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Abstract

Translation quality assessment is regarded as one of the branches that still entertain a quite
argumentative platform in the field of translation studies. Such a debate can be justified by
different reasons, including that translation errors are not on a clear-cut scale like any other
type of error. The other reason is the subjective nature of translation evaluation, as determining
what is a good translation can differ depending on the view of the instructor. In order to solve
this issue, different models and methods on how translation quality assessment should be
conducted were proposed by different theorists and researchers. This study attempts to combine
two methods of translation quality assessment, Hurtado Albir's (1995) error analysis-based
method and Waddington’s (2001) holistic method of assessment, and investigate how each
method contributes to reducing subjectivity of assessment in order to integrate the strong points
of each method and develop an integrated method in the middle ground of this dichotomy.

Keywords: Translation Quality Assessment, Translation Assessment, Error Analysis, Holistic
Assessment, Subjectivity in Assessment, Integrated Model, Translation Studies.
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1. Introduction

Translation quality is not easy to be defined due to the fact that there is no an agreed- upon
definition to be applied universally. Different views of translation lead to different concepts of
translation quality, as Schiffner (1999) states that "different approaches exist side by side, each
of which focuses on specific aspects, looks at the product or the process of translation from a
specific angle, and uses or avoids specific terminology" Schiffner (1999, p. 1).

According to Chesterman (1997), translation quality is mainly satisfying specific criteria that
are set clearly before starting an assessment process, as for Nida (1960), the quality is decided
by the response of the audience. Whereas the functionalists such as Reiss (2000) argue that
quality is defined in terms of how well a translation meets the embodied function of the text in
the target system culture.

Translation evaluation was and still a debatable matter in the discipline of translation studies,
Bowker (2000) argues that evaluation can be quite problematic due to the inevitable
subjectivity among evaluators. Zequan (2003) points out that through the history of translation
what should be held as the criterion for translation quality assessment is an argumentative
aspect in translation studies. The complexity of this notion is acknowledged by Halliday (2001)
“ It is notoriously difficult to say why, or even whether, something is a good translation.”
Halliday (2001, p. 14)

Nida (1984) argues that text should have the same effect on the receivers as the original text
has on its audience. Nida (1984) uses this principle as the main yardstick for assessing how
receivers respond to a translation. Reiss (1971) makes a significant suggestion in order to
improve translation assessment, which is that instead of just criticizing translation, the criticism
must be joined with the evaluator's suggestion for improving translation. Reiss (1971) claims
that evaluation is not the matter of taste or feeling, and it is not suitable to reject translation
without having a clear justification.

House (2001) approaches translation quality assessment from a functional perspective and
presents a model based on Hallidayan systemic functional linguistics. According to House
(2001), a statement of quality is made when the analysis of the ST profile of a register includes
the function and purpose of the ST. The function should clarify the relation between the sender
and the receiver, i.e., both the ST and TT profiles are compared to detect any errors or
mismatches.

Nemours scholars have made attempts to reach a model that could help in assessing and
evaluating the quality of the translated text, TQA models can be quantitative or qualitative.
Some of these scholars have produced qualitative models such as Reiss (2000), and others have
proposed quantitative models such as Williams (2009), and some others have combined both,
such as Nord (1997) and House (1981,1997, and 2015). All the different attempts and models
are based on different theories, and one of the challenges that each of them is facing can be
summed up in questions like Is it valid? Is it reliable? Can it be used on all different types of
texts? Can it be used in a pedagogical setting? Which one is better to use in a certain setting?
The main aim of this study is to develop an integrated translation quality assessment model
based on combining two different methods of assessment. The researcher adopted two methods
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based on different approaches: the first is Hurtado Albir's (1995) error analysis method, and
the second is Waddington’s (2001) holistic method of assessment .The justification for
choosing these specific methods can be explained in two points, 1. From reading different
papers, the researcher noticed that these methods are frequently used in pedagogical settings as
well as that they have been proven to be valid and reliable to use . 2. Both of these methods
take into account a good translation solution along with errors in translation and grade the
student in this manner, not only looking at the negative impact of an error.

2 Translation Quality Assessment (TQA) in Pedagogical Setting

The move towards more objective approaches and methods for assessing a translation gave a
little justice for assessing students' translation, theorist pay more attention to the assessment of
published translations. Medadian (2015) explains this phenomenon in two points:

First professional translation institution sees students' translations in a lower rank and they are
not as valuable and influential as the literary works. The second point theorist assumed that the
models that they have presented for assessing professional translation can be adopted and
applied for pedagogical purposes". Medadian (2015,p.41-42).

According to Medadian (2015), some of these models consist of hundreds of parameters, which
impose difficulty in their applicability by a classroom teacher who is supposed to correct a pile
of examination papers in a limited time at the end of the term". Medadian (2015) aimed to
rectify this problem by developing a translation quality assessment model that could combine
practicality along with objectivity of the assessment. Medadians’ (2015) new model was a
combination between the error- counting model and the holistic assessment model by the
infusion of easy- to -manage multi-parameter error analysis along with structured holistic
parameters. Medadian (2015) successfully proposed a model suitable for the summative
assessment of the student’s translation competence. The core of this study stems from this
notion.

3 Comparison Between TQA Methods and Approaches

The availability of various approaches and methods in this field triggered different questions
among theorists and researchers in both professional and pedagogical translation settings.
Questions such as, “How can we say this is the best method/approach to be used?”, “What is
the extent of the objectivity provided by each method of assessment?”, “Which method can be
described as more practical?”. Also, to test and study how students' translation is evaluated
and to put these types of assessments used under analysis and discussion.

Stejskal (2006) recognizes the existence of two main methods used for the evaluation of
translation quality, either to be based on error counting or holistic assessment. Each and every
method has been promoted by different scholars, adopting qualitative or quantitative
approaches. Khodabadeh (2007) views error analysis as a method that uses multiple techniques
for systematic identification and categorizing mistakes.

Waddington (2001) conducted a comparison of four different methods of assessment, error
analysis, holistic, and a combination of the two approaches, which are used for the evaluation
of 64 university students. Waddington (2001) compares the results obtained from each method
conducted in the study for the sake of answering questions regarding the validity, reliability,
and accuracy of those methods. In terms of reliability, he states that the error analysis-based
method is more reliable than the holistic approach, and the combination of the approaches
would produce more accuracy. As for the validity, all four methods have proved to be equally
valid in spite of the considerable differences that exist between them. According to Waddington
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(2001), method of assessment can give the best results only when the methods are well prepared
and applied in a specific, organized manner.

Conde (2012) conducts a study about quality and quantity in translation evaluation, pointing
out issues regarding the assessment of translation in an academic environment and the fact that
most instructors tend to focus on quantity rather than quality of errors. Justifying this issue by
expressing that analytical methods are the most popular among instructors. Arguing that
quantitative error assessments sometimes neglect the importance of location, effects, and
causes.

To sum up, a quote from House (2009) asserts that "every translation quality assessment
presupposes a theory of translation. Different theories offer different quality yardsticks for
translation evaluation purposes". House (2009, p. 222).

4. The TQA Methods Conducted in this Study

This section will include detailed information regarding the two methods of translation quality
assessment the researcher is aiming to combine in order to propose an integrated translation
quality assessment model.

4.1 Hurtado's Error Analysis Method

The first method conducted in this study is Hurtado’s (1995) method. This method includes
three main categories, each one having a list of possible errors as follows:

1. Inappropriate rendering, which affects the understanding of the source text; they are divided
into eight categories: 1. Mistranslation, 2. Wrong meaning, 3. Nonsense, 4. Addition, 5.
Omission, 6. Unresolved extra-linguistic references, 7. Loss of meaning, and 8. Inappropriate
linguistic variation (register, style, dialect, etc.).

2. Inappropriate renderings that affect expression in the target language; these are divided into
five categories: spelling, grammar, lexical items, text, and style.

3. Inadequate renderings that affect the transmission of either the main function or secondary
functions of the source text.

4. The last category describes the plus points to be awarded in solving translation problems.
The scoring mechanism is divided into two levels, serious errors (—2 points) and minor errors
(—1 point), depending on the negative effect of each error on the translation. As for the awarded
points mentioned in the fourth category, they are divided as follows: good (+1 point),
exceptionally good solutions (+2 points).

Table 1. In the following is a detailed table of Hurtado's error analysis method of evaluation.

(1)Inappropriate .renderlngs which affect the Minor Error Serious Frror
understanding of the source text

Mistranslation 1—point 2—points

Wrong meaning 1—point 2—points

Nonsensical 1—point 2—points

Addition 1—point 2—points

Omission 1—point 2—points

Unresolved extra linguistic references 1—point 2—points

Loss of meaning 1—point 2—points

) ) D Register 1—points 2—points

1napprop m.lte. linguistic style 1—points 2—points
variation - . -

Dialect 1—points 2—points
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(2)Inappropriate renderings which affect expression in Minor Error Serious Error
the target language
Spelling 1—point 2—points
Grammar 1—point 2—points
lexical items 1—point 2—points
Text and Style 1—point 2—points
(3)Inadequat§ rgnderings which ‘affect the Minor Error Serious Error
transmission of the following
The main function of the source text 1—point 2—points
Secondary functions of the source text 1—point 2—points
Exceptionally
(4)The plus points Good Solutions Good
Solutions
I+point 2 +points

4.2 Waddington’s Holistic Method of Assessment

The second method conducted in this study is Waddington’s (2001) holistic method. According
to Waddington (2001), this method focuses on translation content, which provides the
instructor a space to give a high or low grade for the participant in accordance with the
requirements of a particular level.

This method mainly encompasses three main aspects: the accuracy of the transfer of source
text content to the target text, the quality of expression in the target language, and the degree
of task completion. Each aspect has five levels determining the accuracy of transfer ST content
and quality of expression in TL. The fifth level i.e., the highest level in the model, will be rated
as successful, and the first level i.e., the lowest, will be rated as totally inadequate. The scoring
mechanism for this method is out of ten and each level has two options for the instructor to
choose from, the fifth level for instance the instructor has the choice to put either 10 or 9, the
fourth level either 7 or 8 up to the first level where the choice is between 1or 2.

In the following is a detailed table of the Waddington (2001) method.

Table 2: Waddingtons' (2001) holistic method of evaluation

Degree of
Level A GO Ly O LR AL Quality of expression in TL task Mark
content :
completion
Almost all the translation
Complete transfer of ST reads like a piece originally
Level | information; only minor written in(Arabic). There
.. . . Successful
5 revision needed to reach may be minor lexical,
professional standard. grammatical or spelling
erTors.
Al 1 fer; . .
most complete transter; Large sections read like a
there may be one or two . .. ) .
o . . piece originally written in Almost
Level | insignificant inaccuracies; .
i . (Arabic). There are a number | completely
4 requires certain amount of . .
.. of lexical, grammatical or successful
revision to reach spelling errors
professional standard. petiing )
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Transfer of the general Cgrtam parts read 11.ke a
. . piece originally written
idea(s) but with a number . .
. in(Arabic), but others read
Level of lapses in accuracy; . .
. like a translation. There are a | Adequate
3 needs considerable .
. considerable number of
revision to reach . .
. lexical grammatical or
professional standard .
spelling errors
Transfer undermined by Almost the entire text reads
serious inaccuracies; like a translation; there are
Level L ; . .
) thorough revision required continual lexical, Inadequate
to reach professional grammatical or spelling
standard. errors
Totally inadequate transfer | The candidate reveals a total
Level of ST content; the lack of ability to express Totally
1 translation is not worth himself adequately in inadequate
revising English

5. The Methodology
The procedures involved in conducting this study were divided into two stages; the first stage
was applying the two methods of evaluation chosen in this study, 1 A quantitative-based
Hurtados' (1995) method. 2.A qualitative-based Waddingtons' (2001) holistic method, based
on the translation provided by the participant of the study. A student from the graduate studies
department at the Benghazi University Faculty of Languages, Linguistic and Translation
Studies section. In order to examine the main differences in the results obtained from applying
each method.
The second stage was an attempt to combine two methods of translation quality assessment,
Hurtado Albir's (1995) error analysis-based method and Waddington’s (2001) holistic method
of assessment, in order to integrate the strong points of each method and develop an integrated
method in the middle ground of this dichotomy.
5.1. The Original text

e NASA Extends Contract for Commercialization of Low-Earth Orbit
NASA has extended a contract to companies around the United States to provide spaceflight
hardware, software, and mission integration and operations services on a commercial basis for
the agency’s International Space Station Program in support of the commercialization of low-
Earth orbit. This Research, Engineering, Mission Integration Services Contract (REMIS)
contract funded by the International Space Station Program supports NASA’s Strategic Plan
for the Commercialization of Low-Earth Orbit. The plan seeks to foster the development of a
robust, self-sustaining, and cost-effective supply of United States commercial services to, in,
and from low-Earth orbit that accommodates both public and private demands.
5.2. The Application of the Two Methodes of Evaluation
This section will include the first stage of the practical part of this research; two methods were
applied as a tool of evaluation.
5.2.1. Hurtados'(1995) Error Analysis Method of Evaluation

e Participant translation
Ol 5 ¢Lmill a3 e Y) Cillima s Cilina il Baniall LY sl S 0 A8S ga da el 2 shall Ll e
ey V) lae o 5B (5 sad acal A gall eliadl) ANS o Ay jladll unsY) geali e ol Jasniall cland 5 cillingl)
Ll ddas (a.::ﬂ LQJJJ.! &\M :\z\l"ﬂ\ eliadll Adana GALI).I d.\ﬁ (e "l Sl QLAJA‘S :guﬂé.gl\ Salayin JJ:\’J\ 0l
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Table 3: Participant translation assessment via Hurtado's error analysis method

Source text

Target text

Type of error

low-Earth orbit

s e 58

Wrong meaning

cost-effective supply of
United States commercial

services to, in,

Omission

Inadequate renderings which
affect the transmission of the
main function of the source

text
Source text Target text Plus points
Gl JleSi) Good solution

mission integration

This Research, Engineering, Mission
Integration Services Contract (REMIS)
contract funded by the International
Space Station Program supports NASA’s

Strategic Plan

Ju8 (e Mlianl) JleSin) ciladd
) Al gl gliadl) Adasa el o

Anigd) SaaYIM 3 gaal) sl Caecd

foailiuY) Ll Aad e il 5

Exceptionally
good solution

Final result

30/34

5.2.2 Waddingtons' (2001) holistic method of evaluation

e Participant translation
Ol 5 slizmaill Cila )15 jea¥) Cilima ya g Clana s il sasial) Uy Il Syl 4818 pa Fs el 3 giall Luli chdae
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Table 4: Waddingtons' (2001) holistic method of evaluation Waddingtons' (2001) holistic

method of evaluation

Degree of
level A CAITEG OIS RRAL Quality of expression in TL task Mark
content .
completion
Transfer of the general Certain parts read like a piece
idea(s) but with a number | originally written in (Arabic) ,
Level of lapses in accuracy; but others read like a Adequate 6
3 needs considerable translation. There are a d
revision to reach considerable number of lexical
professional standard grammatical or spelling errors

Journal of Libyan Academy Bani Walid Page 260




Journal of Libyan Academy Bani Walid 2026

5.3 Results and discussion
Since the researchers’ main intent is to remain objective during the evaluation process and
follow carefully the instruction provided by each method, the feedback of the results obtained
from each method was in some cases found to be different, what was considered excellent in
the first method, Hurtados', was marked as average in the second, Waddingtons'. This
occurrence can be explained in terms of the limitation of each method. In the first method, it's
clear that the evaluation mechanism deals with each error separately and then counts the
frequency of errors to give a final mark.
The second method, however, deals with errors differently; it's based on two statements in the
text as a whole. According to Waddington’s method of evaluation, the only inaccuracies
allowed in the fourth and fifth levels are insignificant inaccuracies. This entails that if a
translation has a significant error, it will fall automatically to the third or lower levels on this
method.
The participants made one error and caused the translation to be graded differently.

e Source text
in support of the commercialization of low-Earth orbit.

e Translation .o=_Y) /e el G gudd acal
A significant error was made by the participant in the translation of the word low as o8
instated of u«siis this error was evaluated in two different ways.
According to Hurtados' method, this error falls into the category of wrong meaning, since each
category of errors can be marked with -1point or -2points, the final result of the evaluation for
the first example was 32 out of 34.
According to the second method, a significant error such as the one the participant made is not
allowed in the fifth and fourth levels, causing the translation to be marked as a third level with
6 out of 10. Here is a reminder of the conditions that should be met in order for the translation
to fit each category.

Accuracy of transfer ILGHRER O
level Y Quality of expression in TL task Mark
ST content .
completion
Complete transfer of ST Almost tdu the Frqnslatlon r'eads
. . . like a piece originally written
Level | information; only minor . .
.. in(Arabic). There may be Successful
5 revision needed to reach . . )
. minor lexical, grammatical or
professional standard. .
spelling errors.
Accuracy of transfer ST Quality of expression in Degree of
Level task Mark
content TL .
completion
Almost complete transfer; Large sections read like a
there may be one or two piece originally written
L . . . . Almost
Level insignificant inaccuracies; in(Arabic). There are a
i . . completely
4 requires certain amount of number of lexical,
. . . . successful
revision to reach professional | grammatical or spelling
standard. errors.
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level Accuracy of transfer ST Qua.lity .of Detg:seli U Mark
content expression in TL .
completion
Certain parts read like
a piece originally
Transfer of the general idea(s) written in (Arabic) ,
Level but with a number of lapses in | but others read like a
3 accuracy; needs considerable translation. There are | Adequate
revision to reach professional a considerable
standard number of lexical
grammatical or
spelling errors

6. The Proposed Integrated Translation Quality Assessment Model (ITQA Model)

As it was observed, the two methods employed in the study belong to different approaches, the
first is quantitative-based and the second is qualitative-based, and each of these methods
displays a sort of impediment while dealing with the same error. The Hurtado method granted
a high mark for the translation, neglecting the fact that the translation suffered from a serious
error, because it’s a grading system that tackles each error separately, and one serious error in
a full text with good translation was not recognized despite the gravity of that error to the whole
meaning of the text.

The Waddington method, on the other hand is the extreme opposite to the previous method, if
the translation has one significant error, they are often dropped to a Level 3 (Adequate), even
if they showed brilliant translation skills in other difficult parts of the text. This can have very
harsh consequences due to the fact that this method is designed to be used pedagogically. In
educational environments, students should be judged wisely allowing one error to take down a
whole translation even if it was a good one is unfair, but also granting a student with an almost
full mark with a translation that suffers from a serious error is also unfair, so therefore this
work attempts to provide a middle ground.

6.1. The ITQA Model

This model, from the name, is a mix between Hurtado’s’ (1995) and Waddingtons’ (2001)
methods of assessment. It will be divided into two sections. The first section will be called the
Micro-level Accuracy, which will be based on the Hurtado method. The second section will be
called Macro-level Functionality, which will be based on Waddington, (2001) method.

o The first section: The Micro-level Accuracy

This section will focus on the lower levels of language, i.e., lexical, cohesion and coherence.
The evaluation will be similar to on Hurtado’s (1995) process of evaluation, which means
errors will be divided in two sections, minor and serious errors. For a minor error, the deduction
will be one point, for a serious error, the deduction will be two points. The Hurtado’s (1995)
reward system will also be included in the form of plus rewards, but in terms of percentage not
points (10% or 20%), of the total grade already achieved for creative or exceptionally accurate
solutions.

° The second section: The Macro-level Functionality
This section will focus on the higher level of language, the overall function of translation. It
will also focus on the accuracy of the transfer and the quality of the expression. The evaluation
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will be similar to Waddingtons’ (2001) process of evaluation, which means it will use a 5-level
holistic scale.
. The Scoring of ITQA Model

Table 5: The Scoring of ITQA Model

Component Percentage Focus
Micro-level Accuracy 50% lexical, cohesion and coherence
Macro-level Functionality 50% the overall function of translation
. The Justification for the Integration

This model was created in order to overcome the limitations presented by each method in
1solation. From one side of the coin in Hurtados’ method, the serious error was overlooked due
to the nature of the evaluation. Integrating Waddingtons’ holistic levels will highlight that the
seriousness of this error cannot be marked with an almost excellent grade. On the other side of
the coin, one significant error, according to Waddingtons 'method leads to a complete drop
from excellence to almost a failure the Hurtados’ method will prevent that by the rewarding
system allowing the student to recover from a serious drop, according to Waddingtons’ method.
6.1.2. The ITQA Model Rubric

Table 6: The Proposed Integrated Translation Quality Assessment

Section 1: Micro-level Accuracy Minor Error Serious Error
Wrong meaning 1-point 2- point
Spelling I—point 2—points
Grammar 1—point 2—points
lexical items 1—point 2—points
Text and Style 1—point 2—points

The plus rewards 10% Good Solutions 20% Excepthnally
Good Solutions

Section 2: Macro-level Functionality

Degree of

Accuracy of transfer ST . . Mark

level ontent Quality of expression in TL task. 50%
completion
Almost all the translation

Complete transfer of ST reads like a piece originally

Level 1nf9rmat10n; only minor written 1n(Arablc). There Successful | 50%
5 revision needed to reach may be minor lexical,
professional standard. grammatical or spelling

CITOrS.

Almost complete transfer;

Large sections read like a
there may be one or two £

Level | insignificant inaccuracies; piece originally written in Almost
4 requires certain amount o,f (Arabic). There are a number | completely | 40%
d of lexical, grammatical or successful

revision to reach
professional standard.
Level Transfer of the general Certain parts read like a piece

3 idea(s) but with a number | originally written in(Arabic),

spelling errors.

Adequate 30%
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of lapses in accuracy;
needs considerable revision
to reach professional
standard

but others read like a
translation. There are a
considerable number of
lexical grammatical or

spelling errors

Transfer undermined by
serious inaccuracies;

Almost the entire text reads
like a translation; there are

revising

himself adequately in English

Lezv el thorough revision required continual lexical, Inadequate | 20%
to reach professional grammatical or spelling
standard. errors
Totally inadequate transfer The candidate reveals a total
Level of ST content; the lack of abilitv t . Totally 10%
1 translation is not worth ack o abulily 10 express inadequate 0

The evaluation process by the new Translation Quality Assessment Integrated
model to the participant Performance

Table 7: participant translation assessment via The Proposed Integrated Translation Quality

Assessment
Mark
Error/Reward Participant's Performance The evaluation | out
of 34
n _ bR LI | y\ ‘ . 'G"
Serious Error Low-Earth OrbltMeL;fng )J e u8" (Wrong —2 points 32
. Omission of "cost-effective supply..." .
Serious Error (Lexical/Text) —2 points 30
Plus Reward REMIS" complex ;entence structure +20% of 30 6
(Exceptional)
Plus Reward "mission integration" "<tad) JLSiu)" (Good) +10% of 30 +3
Final Total (34/34) 34/34
Degree of
level Accuraczoc;t:[;rrinsfer Al Quality of expression in TL task 50%
completion
Transfer of the general Certain parts read like a piece
idea(s) but with a number | originally written in (Arabic) ,
Level of lapses in accuracy; but others read like a o
3 needs considerable translation. There are a Adequate | 30%
revision to reach considerable number of lexical
professional standard grammatical or spelling errors
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¢ Final Statement on ITQA Evaluation

The Two Sections The scoring Performance Level
Micro-level Accuracy 50/ 50 Exceptional (with recovery)
Macro-level Functionality 30/50 Adequate
Final Grade 80 /100 B-

The combination of the two stages overcomes the separate assessment imposed by Hurtados’
method by integrating Waddingtons’ Holistic view of errors. Moreover, the combination
allowed the participant to make a recovery from the serious error judged by Waddington's
method. By acknowledging the brilliant translation skills spotted throughout the translated text.
It is fair to say they’re the results of the integrated model Start on the middle ground between
the two statements of evaluation provided by each method separately.

7 Final Remark

Seeking objectivity in translation quality assessment has always been a topic of debate, ranging
from complete subjectivity in the matter of evaluation with no regard to any objectivity to
approaches that treat translation assessment like a math equation with strict categories of right
and wrong, to methods aiming to develop a comprehensive holistic view towards the
assessment. Each of these parties carry with them strongpoints that should be considered. The
main aim of this study was to bring a rule or two from distant perspectives and examine if
mixing them would actually be advantageous.

The results of such a mix were quite promising and indicate that translation quality assessment
field should take into consideration applying more than one approach within the evaluation of
the same text in order to provide a fuller statement of evaluation. Further studies should be
conducted with this proposed integrated model to test its validity and reliability even, more as
well as studies with different approaches and models.
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