the
study recruited someone who did not teach the above classes but is deemed
qualified to evaluate student performances based on extensive experience
and knowledge. The teacher who participated in the study has 12 years of
experience as a professional conference interpreter and 8 years of teaching
experience at the graduate program. She has taught both consecutive and
simultaneous interpretation courses in both directions, so she is familiar
with the curriculum as well as characteristics of interpreting performance by
graduate students.

3.2 Data Collection and Analysis

For data collection, the students were asked to go into simultaneous
interpretation booths individually and perform sentence-by-sentence
consecutive interpretation without note-taking in both directions, i.e., from
English to Korean and from Korean to English. The texts used for data
collection contained 20 sentences for each direction (Appendix). The English
speech and the Korean speech came from the same conference, which was on
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the topic of global infrastructure cooperation, to ensure similar content and
difficulty level between the two directions. The topic and basic glossary were
provided to the students in advance.

The data collection procedure was as follows. First, the students were
each placed in a simultaneous interpretation booth. Since there were only
eight booths in the classroom, students were divided into several groups.
Right after the author read a sentence, the students interpreted the sentence
into the target language immediately without note-taking. The same process
was repeated for 20 sentences for English-to-Korean interpretation and
another 20 sentences for Korean-to-English interpretation. The students’
interpretations were audio-recorded and transcribed by the students
themselves.

The assessment categories were informed by several studies. Lee (2017)
stated that fidelity, delivery, and language were the most common criteria for
interpretation quality assessment suggested in the literature. Han and Riazi
(2018) also used three scoring dimensions of information completeness,
fluency of delivery, and target language quality. In short, quality of
interpretation is judged largely based on how accurate and faithful the
renditions are to the original text, how fluent and smooth the delivery is, and
how appropriate and natural the renditions are in terms of target language
grammar and conventions. In the present study, because assessment was
performed on the written transcripts of the interpretation, aspects of delivery
(e.g., tone of voice, disfluencies, speed of delivery, intonation, etc.) were excluded
from the assessment criteria. As a result, fidelity and language were chosen as
the two main assessment categories.

Between the two categories, fidelity should be given more weight due
to its importance for successful interpreting. For instance, Moser (1996)
examined 201 interviews conducted by 94 interpreters with users at 84
different meetings and reported that the most common expectation of the
users was faithfulness to the original speech. Gile (1995) also noted that
the most important obligation of an interpreter is to produce a rendition of
the speaker’s message as faithfully and accurately as possible. Against this
backdrop, the fidelity category was further divided into three sub-categories
of omission, addition, and misinterpretation, following Gile (1995). Li (2018)
also defined content consistency in terms of omissions, additions, and
changes of important content. The students in the present study are already
familiar with the three sub-categories since they are used in the classroom
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when instructors and peers provide feedback on student performance.

As part of self-assessment, students were asked to mark on their
transcripts the types of instances that occurred in their interpretation, focused
on the three types of fidelity errors (omission, addition, and mistranslation) as
well as target language errors. They were also allowed to write comments on
certain assessment instances when deemed necessary. The same criteria of
assessment were applied by the teacher. Self-assessments by the students were
then compared against the assessments by the teacher to examine differences
and similarities by assessment category and by interpretation direction and
draw pedagogical implications. The results are reported in the following
section.

4. Results

The students’ self-assessments and the teacher’s assessments were compared
by assessment category and interpreting direction. The results of these
comparisons are presented and discussed by interpreting direction.

4.1 The English to Korean Direction

All the instances marked by the students in their self-assessments of the
English to Korean interpretations and the assessments by the teacher were
tallied in terms of the assessment categories. In all the tables, OM refers
to omissions, while MI refers to misinterpretation, AD refers to additions,
and TL means target language quality. The instances marked by individual
students and those marked by the teachers on the students’ performance
are provided in the Appendix, and Table 1 below shows the summary of the
tokens identified by the students and the teacher.

Table 1: Assessments of English to Korean interpretations by the students and the teacher

Fidelity
TL Total
oM MI AD
Students 289 227 98 308 922
Teacher 369 305 126 192 819
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Table 1 shows that the self-assessments included 614 tokens (66.5%)
on fidelity and 308 tokens (33.5%) on target language quality. In the fidelity
category, omission errors make up the largest share (47.1%), followed by
misinterpretation errors (36.9%), and addition errors (16%). The high
frequency of fidelity-related errors may be attributable to the fact that the
students did not take notes. Since they had to rely on memory to remember
the message and all the details, they may have made omission, mis-
interpretation, or addition errors when rendering the original message in the
target language more frequently than when they interpreted with notes. It is
also noteworthy that the students’ self-assessments included a large share of
tokens on target language errors even though their renditions were in the A
language, which suggests that they were either not competent in producing
utterances in L1 or unsure of determining appropriateness of target language
expressions.

Among the tokens marked by the teacher on the students’ English to
Korean interpretations, fidelity-related tokens make up the largest share
(80.6%) and the target language-related ones account for 19.4%. Under the
fidelity category, omission errors were checked most commonly (46.1%),
followed by misinterpretations (38.1%), and additions (15.8%). While the
students may not have much problem understanding the source speech in
L1, they may have trouble remembering details during interpreting because
they interpreted without note-taking, which was marked by the teacher in
assessing the fidelity of the students’ renditions.

When the results of the self-assessments are compared with the teacher’s
assessments, a clear pattern emerges as shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Comparison of assessments of English to Korean interpretations
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The comparison between the students’ self-assessments and the teacher’s
assessments shows that the teacher tended to note more fidelity-related
errors than the students, indicating that the teacher applied stricter criteria
to determine whether interpreted renditions were faithful to the original
speech. On the other hand, students tended to pay more attention to target
language expressions, showing that the students were overly concerned about
target language expressions. The following example is illustrative of these
tendencies.

Self-assessment: marked as TL error

Teacher assessment: marked as misinterpretation

ST: L also hope that your concerted efforts will contribute to the realization
of the SDGs and the Paris Agreement.

TT: olef 5] s} wHle] 2o 2 she] Yol 47bs g RIS o] 7
g Bo =2-o] = Aolgpar AZFshTt (Student 11)
(Literal Translation: I think that your efforts and thoughts will be very

helpful in achieving the Paris Agreement and the SDS.)

The underlined part in the source text means that the speaker hopes
the ensuing part to take place in the future. The student interpreted this
part as a rendition in Korean that denotes “I think”, which is marked by the
teacher as an instance of misinterpretation but marked by the student as an
instance of target language error. The above example shows that the teacher
focused on how accurate and faithful the rendition was against the target text
and that the student was sensitive to target language adequacy. In fact, the
underlined segment marked by the student is perfectly grammatical in the
target language. The following are examples that shows how students seem to
be sensitive to the appropriateness of target language expressions.

Self-assessment: marked as TL errors

Teacher assessment: not marked as errors

ST: In particular, four of them, namely water and sanitation, energy,
cities and communities, and infrastructure are directly related to

construction.
TT: 58] 1 S wA], B2t 94, et 5 ] 719 Adrbspiess
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97 A A 0 2 Agto] 9lsULt. (Student 5)
(Literal Translation: In particular, among them, four SDGs such as
cities, water and sanitation, and infrastructure are directly related to

the construction industry.)

ST: But the impact of construction on the global and national economies is

much more profound.

TT:3HAIRE A4 o] =) 2o HFAA BA el vA= &2 H=E
Adigtct. (Student 7)
(Literal Translation: However, the impact of the construction industry

on the domestic and global economies is much greater.)

In both examples, students marked the underlined parts as indicative
of TL errors, but the teacher did not mark them as problematic. In fact,
the underlined expressions are appropriate and grammatical in the target
language. During self-assessment, students were overly concerned with target
language usage to an extent that even appropriate expressions were marked as
TL errors.

4.2 The Korean to English Direction

This section reports on how the students assessed their consecutive
interpretation from Korean to English as compared to the assessments by the
teacher. Table 2 shows the summary of the tokens identified by the students
and the teacher during assessment.

Table 2: Assessments of Korean to English interpretations by the students and the teacher

Fidelity
TL Total
OM MI AD
Students 327 168 72 277 844
Teacher 450 213 92 206 961

The self-assessments included 567 tokens (67.2%) on fidelity and 277
tokens (32.8%) on target language quality. Under the fidelity category,
omission errors make up the largest share (57.1%), followed by mis-
interpretation errors (29.7%), and addition errors (12.7%). The distribution
of the instances of the assessment categories is similar between the two
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directions. Again, fidelity-related errors were marked the most frequently as
the students had to rely on memory instead of notes.

In the assessment of the students’ English to Korean interpretations by
the teacher, fidelity-related tokens make up the largest share (78.6%) and target
language-related ones account for 21.4%. In the fidelity category, omission
errors were found most frequently (59.6%), followed by misinterpretations
(23.2%), and additions (12.2%). The distribution of these instances is similar
to the teacher’s assessment of the English to Korean interpretations.

Figure 2: Comparison of assessments of Korean to English interpretations
500
450
400
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300
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200
150
100
50
0

oM Ml AD TL
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In the Korean to English interpretations, the comparison between self-
assessments and teacher assessments revealed a similar pattern as seen in the
English to Korean interpretation. In the three sub-categories of fidelity, the
students marked more instances than the teacher, but they reported more
target language-related issues in their self-assessments compared to the
teacher.

As was observed in the English to Korean interpretations, there were
many instances in the evaluations of the Korean to English interpretations
where target language errors marked by students were not marked as
such by the teacher. The following examples show how certain parts of
the interpretations were marked by students as target language errors but
recognized by the teacher as other instances.
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Self-assessment: marked as TL error

Teacher assessment: marked as misinterpretation

ST: 2Rl EAEE o] 2& FAE A5 £Ae] @48 A9e wrk
EgAoln A% 0 2 F§ 5 =% o) Z AUk
(Literal Translation: Smart City will solve this problem and make
it possible to use the city’s limited resources in a more efficient and
sustainable manner.)

TT: And Smart City is a key to solve this problem in a more sustainable and

more meaningful, uh, a more sustainable way. (Student 3)

In the above example, the underlined part in the target language
rendition was marked by the student as a target language error but the teacher
viewed it as an instance of misinterpretation. It shows that the student was
sensitive to target language appropriateness during self-assessment and failed
to compare the interpreted rendition with the source text to evaluate fidelity
of the interpretation.

Self-assessment: marked as TL error

Teacher assessment: not marked as error

ST: opAiRke Tkl Swlsol 74 o 2He Koo 2, b ke 47}
o] gLk,
(Literal Translation: ASEAN is the region most frequently visited by
people of the Republic of Korea, and the annual visitors are about 10

million.)

TT: About 10 million Korean people visit ASEAN countries every year,
which means ASEAN countries are popular tourist destinations for
Koreans. (Student 7)

ST: ol2 A1318k7] sl obAlekst hghale] 71U Felo] Folnch
CRAiied
(Literal Translation: To achieve this, close cooperation between ASEAN

and Korea is more important than anything else.)

TT: To achieve this community, cooperation between Korea and ASEAN is

of utmost importance. (Student 19)
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The two examples in the above show how certain expressions were
marked by students as target language errors while the teacher considered
them as appropriate in the target language. In the first example, the
underlined “Korean people” was marked as a target language error in the self-
assessment, in which the student noted that the expression “Korean people”
would be redundant and should be changed to “Koreans” This segment was
not marked as an error by the teacher. While the student failed to determine
accuracy and faithfulness of the entire rendition, too much attention was
paid to the details of target language expressions. In the second example, the
student marked “to achieve this community” as an instance of target language
error but it was not marked as an error by the teacher. The student wrote in
the self-assessment that using “achieve” and “community” together did not
seem like a proper collocation. When asked to self-assess their performance,
students tend to pay attention to details, especially with respect to target
language accuracy, when they need to pay more attention to the fidelity and
accuracy of their renditions.

5. Conclusion

In the present study, students’ self-assessments and teacher assessments were
collected and compared to examine how they may differ in terms of fidelity
and target language quality. The results show that students tend to pay more
attention to target language quality in their self-assessments than the teacher
who applied stricter criteria in determining the fidelity of the interpretations
to the source text.

Gile (1995) reported that there was no error that was noticed by all
the students and only 20% of the errors were noticed by close to half of the
students. Furthermore, about half of the errors were noticed by less than 20%
of the students. In short, Gile (1995) concluded that students were not adept
at detecting errors reliably. The findings of the present study also seem to
suggest that the students were not consistent and reliable detectors of errors
in their interpreting performance during self-assessment. This may be partly
attributable to the fact that the participants were only in the second semester
of the two-year-long graduate program, and in the process of learning how to
evaluate the quality of interpretation accurately. It is also plausible to assume
that the types of trainer feedback and peer feedback they have received tend
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to focus on target language expressions more so than emphasis on producing
coherent and faithful renditions.

The study showed that there were certain differences between students’
self-assessments and teacher assessments. Yet, as correlation between
students’ self-assessments and teacher assessments tended to increase with
repeated practice over time (Li, 2018), students are expected to master the
techniques of self-assessment and assess their performance more accurately
with proper guidance and the passage of time. In this regard, the present
study may prove useful in that the findings suggest tendencies of student self-
assessments that tend to focus on target language quality more than aspects
of fidelity. Trainers can thus direct students’ attention to accuracy and fidelity
of their interpretations and discuss with them what instances constitute
accuracy and fidelity errors so that students can better judge and monitor
fidelity of their interpretations during self-assessment.

The present study is not without limitations. First, only a small number
of trainee interpreters participated in the study, making the results of the
study not generalizable to a larger population. Second, the interpretation task
employed in the study was sentence-by-sentence consecutive interpretation
without note-taking. As such, memory constraints may have induced
more fidelity (omission, misinterpretation, and addition) errors than when the
students interpreted based on notes. Finally, the self-assessments and teacher
assessments were conducted only once. It would be desirable to conduct a
longitudinal study where multiple self-assessments and teacher assessments
are conducted over a period of a semester or a year to see if students become
more capable of conducting accurate and reliable self-assessments with
practice and guidance. After all, professional interpreters need to be able
to assess the quality of their work and continue to improve their skills and
competencies. Therefore, self-assessment skills are important for successful
interpreter training.
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Appendix

Table 1: Self-assessments by the students of English to Korean interpretations

1 16 10 2 11
2 7 3 1 17
3 16 13 11 16
4 21 10 9 15
5 10 18 3 20
6 9 3 5
7 12 3 17
8 10 2 14
9 9 12 6 15
10 17 24 12 13
11 10 11 8 13
12 10 6 0 17
13 17 12 7 9
14 18 5 0 20
15 12 11 8 33
16 31 16 11 11
17 27 15 6 12
18 12 19 0 26
19 13 18 2 12
20 12 2 4 12
Total 289 227 98 308

Table 2: Assessments by the teacher of English to Korean interpretations

1 21 11 4 12
2 12 16 5 13
3 16 16 5
4 16 13 8
5 22 20 3 11
6 19 12 15 15
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7 23 19 3 11
20 23 4
11 8 6
10 17 16 2 11
11 25 21 6 3
12 17 25 8 10
13 13 11
14 27 6
15 11 14 8 10
16 31 19 2
17 24 14 9
18 12 13 6 12
19 17 17 7 10
20 15 11 8 7
Total 369 305 126 192

Table 3: Self-assessments by the students of Korean to English interpretations

1 18 7 2 14
2 14 1 14
3 15 4 19
4 23 11 4 15
5 17 10 0 16
6 14 10 3 8
7 8 3 16
8 5 1 11
9 10 4 14
10 24 20 5 8
11 13 12 7 20
12 12 2 1 19
13 15 9 2 15
14 17 5 2 10
15 24 5 6 19
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16 29 12 3 8
17 17 13 6 6
18 18 12 8 15
19 17 5 6 24
20 15 1 4 6
Total 327 168 72 277

Table 4: Assessments by the teacher of Korean to English interpretations

1 22 11 3 16
2 19 7 3 12
3 21 11 8 12
4 18 9 6 13
5 27 17 2 15
6 28 12 7 5
7 28 10 2 12
8 22 14 4 8
9 21 7 5 12
10 19 9 2 4
11 22 12 3 15
12 26 8 2 10
13 20 6 3 11
14 22 11 8 9
15 25 6 6 9
16 23 9 3 11
17 22 18 7 7
18 20 18 7 3
19 21 9 3 9
20 24 9 8 13
Total 450 213 92 206
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Table 5: The source texts used for consecutive interpretation

EK

] It is my honor to deliver this keynote speech here at GICC 2019, a major forum on
global infrastructure cooperation

5 The construction industry has helped improve our lives and promote the
development of communities.

3 Infrastructure has helped realize the basic needs of human life going back
millennia.

4 | Currently, the scale of the global construction market is around 11 trillion dollars.

5 But the impact of construction on the global and national economies is much
more profound.

6 Indeed, infrastructure has a huge effect on business but it is also directly linked to
our quality of life.

7 During my ten years as UN Secretary-General, there was no shortage of critical
issues confronting humankind.

8 However, I chose to give special attention to sustainable development, including
targeted and historical actions needed to combat climate change.

9 The international community agreed that unless we took urgent measures at the
local, national and global levels, sustainable development would not be achieved.

10 The 20.30 Agenda and the Paris Agreement are concrete promises to future
generations.

1 Without a doubt, the processes leading to these agreements were very difficult and
challenging, but the implementation of these agreements is even more difficult.

12 The construction industry plays a vital role in international efforts towards
realizing the UN’s 17 SDGs.

13 In particular, four of them, namely water and sanitation, energy, cities and
communities, and infrastructure are directly related to construction.

14 In addition, infrastructure is directly related to the protection of human rights and
closing the inequality gap between the rich and the poor.

15 Al.though the benefits of good infrastructure are enormous, they do come at a
price.

16 The construction industry takes up about 40% of the total global energy
consumption and it emits 39% of the world’s greenhouse gasses.

17 Thus, unless we make efforts for sustainable construction, climate change cannot
be holistically mitigated.

18 GICC is a very important forum for project owners, contractors, and financial
institutions to gather and discuss cooperation in construction and infrastructure.

19 |Iam confident that this conference will be successful and productive for all.

20 I also hope that your concerted efforts will contribute to the realization of the

SDGs and the Paris Agreement.
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