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Undergraduate translators training in modern Ukrainian universities
requires the adoption and application of new approaches to translation
performance assessment. In this vein, social constructivist approach to
translators’ training and assessment seems to be rather promising and
influential. Its provisions indicate the need in the arrangement of the efficient
collaboration and interaction between the students and teachers in the process
of translation performance. Feedback is considered to be part and parcel of
such productive communication. In the context of translation training it
involves any information delivered by an agent to a student about particular
aspects of their translation product or process [3]. Transforming Shute’s ideas
[5, p. 154] to our research this information should cover the accuracy and
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adequacy of translation task performance, highlight particular translation
mistakes and errors, outline correction options or provide appropriate guide-
lines for future learning and training activity. In our case, feedback content
strongly correlates with the given source and expected target text properties, as
well as reflects the accepted assessment criteria of translation product quality.

Initially, feedback concept was developed intensively in the frame of
teaching foreign language writing (M. A. Erdogan, M. M. Bless, F. V. Lim
& J. Phua, J. Boereboom & K. Moore, D. Tsagari, etc.). As a result, available
feedback classifications are also rooted in this direction of applied linguistics.
The most extensive of them belong to R.Lyster & L.Ranta [4] and
M. Yang & D. Carless [7].

The first classification involves six categories (explicit correction, recast,
metalinguistic feedback / cue, elicitation, repetition and clarification request),
distinguished on the basis of explicit / implicit and input-providing / output-
prompting dimensions. Let us consider them in more details, comment on the
appropriate delivery channel (oral or written) and opportunity to be applied in
either translation or interpretation training.

1. Explicit correction is an explicit input-providing feedback type, when
the assessor marks the produced inappropriate target utterance as an error /
mistake and provides the correct ready-made target language structure. It is
appropriate for both oral and written feedback delivery in translation and
interpretation training.

2. Recast is an implicit input-providing feedback type, when ill-formulated
target language units or inappropriately transferred source language ones are
reformulated or expanded by the assessor, excluding student’s errors or
mistakes. This type of corrective feedback is considered to be one of the most
widely and frequently used according to different sources [4; 2, p. 436],
especially in case of oral feedback delivery. However, recasts appear to be
inefficient in terms of motivating students to repair their mistakes and produce
modified output [2, p. 437].

3. Metalinguistic feedback / cue is an explicit output-prompting feedback
type, when the assessor provides the assessee with some kind of a comment or
explanation that helps them to realize their error / mistake and formulate target
language utterance properly or modify its previous output efficiently. This type
of feedback appears to be productive in terms of students’ self-correction skills
development and provides positive impact upon their translation competence
acquisition [1]. It can be given in both written and oral forms.

4. Elicitation is a half-explicit output-prompting feedback type, when the
assessor indicates the error / mistake location and stimulates the assessee to
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formulate target language unit appropriately. Being combined with expressive
intonation, this type of oral (rarely written) feedback can be rather fruitful in
the context of interpretation training. However, in some situations, it can be
used like some kind of a hint of proper structure to be used in translation
training as well.

5. Repetition is an implicit output-prompting feedback type, when the
assessor rewords the inappropriate target utterance produced by the assessee,
inciting them to review and correct their target language utterance. It can be
efficiently applied in oral mode being combined with proper stressing
intonation.

6. Clarification request is an implicit output-prompting feedback type,
when the assessor requires some kind of explanation from the assessee as for
the target language structure produced, indicating some kind of problems,
errors or mistakes. It can be presented in both written and oral forms while
training both interpreters and translators.

To our mind, the feedback types described above intrinsically corres-
pond to cognitive dimension of so-called ‘feedback triangle’ suggested
by M. Yang & D. Carless [7]. Apart from this aspect, it also contains social-
affective and structural ones [7, p. 287-289]. Combination of these feedback
classifications allows us to provide more detailed taxonomy of feedback types
to be applied in translators’ training.

Social-affective dimension comprises role and function distribution in
training environment as well as emotional aspect of the interaction of the
involved parties [6]. According to these criteria, feedbacks can be classified in
two different ways:

1) concerning the feedback agent or role distribution: teacher, peer, self
and computer-generated,;

2) concerning the emotional background involved:

— absolutely neutral, containing emotionless list of errors, mistakes and
recommendations, if any are stipulated by the chosen cognitive feedback type;

— exclusively negative, stressing on and explicitly reprimanding students
for their rude errors and mistakes made;

— exclusively positive, explicitly appraising students’ successful translation
solutions and neglecting mistakes made;

— emotionally diversified involving well-balanced explicit negative and
positive evaluation of the translation task performed.

In its turn, structural dimension covers the organisation of feedback
presentation in terms of timing, delivery channels, form, sequencing, expected
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responses as well as the ways of the assessment process management in
general. In this case, feedbacks can be subdivided according to their:

1) timing: immediate / synchronous (usually computer-generated and
impersonal or oral teacher ones in case of interpretation assessment);
asynchronous, provided within a day, during a week, during two weeks, during
an academic term, etc.;

2) delivery channels: oral (can be both group and individual); written (can
be both group and individual); digital or computer-mediated (automatically
produced by computer software; teacher feedback generated with the help of
relevant computer utilities, for example, in the form of MS Word in-text notes
or audio-recorded with the help of Read&Write online Google application);
combined (oral and written);

3) form and presentation;

—feedback wvolume (comment absence; extremely brief comment,
formulated with the help of a couple of words / signs only; comparatively
detailed; highly detailed);

— feedback language (Ukrainian (target one), English (source one), mixed
(combination of English and Ukrainian, where appropriate));

4) expected response (feedback studies without any external response,
feedback studies and self-reflection report preparation; feedback-based
correction of the target text segment / feedback-based modification of the full
target text; feedback-based correction of the target text preceded with a self-
reflection report);

5) sequencing (single; multiple iterative but fixed in maximum quantity;
multiple iterative unlimited in maximum quantity);

6) assessment management, which involves:

—grading issues (marked ‘accepted /rejected’, graded and feedback
accompanied, only feedback provided).

—teacher control: low (no required obligatory response or resubmission),
medium (optional response or resubmission) and high (obligatory response /
corrected translation resubmission).

The feedback taxonomy presented above allows translation teachers to
develop the feedback matrix array that takes into account varied factors such
as students’ individual peculiarities and training needs, types of translation or
interpretation being practiced, training stage and translation competence level,
etc. Their efficient combination and sequencing should improve students’
learning outcomes, on the one hand, and enhance current assessment practices
at domestic universities, on the other.
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In recent years there has been a fundamental shift in language teaching,
away from tenets of behaviorist psychology and structural linguistics and
toward cognitive, and later, socio-cognitive psychology and more contex-
tualized, meaning-based views of language [1]. This shift is generally known
as the move from teacher-centered instruction to learner-centered or learning-
centered instruction i.e. from the teacher to the student. Farrell and Jacobs list
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