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AN ARGUMENTATION-CENTRED APPROACH TO TRANSLATION
QUALITY ASSESSMENT

By Malcolm Williams
ABSTRACT

Translation quality assessment (TQA) types may be divided into two main types: (1)
models with a quantitative dimension, such as SEPT (1979), Sical (1986) and GTS
(2000), and (2) non-quantitative, more textological models such as Nord (1991) and
House (1997). Because it tends to focus on microtextual (lexical, syntactic) analysis,
sampling and error counts, Type 1 suffers from major shortcomings. First, because of
time constraints, it cannot assess, except on the basis of statistical probabilities, the
acceptability of the content of the translation as discourse. Second, the microtextual
analysis inevitably hinders any serious assessment of the content macrostructure of the
translation. Third, the establishment of an acceptability threshold based on a specific
number of errors is vulnerable to criticism both theoretically and in the marketplace.
Type 2 cannot offer a cogent acceptability threshold either, precisely because it does not
propose error weighting and quantification for individual texts. Another drawback of
Type 2 is that it is applied almost exclusively to literary and advertising texts.

What is needed is a model that combines the quantitative and textological dimensions,
along the lines proposed by Bensoussan and Rosenhouse (1990) and Larose (1987, 1998),
and targets instrumental (pragmatic) translations. The goal of this thesis is to develop an
argumentation-centred model to meet this need. With Toulmin’s argument
macrostructure (1984) as a starting point, a set of argumentation parameters are
developed: macrostructure, propositional functions (Widdowson 1978) and reasoning
structure (Thomas 1986), conjunctives and inference indicators (Halliday and Hasan
1976; Roulet et al. 1985; and Thomas 1986), argument types (Corbett and Connors
1999), figures of speech, and narrative strategy (Ouellet 1992). These parameters provide
a framework for assessing the degree to which translations preserve the argumentation,
coherence and cohesion of the message of the source text, for determining critical
passages for TQA, and for proposing a new breakdown of errors based on three levels of
seriousness. A weighting grid is then added to the model to enable evaluators to take
account of conventional parameters such as target-language errors. Finally, a new set of
quality standards is proposed for instrumental texts produced by professionals and
students alike.
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THE APPLICATION OF ARGUMENTATION THEORY
TO TRANSLATION QUALITY ASSESSMENT

The assessment of translator performance is an activity which, despite being widespread, is
under-researched and under-discussed.
(Hatim and Mason 1997: 1997)

INTRODUCTION

Translation quality assessment (TQA) is not a new field of inquiry. Moreover, it has the
distinction of being one that interests a broad range of practitioners, researchers and
organizations, whether their focus is literary or instrumental (pragmatic) translation. Concern for
excellence in literary translation or translation of the Scriptures dates back centuries. Quality in
instrumental translation as a subject of discussion is a more recent phenomenon, but as far back
as 1959, at a FIT international conference on quality in Paris, E. Cary and others were already
debating the requirements of a good translation. More recently still, with the advent of
globalization, the coming of age of translation as part of the language industries, and the
concomitant emphasis on "total quality" and ISO certification in private industry at large, special
issues of Circuit (1994) and Language Internatiopal (1998) have been devoted to quality
assurance processes, professional standards, and accreditation, and German and Italian
standardization organizations have issued national translation standards.

The reasons for people’s interest in quality and TQA have, of course, evolved: where they were
once primarily aesthetic, religious and political, they are now primarily pedagogical,
administrative (e.g., evaluation of students) and economic and legal (e.g., predelivery quality
control/assurance; postdelivery evaluation to ensure that terms of contract have been met by
supplier). Hénig spells out why various groups need TQA:



Users need it because they want to know whether they can trust the translators and rely
on the quality of their products.

Professional translators need it because there are so many amateur translators who work
for very little money that professional translators will only be able to sell their products if
there is some proof of the superior quality of their work.

Translatological research needs it because if it does not want to become academic and
marginal in the eyes of practising translators it must establish criteria for quality control

and assessment.

Trainee translators need it because otherwise they will not know how to systematically
improve the quality of their work.  (1994: 15)

In short, the relevance of, and justification for, TQA is stronger than ever. Yet whereas there is

general agreement about the requirement for a translation to be "good," "satisfactory” or

"acceptable,” the definition of acceptability and of the means of determining it are matters of

ongoing debate and there is precious little agreement on specifics. National translation standards

may exist but, as the organizers of a 1999 conference on translation quality in Leipzig noted,

there are no generally accepted objective criteria for evaluating the quality both of
translations and of interpreting performance. Even the latest national and international
standards in this area—DIN 2345 and the ISO-9000 series—do not regulate the
evaluation of transiation quality in a particular context. [...]
The result is assessment chaos. /Our emphasis]

(Institut fur Angewandte Linguistik und Translatologie: 1999)



What. are the problems and issues that stand in the way of consensus and coherence in TQA?
What do practitioners and theorists disagree about?

(a) Subject field and research interest

Many TQA models have been developed with literary, advertising and journalistic translation in
mind. The principles underlying them do not necessarily apply to other types of instrumental
translation.

Furthermore, the focus of the designers of a number of models has been on highlighting cultural
differences reflected in translations and in showing how high-quality translation may be "literal"
or "free," depending on the cultural and linguistic constraints involved. Discussion of errors
caused by other factors (inadequate linguistic or encyclopedic knowledge, failure to use context)
is overshadowed by their interest in cultural issues of translation.

(b) Deadlines

The time constraints imposed on the translator may be such, or may be claimed to be such, that
application of a uniform quality standard is deemed unjustified. Furthermore, the "deadline"
parameter is often the prime indicator of "quality” for many clients.

(c) Difficulty of source text

Translators, particularly those in the scientific and technical fields, often complain that
assessment of their work has not been sufficiently weighted to account for the difficulty of the
source text. But how do you establish the level of difficulty of a text? Scientific and technical
concepts and terms are not the only causes of difficuity.

(d) The evaluator

Another contentious issue is the competence of the evaluator to assess a given translation. Does
the person have the linguistic or subject-field knowledge required? The client, whose knowledge
may be limited, inevitably evaluates the finished product too. Indeed, the client’s assessment



may be the only one. Further, a number of translation researchers, including Honig and other
functionalists, Dyson (1994) and Kingscott (1996), have implicitly or explicitly given
precedence to the reader’s response or requirements, not the translator’s definition of an
adequate translation, as the yardstick for gauging quality.

(e) Adaptation to end user

The translation service’s notion of quality may not match the requirements of the client/end
user/reader, particularly regarding style, vocabulary and level of language. For example, the use
of standard French, or "le frangais universel," might well be considered inappropriate in a text
for technicians with the Canadian Armed Forces, yet the standard-language translation could still

be rated satisfactory in vacuo, without consideration for the end user’s sociolect.

() Level of target language rigour

Perhaps the most contentious issue in TQA is the lack of uniformity in assessment of language
errors. Elegant style is considered essential by some evaluators, but not by others. Some
evaluators consider typos and spelling and punctuation errors to be peccadillos and ignore them
in their overall assessment, while others will regard them as serious because they are precisely
the errors that the client/end user will detect. Scientific and technical translators often contend
that negative assessments of their work based on language errors do not reflect the true quality
requirements of their field. In short, the personal preferences, or the idiolect, of the evaluator

may impinge on the objectivity of the assessment process.

The issue of the standard written language is relevant here too. A cursory perusal of recent issues
of leading journals on the English language suffices to show how writing about the problem of
standard spoken English has become an industry in itself. Yet, on the matter of the written
language, a contributor to the first issue of English Today in the new millennium concluded that
guides to good writing "did not address the question of an international written standard English”
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(Gaskell 2000: 49). So the following questions remain relevant today: Is there a standard written
English? What are its rules and conventions? Who writes it? What is the status of other written
Englishes? If the standard is unstable, the assessment of language error in an era of trade
globalization and internalization of the English language becomes a risky exercise.

(g) Seriousness of errors of transfer

The same inconsistency is apparent in the assessment of level of accuracy. Some evaluators will
ignore minor shifts in meaning if the core message is preserved in the translation, while others
will insist on total "fidelity,” even if an omission of a concept at one point is offset by its
inclusion elsewhere in the text. It is the issues mentioned here and in (f) that have provoked the
most intense debate, even outcry, over the validity, reliability and usefulness of TQA and have
engendered accusations of subjectivity on a regular basis.

(h) Sampling versus full-text analysis

TQA has traditionally been based on intensive error detection and analysis and has therefore
required a considerable investment in human resources. It takes time. One means of obviating
the problem has been sampling—the analysis of samples of translations rather than of whole
texts. Yet this approach has shortcomings. First, as mentioned above, the evaluator may not take
into account any "compensatory” efforts that the translator has made in unsampled parts of the
text. Second, the evaluator may not have taken into account the co-text in order to grasp the
meaning of the text as a whole. Third, not only may the evaluator do an injustice to the translator
and the translation because he has not absorbed the whole text, but he may also overrate the
translation. This, in Daniel Gouadec’s opinion, is what makes the validity of sampling for TQA
purposes debatable: "There is always a risk that the most serious errors may lie outside the
samples. This is especially true of the work of established translators, who are capable of
dramatic, uncontrolled deviations from the meaning of the source text” [ ...il reste toujours un
risque que les erreurs les plus lourdes échappent 4 I’échantillonnage. Ceci est particuliérement
vrai pour les traducteurs confirmés qui demeurent susceptibles de dérapages mal contrélés mais
fulgurants] (1989: 56).



We would also contend that analysis of samples inevitably encourages a microtextual, even
subsentence approach to TQA and that, as a result, problems of overall logic, coherence and
cohesion in the transiation cannot be systematically detected.

(i) Quantification of quality

Microtextual analysis of samples has been used extensively not only because it saves time but
also because it provides error counts as a justification for a negative assessment. Translation
services and teachers of translation alike have developed TQA grids with several quality levels,
or grades, based on the number of errors in a short text. It is felt that quantification lends
objectivity to the assessment. The problem lies with the borderline cases. Assuming that, in
order to be user-friendly, such a grid does not allow for many levels of seriousness of error, it is
quite possible for a translation containing one more error than the maximum allowed to be as
good as, if not better than, another translation that contains exactly the maximum number of
errors allowed and yet be rated unsatisfactory.

() Levels of seriousness of error

One way to circumvent the drawbacks of quantification is to grade errors by seriousness:
critical/major, minor, weakness, etc. The problem then is to seek a consensus on what
constitutes a major, as opposed to a minor, error. For example, an error in translating numerals
may be considered critical by some, particularly in financial, scientific or technical material, yet
others will claim that the client or end user will recognize the slip-up and automaticaily correct
it in the process of reading.

(k) Multiple levels of assessment

Darbelnet (1977: 16) identifies no fewer than nine levels, or parameters, at or against which the
quality of a translation should be assessed: accuracy of individual translation units; accuracy of
translation as a whole; idiomaticity; correctness of target language; tone; cultural differences;



literary and other artistic allusions; implicit intentions of author; adaptation to end user. Other
models provide for an assessment for accuracy, target language quality and format (appearance
of text).

The problem is this: Assuming you can make a fair assessment of each parameter, how do you
then generate an overall quality rating for the translation?

(1) TQA purpose/function

The required characteristics of a TQA tool built for formative assessment in a university context
may differ significantly from one developed for predelivery quality control by a translation
supplier. According to Hatim and Mason, "Even within what has been published on the subject
of evaluation, one must distinguish between the activities of assessing the quality of translations
{-.-], translation criticism and translation quality control on the one hand and those of assessing
performance on the other” (1997: 199).

Within the industry itself, the characteristics of a scheme designed to assure quality before
delivery to the customer may be different from one developed for cyclical quality audits by a
central auditing agency. Within training institutions, the characteristics of a TQA scheme may
vary depending on whether the purpose is formative assessment (to provide feedback in support
of the learning process) or summative evaluation (to provide evidence of translation competence

in order for a student to be awarded certification, pass a course, etc.).

Clearly, "the devil is in the detail.” It is not surprising that it has proved impossible to establish a
quality standard that meets all requirements and can be used to assess specific translations.
Hence, as noted above, DIN 2345 follows in the footsteps of the ISO 9000 series, erring on the
side of caution and proposing guidelines for quality control. It does not establish a standard of
acceptability or levels of quality, nor does it provide a TQA tool. The search for translation
quality standards and measurement tools modelled on ISO quality standards and methods of
industrial quality control is a worthwhile endeavour because it responds to the need for
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objectivity (through precise measurement and quantification) and for instruments that will enjoy
widespread approval. However, a translation is an intellectual product and, as such, is a
complex, heterogeneous one, not a physical unit, a piece of software or hardware, each part of
which can be replicated exactly by a machine thousands of times. This is why TQA has proven
to be so difficult and why TQA models have so many detractors.

The problems are legion. Our purpose here is not to attempt to resolve them all. Our main
interest is in issues (f) to (j): sampling, quantification and the level of seriousness of error. The
TQA models that have actually been put into practice in the translation industry are
microtextual: they are applied to short passages of texts (e.g., Canadian Government Translation
Bureau, Council of Translators and Interpreters of Canada). While this fact does not prevent the
evaluator from detecting shortcomings and strong points in that text, microtextual models are
not designed to assess each passage as an integral part of a whole, to take account of the fact that
the translation of the short passage is, in principle at least, determined in part by, and in its turn
influences, the text as a whole, or to evaluate the logic and coherence within the sample passage
itself. A number of researchers, including House and Larose, have proposed elements of
discourse analysis as a means of bridging the gap between, on the one hand, the microtextual
approach of professional TQA systems and, on the other hand, the theoretical and practical need
to enhance TQA validity and reliability by integrating a macrotextual, discourse (textological or
text-linguistic) perspective, along with relevant aspects of pragmatics, into the assessment
process. However, models of this type have not been fully developed and tested on instrumental
translations; they have generally been applied to journalistic and literary documents in a student-
training context.

Thus the first and prime goal of this project is to explore the application of elements of discourse
analysis to TQA and to develop an assessment framework to complement existing microtextual
schemes, with specific reference to instrumental translation in a production as well as a training
context.



Second, we will try to show how the application of discourse analysis to TQA can serve to
remove some of the subjectivity and randomness from decisions on the acceptability of
translations. As stated above, the challenge of setting and defining levels of acceptable and
unacceptable quality and determining the acceptability threshold—the level of tolerance of
errors—is a daunting one. Whatever criteria and factors quality is judged against, TQA models
can generally demonstrate convincingly that a translation is very good or very bad. However, the
hardest, and perhaps the most interesting, part of the evaluator’s task is deciding on the
borderline cases, because a grade based only on the number of errors may not be a fair reflection
of translation quality. Our arguments here will focus on the relationship between level of

seriousness of error and full-text analysis.

Third, the definition of acceptability threshold leads us to that of the translation quality standard
itself. Only recently has there been any discussion in translation studies of what exactly
translation quality standards are. For example, Nord and Chesterman have developed a concept
of translation "norms" on the basis of theories of linguistic and social norms proposed by
linguists and philosophers. But how does the broad concept of a translation norm fit in with the
more practical features of a TQA scheme? Does the current mantra of "zero defects" suffice to
constitute one’s quality standard? Or can discourse analysis provide us with a more precise
standard without exposing us to the perils of quantification? What is the basis for, and what are
the characteristics of, a translation quality standard? These are important questions, particularly
since the development of translation as an industry has legal ramifications such as financial
penalties for nonperformance of contracts and disqualification of translators. On the basis of the
model to be developed and the results of testing of that model, we will explore and exploit any
potential for defining a textological translation quality standard, with reference, among other
things, to ISO standards and certification.

Fourth, the development or refinement of a textological TQA framework could be a valuable
contribution not only to professional TQA but also to the arsenal of tools available to trainers in
industry and at university. Many "serious" errors committed by trainees may be the result not of
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shortcomings in linguistic knowledge but of a failure to make a logical connection between
microtext and macrotext or between surface meaning and implied meaning. We therefore intend
to test the model as a tool not only for assessing trainee performance but also for characterizing
and explaining shortcomings and integrating a textological approach into the training process. In
other words, the focus will be the etiology of the translation error from a discourse analysis
perspective.

The project is thus an ambitious one. Referring to the assessment typology matrix developed by
Martinez Melis (2001), we can say that the material below covers two of the three broad areas of
translation activity: professional translation and transiation teaching. We can also say that the
object of the study is both professional transiator competence and student translator
competence and that, in both cases, the type of assessment will be that of the product, not the
process. The function of the planned assessment model will be both summative and formative:
it will serve not only to assess the quality of product and thereby translator (including trainee
translator) competence for administrative purposes but also to explain error and identify areas
for improvement. In this context, the model should serve as a tool for assessment as a means of

learning, as proposed recently by Canadian educational theorists:

Quality assessment is the provision of accurate information about student learning
regarding specific expectations that is manageable, understandable and effective. Simply
stated, quality assessment involves assessing an area of learning in a manner that
improves student learning and teaching. (Harper et al. 1999: 19)

The challenge is daunting: the model must ensure at one and the same time accuracy,
effectiveness and user-friendliness. As such, the aims of the model will be both economic-
professional and academic-pedagogical. Finally, the model will incorporate
assessment/evaluation criteria and grading scales as means of conducting TQA. To a certain
extent, it will also include a
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correcting scale, in that the parameters for textological TQA will have to be identified and thus
"textological” error types defined. This will open the door to exploring the model’s potential as a
docimological tool, i.e, for testing and examinations.
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TQA Terminology

In light of the foregoing, it is clear that consistency and uniformity are of paramount importance
if progress is to be made in TQA. As a first step in that direction, we propose to use established
quality measurement and assessment terminology where relevant and acceptable. Here are some
of the important TQA-related terms. An asterisk denotes a term and a definition taken from ISO
9000 standards. An underlined term in a definition is one that is itself defined in this section.

*Accuracy of measurement

Closeness of the agreement between the result of a measurement and the ( conventional) true
value of the measurand.

Assessment (in education)
Task of gathering information about student performance using a variety of tools and techniques
(Harper et al. 1999: 179).

Authentic (test, in educational assessment)

Faithfully representing the contexts facing workers in a field of study or the real-life “tests” of
adult life, involving tasks that are either replicas of or analogous to the kinds of problems faced
by adult citizens or consumers or professionals in the field, requiring the student to produce a
quality product and/or performance, and marked on the basis of transparent or demystified
criteria and standards (Wiggins 1993: 229).

Backing
Overarching principle, law or value without which a warrant would possess neither authority
nor currency (Toulmin 1964:103).
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Claim (discovery)
Concluson whose merits a writer or speaker is seeking to establish (Toulmin 1964: 97).

Coherence

Property of a text or utterance created by the logical, semantic and syntactic interdependence of
its constituent elements. In contrast to cohesion, which relates to language, coherence relates to
conceptual interrelatedness within the text (Delisle et al. 1999- 124).

Continuity of the meaning of a text from one idea to another and plausibility of such meaning
(Brunette 2000: 175).

Cohesion
Linguistic property of a text or utterance created by grammatical and linking words used to

connect words within a sentence or sentences with each other (Delisle et al. 1999: 124).

*Conformity

Achievement of specified requirements.

Context

Non-linguistic circumstances surrounding the production of the discourse to be assessed. For
assessors of general or pragmatic texts, these circumstances include the end user of the target
text (in its relation to that of the source text), the position of the end user, the author [...], the
time and place in which the transiation will be used, the life span of the transiated text, the text
type, the medium used to disseminate the text, the social situation (e.g., multilingualism) and
ideological circumstances (e.g., political) surrounding production of the target text (Brunette
2000: 178-79).
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Co-text
The text to which a sample is attached.

Criterion-referenced assessment
A type of measure that does not compare individuals within a specific population but measures
achievement against specific, distinguishable criteria (Harper et al. 1999: 22).

*Defect
Nonfulfilment of an intended usage requirement or reasonable expectation |[...].

Diagnostic assessment (in education)
Means used to determine what students know and can do and providing direction for planning
instruction based on strengths and areas of difficulty (Harper et al. 1999: 20).

Discourse
A connected series of utterances or a_text (Delisle et al. 1999: 135).

Evaluation (in education)
Integration of information from a variety of sources and placing of a judgment of “value” on that
information (Harper et al. 1999: 179).

Evaluation (in transiation)

Placing of a value on a translation, i.e., awarding a mark (McAleester 2000: 231).
Determination of the quality of a translation or a check after the fact for management purposes.
A rating is assigned (Brunette 2000, 173).

Formative assessment
Monitoring learning and providing ongoing feedback on instructional effectiveness and student

progress (Harper et al. 1999: 20-21).
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Generalizability

Degree to which information collected on an assessment can be expanded to a wider domain.
For example, if a student does well on one translation test, can one conclude accurately that the
student “knows how to translate™ Since individuals usually cannot be assessed on a whole

domain, samples of performance provide the basis for generalizability (Harper et al. 1999: 54).

*Grade

Category or rank given to entities having the same functional use but different requirements for

quality.
"Grade" reflects a planned or recognized difference in requirements for quality. The
emphasis is on the functional use and cost relationship. A high-grade entity can be of
unsatisfactory quality and vice versa.

. Grading
Symbolic representation of the evaluative judgment (Harper et al. 1999: 179).

Grounds
Information, matters of common knowledge, well-known truisms or commonsense observations

presented in support of a claim or assertion (Toulmin 1964: 97).

Instrumental transiation

Text designed for utilitarian communication, of generally immediate, short-term use, which
imparts some information of a general nature or specific to 2 domain, and for which aesthetics
play a very secondary role (Delisle et al. 1999: 169). For the purposes of this study, excludes
translation of literature, religious works and philosophy. Also known as pragmatic translation.

Language error
An error that occurs in the target text and can be ascribed to a lack of knowledge of the target
language or of its use (Delisle et al. 1999: 150).
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*Measurand
A quantity subjected to measurement.
*Measurement

The set of operations having the object of determining the value of a quantity.

*Measuring instrument

Device intended to make a measurement, alone or in conjunction with supplementary devices.

*Model for quality assurance
Standardized set of quality system requirements combined to satisfv the quality assurance needs
of a given situation.

*Nonconformity

Non-attainment of specified requirements.

Norm-referenced assessment
Type of measure that is “normed” or compares individuals within a specific population. It

measures differences between the individuals being assessed (Harper et al. 1999: 22).

Performance assessment
Examination of students’ ability to solve problems or perform tasks that closely resemble
authentic situations (Harper et al. 1999: 23).

Qualifier
Linguistic element that enhances or mitigates the force of an argument (Toulmin 1964: 100-
101).
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*Quality

Totality of characteristics of an entity that bear on its ability to satisfy stated and implied needs.
The term "quality” should not be used as a single term to express a degree of excellence in a
comparative sense, nor should it be used in a quantitative sense for technical evaluations. To
express these two things, a qualifying adjective should be used, e.g.,

relative quality, where entities are ranked on a relative basis in the degree of excellence
or comparative sense (not to be confused with "grade™).

quality level, in a quantitative sense (as used in acceptance sampling)

In some references, quality is referred to as "fitness for use" or "fitness for purpose” or "customer

satisfaction” or "conformance to the requirements." These represent only certain facets of quality

C-1

Quality assessment (in education)

Provision of accurate information about student leaming regarding specific expectations that is
manageable, understandable and effective. Simply stated, quality assessment involves assessing
an area of learning in a manner that improves student learning and teaching

(Harper et al. 1999: 19).

*Quality assurance
All the planned and systematic activities implemented within the quality system, and
demonstrated as needed, to give adequate confidence that an entity will fulfil the requirements

for quality.

*Quality control
Operational techniques and activities that are used to fulfil requirements for quality. Quality
control involves operational techniques and activities aimed both at monitoring a process and at
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eliminating causes of unsatisfactory performance at all stages of the quality loop in order to

achieve economic effectiveness.

Quality control (in translation)

Verification to ensure that the product to be delivered or aleady delivered complies with
requirements, language norms and established criteria, with the ultimate goal of saving time and
resources. The quality control of a transiation can range from a partiai monolingual readingto a
bilingual reading of samples (Brunette 2000: 173).

*Quality measure

Level of quality, where precise technical evaluations are carried out.

*Quality system
Totality of organizational structure, procedures, processes and resources needed to implement

quality management.

Rating

Symbolic representation of,, or descriptive label or numerical value for. a level of quality.

Rebuttal (restriction)
Statement indicating circumstances in which the general authority of the warrant of an argument
would have to be set aside (Toulmin 1964: 101).

Reliability
Extent to which an assessment produces the same results when repeatedly administered to the
same population under the same conditions (Harper et al. 1999: 51).

A TQA system is reliable if the evaluator’s decisions are consistent and if the

assessment/evaluation criteria are stable. Verification of reliability would involve a search for
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defects in the measurement procedures themselves, defects that could lead to biases or undue
variations in TQA findings over a period of time. For TQA purposes, are procedures in place to
ensure that the evaluators do not fluctuate between excessive rigour and extreme flexibility? Are
requirements for quality clearly enough defined for decisions on borderline cases to be made
with consistency and ample justification? Is the TQA expert always objective? (Williams 1989:
15).

*Requirements for quality
Expression of the needs or their translation into a set of quantitatively or qualitatively stated

requirements for the characteristics of an entity to enable implementation and examination.

It is crucial that the requirements for quality fully reflect the stated and implied needs of the
customer.

The term "requirements" covers commercialized and contractual as well as an organization’s
internal requirements. They may be developed, detailed and updated at various planning stages.
(-]

Requirements for quality should be expressed in functional terms and be documented.

*Requirements for society

Obligations resulting from laws, regulations, rules, codes, statutes and other considerations.

Source language
The language from which a translation is made (Delisle et al. 1999: 180).

Source text
The text on which a translation is based (Delisle et al. 1999: 181).
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*Stability
Ability of measuring instrument to maintain constant its measurement characteristics with time.

Standard

A document, established by consensus and approved by a recognized body, that provides for
common and repeated use, rules, guidelines or characteristics for activities or their results,
aimed at the achievement of the optimum degree of order in a given context (Delisle et al. 1999:
182).

Standards-referenced assessment (in education)

Version of criterion-referenced assessment, in which there is less emphasis on the specification
and analysis involved in describing and assessing criteria for performance. It relies on verbal
descriptions and exemplars (typical of designated levels of performance) to help specify _
standards that designate levels of quality in performance (Harper et al. 1999: 22).

Summative assessment/evaluation (in education)

Process usually conducted at the end of a period of instruction or term to provide feedback about
progress and achievement, often resulting in the assigning of marks, and informing decision
making around appropriate placement, program or status for students (Harper et al. 1999: 21).

Target language
The language in which the text is written (Delisle et al. 1999: 184).

Target text
Any text that is the product of translation activity (Delisle et al. 1999: 185).

Test (vs. assessment)
An instrument or a measuring device, in contrast to an assessment. It is a standardized procedure
for eliciting the kind of behaviour we want to observe and measure. A test, be it performance or
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otherwise, yields a score. An assessment yields a more comprehensive judgment about the
meaning of a score or performance (Harper et al. 1999: 15).

Text
A written document of variable length that constitutes a whole when viewed from a semantic

perspective (Delisle et al. 1999: 187).

Translation error

Any fault occurring in the target text, ascribable either to ignorance or to inadequate application
of translation principles, rules or procedures, and resulting from the misinterpretation of a squrce
text segment or methodological error (Delisle et al. 1999: 189).

Validity
In education, the extent to which an assessment measures what it is designed to measure. There
are several types of assessment validity, including the following:

Construct validity—whether an assessment adequately measures the underlying skill (construct)
being measured;

Concurrent validity—whether the assessment gives substantially the same results as another test
of the same skill;

Content validity—whether an assessment covers the skills necessary for performance, eg,
whether the content of a translation test is an appropriate sample of the content of the course;
Predictive validity—whether an assessment accurately predicts future performance

(Harper et al. 1999: 49).

In philosophy, validity also refers to the degree of support that evidence gives for a given claim
or the degree of justification or explanation that reasons provide for a conclusion, assuming that
the evidence or reasons are true (Thomas 1986: 13