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I. Introduction

Like others in the field of Translation Studies, I have noticed that there are great differences amongst novice translators in awareness of the problems they come across in their translation assignments. In my past research, I have noticed that awareness helps to monitor one’s performance, and that when students are given the opportunity to reflect on their behaviour in translation, to observe and report on their performance critically, they find a new understanding of their working processes which, in the long run, can significantly improve the quality of their translations.

Awareness and self-reflection are therefore the two key notions that led me to design this mini-project. In class, group work is often used to aid the teaching of translation, but this is not the only method of teaching through which students can improve their performances, and other methods enabling students to evaluate their working methods and identify their learning needs could perhaps be equally successful. 

The method which I have used to study translator behaviour in my doctoral research is called Think Aloud Protocols, or TAPS, a process which consists of filming students while they translate aloud, saying everything that goes through their mind as they work. The TAPS research method focuses on the student, the learner, in order to shed light on the process of translation, and I believe that this research method could usefully be adapted as a pedagogical tool as well. When translating aloud, students are creating a record of experience, and success or failure depends on their level of engagement in a process of honest reflection and evaluation of their own work. Moreover, with TAPS, students have increased control over their learning process. My past experience of working with postgraduate students has led me to believe that they like the idea that they are being listened to, that their experience and feelings are taken into account by their trainer, and that generally they enjoyed verbalising decisions which they believed had a positive impact on their work and levels of confidence. 

Fresh from this successful experiment, I decided to attempt to integrate TAPS in undergraduate translation classes. I believed that using a version of TAPS in training could provide a structured framework enabling the development of self-assessment and reflection, in a similar way to reflective writing.

II. Methodology

I therefore organised a TAPS session with my final year students in semester 1 (2007). It was a formative exercise held during week 6 of term (reading week), and therefore only volunteers were asked to attend. Having no real idea as to how undergraduate students would react to this very different style of learning, I did not wish to impose the ‘experiment’ on them.

Students were given instructions in advance (in their handbook) which detailed what the purpose of the exercise was and how it would be carried out (please refer to Appendix 1). It was my belief that transparency and clarity would encourage students to engage in the process. They were therefore told that a great majority of students enjoy speaking while they translate and that this often helps them work better, that students who are made to think about how they work and how others work on a regular basis can significantly improve in terms of their translation performance, and that this exercise would give them a chance to try this out for themselves, and to have a say in the matter. As this was a practical exercise, I chose not to dwell too long on theory.
During the session students were divided into pairs and were free to choose who they wanted to be paired up with. As there was an odd number of students, three of them decided to work together. The pairs/trio sat opposite each other, with a table in the centre. I gave a short introduction on the benefits of the exercise, went over the written instructions once more, and gave an example verbalisation, so that they could understand more fully what was expected of them. Since there were no questions, I then proceeded to hand out the first section of a short piece of text to one member of the pair/trio to read quietly.

When indicated by me, that person started translating the text while saying everything that went through his/her mind. The student ‘monologued’ thus, going through the translation aloud and saying why he/she was making certain decisions and choosing one solution over another. Students had been told that anything that appeared relevant should be mentioned and that they should try not to be silent for longer than a few seconds, unless writing down a solution. This was not traditional pair-work, as the student was not supposed to interact with his/her partner(s).

While half of the students verbalised, their partner’s role was to take notes on the performance, pointing out what (from what they heard) might be leading to a good or bad choice/performance. Partners did not have to write complete sentences, just take notes, and were told not to disturb the verbalisations; they could however ask a question to spur the verbalisations on if there was a breakdown in the TAPS. However, they were not to engage in conversation.

After 15 minutes, I asked the pairs of students to swap roles. (For the group of three, I had split the session differently so each student could verbalise for 10 minutes). I picked up the written translations of the students who had verbalised first and handed out the 2nd half (or third) of the source text for the other student to work with. This way, each student could both experience and witness TAPS.

Once the session was over, all students were asked to write a reflective commentary on the exercise which would, in a first section, discuss their impressions of their partner’s performance, with the help of the notes taken in class, and in a second section give an account of their own impressions and feelings on the experiment.

I hoped this would provide them with the opportunity to think about how the other person worked, what seemed to be positively and/or negatively affecting their work and why. Having heard them speak about their decisions and how they arrived at these, I hoped students would compare this with how they themselves work on a translation. It was also a chance for students to reflect on whether they thought the exercise was useful or not, how it compared with working on their own, whether it helped with decision-making, how they had felt during the TAPS, and whether they believed their translation was better/worse as a result of the circumstances. I included questions in the instructions to provide the students with some guidance on reflective writing, which may not have been very familiar to them (please refer to Appendix 2).

The class has twenty-eight students altogether. Nine volunteers came to the session and participated, and seven of these completed the report afterwards.

III. Findings

For the most part, the TAPS session went according to plan. The only drawback I could initially perceive was that I could not record the session. Indeed, I had initially wished to video record the TAPS and obtain visual evidence of the experiment, as I had done with postgraduates, but students did not volunteer to be filmed and I did not wish to impose it.

As I did not want to make students feel self-conscious, I also made myself as discreet as possible when the exercise started. However, I was in the room and could still monitor proceedings, or intervene if any problems occurred. However, the students did not request my assistance, taking control and starting the task with enthusiasm.
During the session, the atmosphere was studious as students verbalising seemed to be concentrating very hard, and their partners were busy taking notes and listening carefully. As a trainer, I was particularly pleased to see students not only engaging in the activity, but taking the time to listen to one another without interruption. Indeed, some of the students present, who are usually quiet in class, had the opportunity to take control of the translating situation and get their points across and heard by others (something which group work does not always enable).
The students’ reflective commentaries also provided useful insight into the benefits of the verbalisation exercise, and some key ideas emerged from analysing their writings. I have made the following observations:
· Students discovered alternative ways of working when watching others
As they had been asked to discuss/analyse their partner’s work, a majority of the students’ comments revolved around how their colleagues undertook the task, and often how this differed from their own ways of working. Prolonged observation of someone else’s actions and reactions seemed to give students new ideas and to provide them with alternative strategies/ways of finding solutions. These were then either accepted or rejected depending on each student’s critical judgement. Here are a few examples extracted from the students’ reports:

‘After a quite literal translation, she reread the text in order to reformulate her target text’;
‘It was interesting to see how the other students went about things, even when I didn’t agree with their choices’; 

‘He would suggest several options as possible translations, some of which were very creative and then dismiss them according to his reasoning, which mainly focused on connotations and the impression and impact they would have on the TT reader’;
‘He prefers to translate literally and then go back to make sense out of what he has written. He uses this technique to help him understand any parts of the text he could not translate […] but he would make omissions which led to him misunderstanding parts of the text completely’;
‘Listening to each other as well had its own benefits, because while the other person talks I was able to relate it to the text and see if my partner was right and even trying to find a better way of saying things’.

As these extracts illustrate, the observing students would highlight their partner’s various methods of working, assess the effect(s) of those methods, and compare them with their own. They therefore encountered alternative ways of working that they may not have in other circumstances, thus enriching their working/learning experience.
· Students’ personalities affected their decision-making behaviour
On a number of occasions, students commented on both their own and their partner’s attitudinal behaviours. When working through the translations, students would reveal specific strategies and show patterns of behaviour (creativity, confidence etc) which then became perceivable to their partners. In my doctoral dissertation, I argued that translators’ personalities play an active part in the decision-making process of translator behaviour, and that each translator’s personality is apparent when translating, influences their performance in varied ways, and shapes their target text. The presence of personality characteristics in this experiment with undergraduates was also discernable. Here are a few examples extracted from the students’ reports:
‘[He was] very confident about his ability’;
‘His approach was positive’;
‘I was able to make a fair guess at words which […] increased my confidence and reassured me’;
‘This made him feel uncomfortable and knocked his confidence rather than helping him to produce a better translation’
Students noticed that attitudes seemed to impact on their work, and that the quality of their work in turn had an impact on their morale and subsequent attitudes. I think this is an important realisation, as many researchers in Translation Studies have noted the pernicious impact on translating of negative attitudes, low confidence levels etc. This is something that should perhaps be further monitored during training.
· Students found the exercise particularly useful for exam preparation
An important concern for final year students is the end of the semester 1 exam. The 11 scheduled translation classes during the term are meant to prepare students for passing this exam, amongst other things. I was hoping that students would volunteer for this extra session during reading week in order to get further practice, but I had not intended the session to be specifically aimed at exam preparation. However, as both translation situations are conducted without the use of a dictionary, students saw a clear parallel between the two:
‘In the exams we cannot use a dictionary and, furthermore, it does not always give the right translation of a word for a particular text’;
‘I had never done this type of exercise before and I found it very useful […] I was able to make a fair guess at words […] without the aid of a dictionary, which is of course what one has to do in an exam. This has reassured me that I will be able to do an exam translation’;
‘Seeing myself make these decisions without asking people has shown me that I will be able to complete an exam translation’;
‘This is certainly one technique I am going to investigate before the exam to see if it has the same effect’.
As these examples of the students’ comments illustrate, a clear benefit to carrying out the TAPS exercise for them was that it reproduced to a certain extent the conditions in which they will have to work in the exam (perhaps this was a motivation for their voluntary participation?) In any case, not using a dictionary meant that students had to rely on their own knowledge and skills, and produce a workable translation in a slightly more pressurized atmosphere than usual. As opposed to group work or assignment situations, I believe that with TAPS the students clearly saw (and heard) what their real strengths and weaknesses were since they could not count on other tools or people to ‘fill in the gaps’. The exercise therefore seemed to enhance learner autonomy.
· Students learnt about their own ways of working
As they had been asked to comment on their personal experience of TAPS and reflect on their own translating behaviours, students made a number of comments about the way they worked, both positive and negative. Amongst other things, this self-assessment seemed to help them realise which strategies are successful for them and which are less so:

‘I have decided that I need to underline or highlight in some way those points in a translation with which I am not happy the first time through’;
‘It is a good exercise because I use too much the dictionary and it is not always a good way to translate well’;
‘Instead of speaking I prefer writing. If it is necessary I write different versions, but I am afraid to forget what I am saying if I don't write my thoughts down’;
‘I do think it's useful to have to analyse or justify why you are translating something […] it is something I would be doing internally anyway’;
‘Now I have a better idea as to why I think it "just sounds right" and I am happy knowing that I am not just using idioms for the sake of it. I was also aware of similar texts that I have read in the past and this exercise showed me that, although they may not be in front of me, I do use parallel texts, as I was constantly aware as to how the text should have sounded’;
As these remarks clearly show, the TAPS exercise has enabled students to become conscious/aware of -and to better understand- how they usually work. It is hoped that these realisations and evaluations of their own attitudes will enable students to have greater control over their task-handling behaviour and to direct their efforts more efficiently. Moreover, being made to reflect on their performances seemed to give some students a new sense of empowerment and will to trust their instincts:
‘This exercise has also taught me to trust my own instincts a little more’;
‘I found that I had to trust my instincts more than in a normal situation’.
· Students found verbalising useful for linguistic purposes

In their feedback, students repeatedly mentioned the benefits of the exercise for their language skills. At undergraduate level, translation is still taught as a language-learning exercise rather than a professional skill, and so the translation classes aim to help students manipulate both languages, improve their knowledge of the way they function, and move more easily back and forth between them. For students, verbalising the translation process seemed to have worked as a catalyst through which higher quality linguistic alternatives were suggested and assessed:
‘Speaking out loud helped me to produce better collocations’;
‘It is easier to detect errors in the spoken language than in the written language. This is especially true when you have written a text yourself and you know what you mean, even if it doesn't make sense. Saying it out loud alerts you straight away to these errors’;
‘Speaking aloud enabled her to get the tone right and through this, she started to think about, and use, specialist words from the appropriate lexical field […] speaking out loud drew her attention to how closely she was sticking to the text and as such, she began to use synonyms that moved away from the French […] it helped her to choose the most appropriate translation […] She would often question her choice of words in the written version and then come up with something better within seconds of having read it out loud […] It helped her to use idioms and expressions that would have taken her longer to come up with had she not spoken’;
‘While listening and discussing, better ideas and different ways of translating the same phrase or sentence come up’;
‘Speaking out loud helped me pick the more appropriate word and helped me produce more natural sounding English far quicker than if I had written it’.
This feedback indicates that students produced higher-quality linguistic solutions as a result of their verbalisations. It seems as though speaking through ideas, temporary solutions and strategies, i.e. manipulating both languages orally, highlighted certain grammatical, idiomatic, lexical ‘errors’ which may have otherwise go unnoticed. Some students even commented on textual cohesion and suitable terms for the target readership. This type of exercise could therefore help achieve some of the main language-related aims and objectives of Level 3 translation classes.

· Students found verbalising useful for holistic, non-linguistic purposes
One of the more surprising findings was discovering that verbalising had made students realise or understand certain things that, as a trainer, I thought they already knew. It seemed that they were able to reflect a bit more deeply on the importance of transferring textual meaning for example, or of trusting their instincts. According to them, the exercise made them think about meaning in context, nuances and sense, as well as the value of their own internal resources.
‘To speak aloud for a couple of minutes before starting to write something down is a way to really wonder about the text, its meaning’;
‘I had to make many more efforts of thinking in new different solutions […] that could be a part of the purpose of the exercise itself: forcing me to think on my own and trying to get the sense of the meaning to carry through’;
‘I have understood deeply the importance and usefulness of this exercise because I found that I had to trust my instincts more than in a normal situation’
Although it may sound cliché, verbalising seems to have encouraged students to look beyond what was in front of them and opened their eyes to new possibilities. Indeed, it seems as though they had to make a greater cognitive effort, and the lack of immediately available resources meant that they had to look inwards and perhaps dig a little deeper than in a ‘normal’ translating situation, being outside their comfort zone. As a result, they felt more challenged and reacted positively to this new test of their strength.
· Students use literal translation as a strategy

A couple of the students’ comments seemed to confirm the interesting point made by some theorists (Edmund-Dimitrova for example) that literal translation is sometimes used by translators as a strategy during the process. Indeed, according to findings, using literal translation in a first version optimises the working memory, but translators monitor it and generally revise literal target text fragments at a later stage. The following comments seem to confirm this:

‘After a quite literal translation, she reread the text in order to reformulate her target text’;
‘He prefers to translate literally and then go back to make sense out of what he has written. He uses this technique to help him understand any parts of the text he could not translate’.
Students translate literally in a first instance and then go back to revise their draft. The oral protocols enable the trainer to see this strategy being used by the students. I believe this is a particularly important process to monitor in our classes generally, as rendering literal versions of source texts is heavily penalised in assessments. For many students, it seems that translating literally to start with is helpful and if the revision process is successful, then it cannot be seen as a sign of incompetence, but rather as a successful strategy. However, monitoring how students review their literal versions in practice can also give trainers clues as to where some students go wrong if they still submit a literal final draft.
· Positive and negative feedback from students
Although the students’ positive comments on the experience far outweighed the negative ones, it seems appropriate to highlight certain points that need further attention in order to improve the students’ experience if verbalisation exercises are to be used in future. These are extracted comments from the feedback that can be found in Appendix 2, relating to negative aspects:
'I didn’t feel 100% comfortable talking through my decisions out loud and consciously, in front of other people and I felt very self-conscious and even vulnerable';

'My partner seemed to think it was his job to tell me when I was translating the definition of words incorrectly, and I also found myself doing the same to help him out, although I believe this wasn't the point of the exercise'.
Self-consciousness is a feeling commonly experienced by some subjects of Think Aloud Protocols. Although they are not to be ignored, I noted in my past research that these feelings tend to quickly disappear as students really get into the exercise and concentrate on the task at hand. It is normal for them to remember this feeling when thinking back on the task, but generally it affects only a small minority of students (two in this case) and does not usually keep the students from getting something positive out of the task. The second comment refers to some confusion relating to each person’s role. This only seemed to affect one pair of students, but extra clarity in the instructions given at the start would probably be useful nonetheless.

These were the only negative comments noted, although one student also mentioned that group work could perhaps achieve more than TAPS as ideas can be bounced off one another; however she did acknowledge that this exercise had also been useful in other ways, as it had enabled her to 'pick up... several methods my partner used when translating that I think I neglect to use'.  

As previously mentioned, the students’ positive feedback far outweighed the negative and touched on a number of important points, some of which were discussed above. My impression from reading their comments was that they had all benefited in some way from undertaking this exercise, and that they had understood its importance and potential usefulness for their personal and academic development. These are some examples of their positive feedback:
'I found this experiment quite useful and I feel that I’ve learnt some things about translation methods';

'In my opinion it is a good exercise';

'I do think it's useful to have to analyse or justify why you are translating something a certain way... I did pick up from the experience several methods my partner used';

'speaking out loud helped me pick the more appropriate word and helped me produce more natural sounding English far quicker than if I had written it [...]I had never done this type of exercise before and I found it very useful';

'It was interesting to see how the other students went about things, even when I didn’t agree with their choices';

'it is true that the translation exercise always requires an aloud reasonment, that is useful in order to understand better the text';

'I found this exercise very useful! I realised that discussing it and putting it in my own words helped';

'The most important thing I learned from this whole exercise, was from Partner 1, he verbalised a lot more than I do... in the future I will try to translate more freely and to verbalise even more... I would like to be more confident and decisive and less afraid to break away from the ST'.
As these comments illustrate, and in a similar way to my previous experiments with postgraduate students, I discovered that students had enjoyed the verbalisation exercise and reported that they had liked working in this innovative manner. Most deemed the verbalisations helpful and believed them to have had a positive impact on their work; all had something positive to say about the experience and had learnt something in the process. Although it is important to remember that only 7 students gave feedback, and therefore their opinion cannot be representative of the whole class, I believe this overwhelmingly positive reaction to, and acceptance of, a training method by a quarter of the class clearly deserves further attention.
IV. Conclusion

This formative translation class attended by nine students in week 6 has, I believe, been successful on a number of levels. Apart from the observed benefits detailed above, it seems interesting to note as well that Erasmus students participating in the session had found the exercise just as useful as their English colleagues. One of them argued that she found it useful to speak in English, which is not her mother-tongue, as it increased the fluidity of her target text. The fact that this type of exercise can also be beneficial when students are working into a foreign language is noteworthy and an avenue for further research.
The behaviour of the members of the group working as a trio was also particularly interesting to analyse. These students could compare and contrast each other's approaches to the task, and this resulted in some highly reflective comments on both their own and their colleagues’ strategies and decision-making processes. While observing their partners working, they could see and later recall the consequences of unsuccessful strategies, which I believe helps them understand more clearly how unsuccessful decisions are arrived at: 'He didn’t do a final read-through... His method overall had a very negative effect on his translation'. In a similar way, they could learn from their partners' successful strategies and resulting high-quality solutions: 'I found his approach very positive, he worked through vocabulary problems by looking at the context and was very decisive... I think this resulted in a very natural sounding cohesive TT'. One student in the trio commented on the usefulness of comparing approaches in quick succession: 'listening to how other people translate enabled me to see more than just one style of translation'.  Hence, when students are working in threes, it would seem that verbalisation exercises can have additional benefits.
Although a more detailed analysis of the quality of students’ work would need to be carried out as a result of verbalisation exercises, and further experiments could usefully be set up to observe student behaviours when verbalising (at different levels of study and over a period of time) it is felt that this mini-project has achieved what it has set out to do, i.e. demonstrated the benefits and usefulness of structured verbalisation exercises in an undergraduate classroom context.

I believe verbalisations should be used more widely in class as personal and individual aspects of the student’s experience are reflected in them and they disclose valuable information on process-investigation and end-product evaluation, thus enabling trainers to monitor their students’ experience and enabling students to become aware of their behaviours when translating, and general working processes. Indeed, when given the opportunity to reflect on their behaviours, students were able to understand and highlight some of their successful and unsuccessful strategies. Hopefully, this will enable them to improve their performances in future.

As I had hoped, innovative verbalisation exercises such as TAPS can raise students’ confidence levels and could therefore be as successful as group work as a method of working.
V. Appendices

Appendix 1

TRANSLATION LEVEL 3

FOMATIVE EXERCISE WEEK 6

Purpose of the exercise:

It has been proven that a great majority of students enjoy speaking while they translate and that this often helps them work better.

It has also been proven that students who are made to think about how they work and how others work on a regular basis significantly improve in terms of their translation performance.

This exercise gives you a chance to try this out for yourselves, and to have a say in the matter.

Instructions

In this class you will be divided into pairs. You are free to choose who you would like to be paired up with, but it should be someone with whom you feel at ease.

You will sit opposite to each other, with a table in the centre.

Your lecturer will then hand out a short piece of text which one of you will read quietly.

When indicated by the lecturer, that person will start to translate the text, while saying everything that goes through his/her mind. This means that the person will have to monologue, going through the translation aloud and saying why they are making certain decisions, why they are choosing certain solutions over others. Anything that appears relevant while they are translating should be mentioned. Of course, it is OK to be silent for a few seconds while writing down a solution.

While the student is verbalising, they should ignore their partner. The partner’s role is to take notes down on their colleague’s performance. However, this does not mean saying ‘this is good or bad’, but rather pointing out what (from what you hear) in your opinion might be leading to a good or bad choice/performance. Things to watch out for could be: attitudes, personality, openness, strategies, how are they deciding on a solution, how do they arrive at a conclusion and does this seem to be a result of careful consideration or the first thing that pops through their head?, knowledge, culture, experience, use of resources…

At this stage, just take some notes, do not try to write complete sentences. You must not disturb your partner’s verbalisations. However, if s/he is silent for too long, you may ask them a question to spur them on (ex: what seems to be the problem?) but do not engage in a conversation.

After 15 minutes, the lecturer will pick up the written translations of the students who verbalised and a new text will be handed out. The same exercise will be undertaken but with the students swapping roles.

NB: Do not try to rush through the translation in order to be finished within the 15 minutes – it is more important that you go through the translation at your own pace than to submit a rushed finished translation.

Once the class is over, and the lecturer has picked up the remaining translations, all students will have to write up a commentary on this exercise. This commentary will include 2 sections:

· In section 1, you will discuss your impressions of you partner’s performance, with the help of the notes you took in class. (300 words or more)

Again, this is an opportunity for you to think about how the other person worked, what seemed to be positively and/or negatively affecting their work and why. Having heard them speak about their decisions and how they arrived to these, how does this compare to how you work on a translation? Your writings will of course remain anonymous.

· In section 2, you will discuss your own impressions and feelings on the experiment. (300 words or more)

You may talk about your own performance, but the point of this section is to give you an opportunity to reflect on whether you thought the exercise was useful or not, how it was or was not useful and why you believe this, how it compared with working on your own etc. Did it help with decision-making? Did you feel frustrated? Do you believe your translation was better/worse as a result of the circumstances? Why? 

As for other pieces of work, your translation will be graded and you will be given advice on your translation skills.

Appendix 2

Student Reflective Commentaries submitted via BlackBoard, Salford’s Virtual Learning Environment

	Name
	Translation Week 6 Reflective Exercise 


	Instructions
	Please write a reflective piece on this week's pair work. Here are some ideas for reflection:

benefits/drawbacks of speaking aloud, your learning experience, speed of task completion, effect of verbalising on your translation.
Your commentary will include 2 sections:

- In section 1, you will discuss your impressions of you partner’s performance, with the help of the notes you took in class. (300 words or more)

Again, this is an opportunity for you to think about how the other person worked, what seemed to be positively and/or negatively affecting their work and why. Having heard them speak about their decisions and how they arrived to these, how does this compare to how you work on a translation? Your writings will of course remain anonymous.

- In section 2, you will discuss your own impressions and feelings on the experiment. (300 words or more)

You may talk about your own performance, but the point of this section is to give you an opportunity to reflect on whether you thought the exercise was useful or not, how it was or was not useful and why you believe this, how it compared with working on your own etc. Did it help with decision-making? Did you feel frustrated? Do you believe your translation was better/worse as a result of the circumstances? Why?[image: image1.wmf]




	


	Please write a reflective piece on this week's pair work in class. Please do not write less than 500 words on both sections. 


	User
	Gemma Cooper 


Section 1: Impressions of partners’ performance. 

 Partner 1:

I thought Partner 1 had a very good method of translating. First of all he took the time to read through the text and made sure he understood it fully and then he began translating it. He then translated the text, doing a rough draft and then re-read it to make sure to made sense and proposed other changes.

It seemed to me that his strategy was to take the main idea of the ST sentence and build the TT sentence around it, rather than doing a more literal translation and tweaking it to make it sound a bit more natural in English. I think this resulted in a very natural sounding cohesive TT.

He seemed quite comfortable verbalising and was able to talk through his decisions very rationally. He would suggest several options as possible translations, some of which were very creative and then dismiss them according to his reasoning, which mainly focused on connotations and the impression and impact they would have the TT reader.  

In dealing with idioms, he first of all translated the idea, and didn’t find an equivalent idiom (although there was one readily available) but in the second reading of the text he did replace it. I thought, in theory, this was a very good idea, and it demonstrated quite clearly the importance he puts on conveying the meaning of the ST rather than translating literally or creating an idiomatic TT.

I found his approach very positive, he worked through vocabulary problems by looking at the context and was very decisive, he didn’t spend too much time questioning himself or his version, he was very confident about his ability.

 

Partner 2:

Partner 2 took a very literal approach to translating. He didn’t really take the personal time to read the ST and to understand it before translating it, but did say that the first step for him was to do a literal translation. However he’d only got a few words in before he’d interrupted the flow of the translation process because he’d not understood something. He then continued and produced a very stilted and almost word-for-word translation. Instead of focusing on the ideas and the general meaning, as Partner 1 did, he tried to stay as close as possible to the ST. He then went back and tried to do a more cohesive translation. This was when most of his decision making took place, but I feel this was restricted because he’d already produced his first version. 

It was clear that he did not feel comfortable verbalising, and his main focus was writing the idea down rather than talking it over first. Although he did discuss some elements, he seemed uncomfortable doing so. For me, he didn’t spend enough thinking over the possibilities, but I don’t know whether that was because he felt uncomfortable doing so, or because his focus was more on loyalty to the ST. 

When he came across vocabulary problems he was unwilling to guess or discuss possible meanings, his reaction instead was “I can’t do this without a dictionary” and so he completely left it out. 

It seemed to me that he didn’t a final read-through of the text, just to make sure he was happy with it. I’m not sure if it was just that he didn’t verbalise it or that he’d just not done it, but he never read out a final version; a stage which I think is very important.

In general, I found his translation method was very methodical, and not all that creative, unlike Partner 1. I thought his method overall had a very negative effect on his translation.

 

Section 2: My impressions and feelings on the experiment.

 I found this experiment quite useful and I feel that I’ve learnt some things about translation methods, especially from comparing myself and my methods with other people. I found it especially useful working with two people, because I was able to compare both their methods and for me, it was interesting to compare what I deemed to be two opposing methods (free vs literal).

When I am translating I do verbalise (well whisper), I do ask myself whether it sounds ok, whether we can say that in English and I always read out what I’ve written afterwards. However, for me the process is quite personal and I didn’t feel 100% comfortable talking through my decisions out loud and consciously, in front of other people and I felt very self-conscious and even vulnerable. (in this particular case I felt the pressure didn’t help with the translation process, although normally I find verbalising very useful)

I do think verbalising helps with decision making and in creating a more natural and cohesive TT, because sometimes you need to hear things said to realise whether they sound ok or not. For me, the other stage of that process is to see the word/phrase/sentence written down and then to read the entire text in context to make sure it is cohesive. 

The most important thing I learned from this whole exercise, was from Partner 1, he verbalised a lot more than I do, he was much more creative and also much more decisive and confident about his decisions, in the future I will try to translate more freely and to verbalise even more, just taking the idea, trying to be more creative and expressing the idea more idiomatically that I have done in the past. I would like to be more confident and decisive and less afraid to break away from the ST.

	User
	Marlene Grondin 


The first thing that my schoolmate did was to read again the text in order to understand well what the text is about. Indeed, the whole translation depends on the right understanding of the source text. After that, she tried to summarise each sentence in her own words to make sure she had the general meaning and began to make a quite literal translation. She found some problems of vocabulary. So, she had to make hypothesis, to find synonyms and especially using the context. This is what she did. She really paid attention to keep the meaning according to the context. Her knowledge and her understanding of the text were essential in her work. For instance, she made choices like keeping "Recherche de livres" in French or translating "contrairement" in the same way when it was repeated and explained me why. She really wondered about what could sound better in order to do a good translation. I think her process was a good one in so far as in the exams we cannot use a dictionary and, furthermore, it does not always give the right translation of a word for a particular text. I would have to ask myself more before starting to translate because I could observe that to speak aloud seemed to be useful to her. After a quite literal translation, she reread the text in order to reformulate her target text. Until the end, she wanted to choose the best word or expression and prefered to put a synonym than to let it in blank. When she finished, she read a last time her translation to check it sounded well and to do last fittings.

In my opinion it is a good exercise because I use too much the dictionary and it is not always a good way to translate well, especially when it is a bilingual one. But, it can allow to check if a word exists or not. To speak aloud for a couple of minutes before starting to write something down is a way to really wonder about the text, its meaning and to find solutions where there are problems, of vocabulary for instance. It is true that I didn't do that on my own. I was not used to this process and I felt frustrated when I had difficulties to find a synonym in English even if I understand the meaning. I noticed also that I worked slowly, I think because of my lack of vocabulary. I really need to read the text several times to be sure I understand it well. In fact, I have in general the same process as my schoolmate but instead of speaking I prefer writing. If it is necessary I write different versions but I am afraid to forget what I am saying if I don't write my thoughts down. When I don't find any other solutions, I leave my translation for a while before continuing.

	User
	Jennifer Heath 


Section 1

I noted methods that I noticed my partner was using either conciously or sub conciously and reflected on whether I believed these would aid or hinder the result of his translation. Positive points were 

1. rereading the whole text before tackling it

2. Listing several different words or phrases for one sentence to go back and look at later and see which one flows better with the text, which one fits better with the next sentence.

3. After translating each sentence reading it back to check that it actually works and makes sense before tackling the next sentence. 

4. Looking at the sentence as a whole and changing the complete structure of it - remarking on the differences between French and English writing style, for example I find it more "english" to use a quote then write he said at the end rather than French it may come at the start of the sentence with the quotation following.

Negative points

1. Perhaps at times too literally translating the exact meaning of the word rather than the sense. 

2. Sometimes problems with faux amis, on seeing a word in French that maybe the same word and/or meaning in English, using that instead of thinking does it have the same meaning or would another word express it better. 

Section 2

I was interested to try out dialoging as I think used correctly it's a useful tool. There are however several drawbacks to a first time experiment that I believe would improve through repetition of the exercise. Firstly confusion as to the exact role of your partner. My partner seemed to think it ws his job to tell me when I was translating the definition of words incorrectly, and I also found myself doing the same to help him out, although I believe this wasn't the point of the exercise. Secondly a hesitation over maybe feeling self concious. I could not say for sure after one session but I think I find small group work more effective, where you can bounce ideas off each other and if you don't understand in certain parts the language, the sense or the relevance of a cultural reference it can often be explained to you by another person in the group. Hearing other people's opinions on their own translation style and the reasons why they believe something is relevant or should be added to explain makes you stop and question and maybe change the way you would have originally translated whereas in the reflective session you are still only working using your own knowledge and methods of translating so not necessarily adding anything new to your translation. I do think it's useful to have to analyse or justify why you are translating something a certain way but I'm not sure if it changes the final outcome as it is something I would be doing internally anyway with or without a partner there to listen. I did pick up from the experience several methods my partner used when translating that I think I neglect to use and that I thought worked in a positive way and will try to implement in the future, such as looking at the whole sentence instead of getting bogged down with the real meaning of individual words.

	User
	Daniel Roche 


There were 2 people in my group, both with very different styles.

Gemma was the first to translate and she found this exercise rather difficult as she prefers to write her translations down and comes to her final draft that way. She was uncomfortable. I feel this may have inhibited her. However, once she got into the exercise and had started to write her translation, she became more relaxed and started to say more.

Although speaking out loud was not the best method for Gemma, it did have some advantages. Firstly, speaking aloud enabled her to get the tone right and through this, she started to think about, and use, specialist words from the appropriate lexical field, for example, E-book. Secondly, speaking out loud drew her attention to how closely she was sticking to the text and as such, she began to use synonyms that moved away from the French. Had she not spoken out loud, I think she would have used words which resembled the French.

Another advantage of speaking out loud for Gemma was that it helped her to chose the most appropriate translation when she had a few options. I think this is due to the fact that errors in the spoken language are easier to detect than errors in the written language. She would often question her choice of words in the written version and then come up with something better within seconds of having read it out loud. Given that speech is more spontaneous and natural, speaking outloud helped her to use idioms and expressions that would have taken her longer to come up with had she not spoken.

Malcolm was the other member of the group and his translation style was very different to that of mine or Gemma's, and yet again, Malcolm's style revolves around writing first and then making sense of what is written. He also was put off by the situation and at times seemed to panic.

I feel that speaking out loud was less advantageous for Malcolm. He prefers to translate literally and then go back to make sense out of what he has written. He uses this technique to help him understand any parts of the text he could not translate. This cannot be done orally, and he would make omissions which lead to him misunderstanding parts of the text completely. This made him feel uncomfortable and knocked his confidence rather than helping him to produce a better translation.

However, this is not to say that this exercise was not useful. Speaking out loud helped Malcolm find synonyms and he also used this technique to think of possible phrases and idioms.

Comparing their methods to mine, I would say that like Gemma and Malcolm, speaking out loud helped me pick the more appropriate word and helped me produce more natural sounding English far quicker than if I had written it. In contrast, however, I feel I focused more on style than the others and instead of just focusing on finding the best words, examples being the beginning sentence of my translation and also the idiom using the cake.

I had never done this type of exercise before and I found it very useful. Firstly, speaking out loud helped me to produce better collocations. This was particularly useful as I was able to make a fair guess at words which I was not too sure about without the aid of a dictionary, which is of course what one has to do in an exam. This has, in turn, increased my confidence and reassured me that I will be able to do an exam translation, without a dictionary and within a time limit.

Secondly, listening to how other people translate enabled me to see more than just one style of translation (my own). Althought I do not plan to use elements from the group members' styles, I am now interested in seeing other styles that I may not have thought about and which may be beneficial to me. Furthermore, I was aware that everyone had their own unique style, but I was not too sure what mine was before this exercise and listening to my own logic was interesting for me. In the past when people have asked me about how I arrived at a translation, the only answer I could give was "it just sounds right". Now I have a better idea as to why I think it "just sounds right" and I am happy knowing that I am not just using idioms for the sake of it. I was also aware of similar texts that I have read in the past and this exercise showed me that, although they may not be in front of me, I do use parallel texts, as I was constantly aware as to how the text should have sounded.

This exercise has also tought me to trust my own instincts a little more. When I complete a translation at home, I will ask native speakers of English what sounds right and what sounds wrong and if what I have written can be understood. Seeing myself make these decisions without asking people has shown me that I will be able to complete an exam translation. Again, the reason for this is that it is easier to detect errors in the spoken language than in the written language. This is especially true when you have written a text yourself and you know what you mean, even if it doesn't make sense. Saying it out loud alerts you straight away to these errors.

In terms of producing a better or worse translation using this method, I feel that the standard is similar to what I would have produced had I not spoken out loud. However, if I hadn't have spoken out loud, it would have taken me much longer to complete and I would have ran the risk of over analysing what I had written and changing sentences that were perfectly correct the first time round. As a result of this exercise, I have learned that it is important to read translations out loud. This may not always be practical, but I think that even just articulating the words under one's breath would have the same results. This is certainly one technique I am going to investigate before the exam to see if it has the same effect.

	User
	Malcolm Morrison 


As this was a group of three, I will write two sections for the first part, one for each student. 

 

Student 1 

Student 1 seemed a little uncomfortable about verbalising, but proceeded initially to produce a version very close, perhaps too close, to the English text. Any uncertainties were left as blanks to be sorted out later. As we were working without a dictionary, it was not possible for the student to resolve all these problems satisfactorily. It must be said that a coherent version was produced, but with several problems left outstanding. There was a tendency to still think about previous phrases when having moved on to the next ones. This produced a process of continuously skipping back and forth to change ones mind. 

Problems encountered were false friends (editeurs) – How do you notice a false friend?  The student was unsure what “maisons” meant in this context -    clearly some sort of house, but what sort? The student also was uncertain over the meaning of “numeriser leurs ouvrages” At first a literal option “to digitalise their works” was chosen, but later on this appeared unsatisfactory and the student began thinking of the concept of e-books, which was settled on.

The student wrestled with a satisfactory version of “sans faire du bruit” and “declenche les foudres”.

 

Student 2 

 
Again, this student started out working very literally, but seemed more comfortable about verbalising than student 1. Time was spent on a satisfactory version of “patron”. Would it be “boss”, “leader”, “director”, or something else? Was “operation” going to be “operation” or “process” – the latter was at this stage favoured. This student recognised the idiom “the cherry on the cake” for “cerise…”, but seemed unsure how to translate “deuxieme editeur francais”. The same problem was had with “editeur”, but this time it was part of a string to be deciphered. The student didn’t like a literal translation of “programme”, as this could be confusing – computer programs – and preferred “plan”. “Chercher au coeur” caused much agonising, was it an idiom? Does “effectuer des recherches” refer to searching (as in the web) or researching?

 

Me 

 
I didn’t feel any inhibitions when vocalising about my translation, and I had the impression that I worked smoothly from beginning to end. However, what I actually did was talk about what decisions I was reflecting on, what choices I was going to make, but I forgot to write a translation down – one of the objectives of the exercise. I had to remedy this at the end. It was interesting to see how the other students went about things, even when I didn’t agree with their choices. I am still convinced that it is better to bash straight through a text, often putting rubbish in, in order to complete at least something. I have decided that I need to underline or highlight in some way those points in a translation with which I am not happy the first time through. Thus on second reading I could go straight to the problem parts, without spending time going back and forth during the first draft. This was something I noticed with both the other students – a tendency to get stuck on details before completing the larger picture.

I believe that working in groups can be positive and useful, but it depends on the people involved – with some students it would be a complete waste of my time.

	User
	Francesca Bettini


QUESTION 1

Starting the exercice, my partner read the text again once to better understand the passage, stopping above all at the first sentence. After that, she read the text sentence by sentence much more carefully, thinking what were the most difficult expressions. She stopped reading again, and she repeated to herself the first sentence. She recognized that the expression “ cerise sur le gateau” was really idiomatic and difficult to translate, so she decided to leave it for the end of the translation. She understood that the main problems of this passage were the idiomatic expressions and the familiar tone which she had to deal with. At this point, she tried to translate the first sentence in English, except from the “cerise” expression. She also decided to keep the French title of the Amazon programme “ Chercher au coeur” because she thought that was an official name not translatable. Then, she began to do quite a literal translation in order to reformulate the sentences after a while. She said that the adjective “majeur” would be translated with “ important” in English but she was not sure and she told me that she might be wrong to choose that version, not being the same equivalent of the French adjective. She told me that “Exagone” was a very common expression in French to indicate France; so she decided to simplify “Exagone” with “France”, because probably the English reader could not understand what “Exagone”referred to. 

She tried to understand what “ ceux-ci” referred to and she assumed that refferred to the editors previously mentioned. This way, she chose to simplify the expression “ calmer le jeu” with “ don't mention this fact”, just to clarify the situation to the reader. After that, she told me that “ C'est bien le patron” was a very typical French expression and she wanted to translate “patron” with “ manager”. Another idiomatic expression she found was “ faire la part belle à son entreprise”, that she might be able to translate with “ he managed to do his work very well”. Finally, she came across with the “cerise” expression again, deciding she opted for an “ unfortunately”. At this point, she decided to read the first paragraph in order to better understand the meaning of the second one, and she was a little bit stuck with “ quant à lui”. Then, she decided to eliminate “ avec le moindre” because it was too French and very difficult to translate. Besides, she translated “n'ont pas apprecié” with “ don't agree”, that included the meaning of “ sans l'accord”. She also thought that “ C'est qui” is a very particular French construction and that in english it is sufficient keep just the subject. In the end, she translated the expression “ faire la part belle” with “ he is the leader on the market”, carrying the meaning of the expression and abandoning a possible idiomatic equivalence.


QUESTION 2


First of all, I have to say that working in pairs with a person with which you are at ease was at least less embarassing than I was expected from this exercice. It is important to trust the person with which you are working. Secondly, it is true that the translation exercice always requires an aloud reasonment, that is useful in order to understand better the text and what are the main difficulties of the passage. Personally, I had to work on the first paragraph of the article and I found the adverb “ contrairement” particularaly difficult to translate, twice repeated in the text. Basically, I have understood deeply the importance of this exercice and its usefullness because I found that I had to trust my instincts more than in a normal situation. Telling that, I mean that in a limited last of time, I was forced to take my decisions more quickly and I had to be more sure on my own thoughts. I have noticed that the lack of dictionaries made me be stuck on some expressions so that I had to make many more efforts of thinking in new different solutions. At the beginning, this made me feel a little frustrated because I felt I couldn't give my best to the exercice but, from another point of view, that could be a part of the purpose of the exercice itself: forcing me to think on my own and trying to get the sense of the meaning to carry through. I appreciated the behaviour of my partner, who was very silent and patient in listening to me carefully: I know that I would have the tendence to speak and comunicate with another person but in that context we were not allowed to do that and I think that helped me also to concentrate on my task, having a complete control of the situation above all when we changed our roles. Nevertheless, the presence of some idiomatic expressions was really challenging and demanding: I had to concentrate on the target language more than in other occasions, because I wanted to find a English idiomatic expression with a similar meaning of the French one. In any case, I couldn't always achieve to this purpose and so I decided to simplify the expression in the target text so that I was sure that the reader could finally understand the sense of the sentence in that particular context. Eventually, I found very useful the fact to speak in English while reasoning to myself because normally I think in French or in my mothertongue( that is not English) instead of English: I think this helped me to concentrate me much more on the target language and on the naturalness of the target text translation.

	User
	Zaid Habtemariam


I found this exercise very useful! I realised that discussing it and putting it in my own words helped. Before even trying to translate it, sharing ideas with my partner was helpful.

Listening to each other as well had its own benefit, because while the other person talks; I was able to relate it to the text and see if my partner was right and even trying to find a better way of saying things. 

While listening and discussing, better ideas and different ways of translating the same phrase or sentence come up. 

Now I have started to do the same, before translating a text, I would read and discuss it using my own words with myself (out loud), before trying to translate it – that would help me get the idea and only then start translating it. But the difference there is – instead of translating it word by word, since I have discussed it out loud, I would know if the translation would flow and make sense instead of just getting the translated words. Because sometimes, the translated words are correct but then while putting it together it might not make sense.

Thank you for the opportunity!

Appendix 3
SECTION 1

Amazon séduit les éditeurs français
Contrairement à Google, Amazon a choisi de coopérer avec les éditeurs français. Il a réussi à convaincre cinq nouvelles maisons de numériser leurs ouvrages. Amazon opère sans faire de bruit, contrairement à son concurrent Google dont le programme de numérisation baptisé « Recherche de livres » a déclenché les foudres de la profession. C’est Jeff Bezos, fondateur d’Amazon et patron visionnaire, qui tient les rennes de l’opération.

  
SECTION 2

Cerise sur le gâteau, Editis, deuxième éditeur français, a également donné son accord pour participer au programme d'Amazon intitulé « Chercher au coeur », qui permet d'effectuer des recherches sur des millions de pages. Google, quant à lui, n’a pas encore signé avec le moindre éditeur majeur dans l'Hexagone, car ceux-ci n'ont pas apprécié que leurs livres soient numérisés sans leur accord. Google tente de calmer le jeu, mais pour l’instant c’est bien le patron d’Amazon qui fait la part belle à son entreprise.
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