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ABSTRACT 

 

For the past decade, translation learning has been one of the main foci for 

university language learners, but a number of studies have found that many translation 

teachers still utilize traditional translation teaching methods (Chang, Yu, Li & Peng, 

1993; Dai, 2003; Mu, 1992). In traditional classrooms, students tend to depend 

heavily on teacher-centered instruction, and teachers accept or encourage the students’ 

passive learning attitudes (Kiraly, 1995). As a result, students only follow the 

teachers’ suggestions and rarely reflect up their own translating process, translation 

styles, and problem-solving approaches.  

 The goal of this study was to design a translation learning task called the 

Cooperative Translation Task (CoTT). It was achieved in three phases: (a) the initial 

design of the CoTT; (b) the implementations of two prototypes of the CoTT and (c) 

the finalized CoTT. The current study followed a design-based research (DBR) 

framework to clarify the complicated interactions in an authentic learning 

environment. In total, there were five sessions in Prototype I:Session 1: Written Peer 

Response; Session 2: Within-group Discussion & Translator Seminar; Session 3: Oral 

Peer Response; Session 4: Oral Teacher Response; and Session 5: Final Revisions.  

 The student participants in both cycles were technological university students, 

including 56 students in Cycle I and 25 in Cycle II. Two translation teachers 

participated in the study. For data collection, triangulation data were collected, 

including videos, interviews, and student documents. The data was put into the 

framework of Activity theory to diagnose implementation problems in terms of 

community, division of labor, and mediating artifacts, and innovations with solutions 

were provided. 

 Following the second prototype, the latest version of the CoTT has been 

constructed. In Session 1, training in describing and explaining errors is conducted. In 

Session 2, a peer group gives written responses for the translator group to make 

revisions. To encourage students to give explanations to their own peers, individual 

accountability is included. The peer group uses the Comment function in the 

word-processing software to identify, describe, and explain the agreeable and 

disagreeable translations. In Session 3, a student seminar and a teacher seminar are 

conducted simultaneously. To help students take organized notes on the results of their 

discussions, and to prevent students from not accepting responsibility in the 

discussions, an individual seminar sheet is given to each student. The teacher seminar 

finishes earlier than the student seminar so that the members can return to the original 

seminar and share the teachers’ suggestions with the group. In Session 4, the 

translator group needs to present the comments from each seminar. In Session 5, the 
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two teachers can use multiple criteria for error analysis. In Session 6, translator 

members use the Comment function in the word-processing software to insert 

collected comments, their acceptance level, and the reasons why they accept or reject 

each suggestion. Each group needs to turn in the final product, one copy with and one 

without the comments, to the instructor. 

The present study has found that students have a tendency to trust and use the 

teachers’ comments. However, this distrust of peers’ review increased students’ 

autonomy. Students underwent a process of analysis of the suggested translations and 

reformation of the translation. The influential factors in student-student interaction are 

an Asking and Answering communication mode and Acquaintance (2A), and students’ 

values in peer response. When giving a linguistic-level evaluation, students provided 

the most comments on mechanics, then comments vocabulary and sentences. As for 

the types of responses, they focused mainly on the identification of translations, 

provision of suggested translations, and some compliments on agreeable translations. 

They seldom gave explanations for either agreeable or disagreeable translations. 

The present study has both its theoretical and practical implications. This 

design-based study offers three kinds of theories: domain theories, a design 

framework, and design methodologies. The CoTT and its six sessions provide 

translation teachers an alternative way to teach, especially for teachers trained in other 

professions.  
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中文摘要 

 

過去十年，翻譯學習已成為外文系大學生學習的重點之一，但是許多研究發

現教師仍使用傳統的翻譯教學法。在傳統的教室，學生過度依賴以教師為中心的

學習，教師本身亦接受或間接鼓勵被動的學習方式。學生只想聽取教師的建議，

而鮮少了解自己的翻譯過程、翻譯風格及自我解決問題的方法。 

 本研究的目的在設計一個翻譯學習活動：「合作式翻譯任務」。此設計經過

三個階段：(一) 初步設計；(二) 施實「合作式翻譯任務」的二個原型；(三) 完

成合作式翻譯任務的設計。本研究採用設計本位研究方法 (Design-based research 

method)，並試圖對真實學習情境作深入地了解。在原型(一)共有五個活動：活

動一為書面同儕回饋、活動二為組內討論及翻譯者研討會、活動三為口頭同儕回

饋、活動四為口頭教師回饋、活動五為最終校正。 

研究的參與者為科技大學的外語系學生，在第一循環共有 56 位學生參加，

在第二循環有 25 位學生參加，另有二位翻譯教師參與此研究。本研究採用三角

測量研究法 (triangulation) 來收集資料，包含影片、訪談及學生的翻譯文本等。

研究分析的工具為「活動理論」，並從社群、分工、媒介三方面進行分析，以尋

求可能解決設計問題的方法。 

經過二個原型的實施，本研究設計出「合作式的翻譯任務」。活動一為訓練

學生描述及解釋翻譯錯誤的能力。活動二為個人的書面同儕回饋，學生需使用文

書處理軟體中的「新增註解」功能給予回饋。活動三為學生研討會及教師研討會。

每位學生需記錄自己在研討會的討論結果。教師研討會的時間較短，以便讓與會

的學生回學生研討桌分享研討的結果。活動四為學生翻譯員上台分享在學生研討

會中得到的回饋及達成的共識。活動五為二個教師給予口頭回饋。活動六為學生

使用「新增註解」註明所收集到的回饋、是否接受建議及理由。每組需交出一份

校正後的翻譯，及附有註解的檔案。 
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研究發現學生較相信教師的評語，但是對同儕評語的不信任卻增加學習自主

性。學生經分析同儕建議的翻譯、重組或修改後才採用。影響學生互動的因素為

問答的溝通模式、同儕間的熟悉度及對同儕回饋的信念。學生的回饋方式傾向於

找出有問題的翻譯、提供建議的翻譯及給予讚許。但他們很少給予針對自己的評

語作解釋。 

本研究提供理論上及實務教學的建議。在理論方面，本研究提出三種理論：

領域理論、設計框架、及設計實施方法。在實務教學方法，合作式翻譯任務提供

翻譯教師另一種教學模式，以期達到最佳的教學成效。
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Background of the Study 

Motivation 

 Five years ago, I started to teach translation, even though I had majored not in 

that area, but in English teaching. Without knowing much about translation studies, I 

focused on the textbooks and tried to provide a variety of language exercises, such as 

sentence-level translation and vocabulary memorization. However, I suffered. My 

students got bored with language-based translation assignments and expected me to 

provide so-called ‘ideal’, ‘perfect’ or ‘correct’ translation products. I spent a lot of 

time correcting their work, but found that my students did not really improve.  

Also, I found that I could not give either language or translation instructions 

effectively. When I focused on language learning, translation strategies seemed to be 

neglected. If I emphasized translation theories, the course was fairly boring because 

most of the time was spent on translation textbooks. According to Dai (2003), around 

80% of translation teachers studied other areas, such as TESOL, literature, or 

linguistics. Therefore, many translation teachers confront similar difficulties in 

knowing what to teach and how to teach. With translation textbooks in hand, most of 

these teachers can solve the problem of what to teach, but the problem of how to teach 

still exists, especially since little research has been done on translation pedagogy.  

One may say that language teachers can just shift the language pedagogy to a 

translation one. However, learning translation is actually much more complicated than 

learning a single language skill. Kelly and the AVANTI research group (2007) have 

shown the complexity of translation competence in their categorization. The translator 

needs to have communicative and textual competence in two languages and cultures, 
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to be familiar with subject areas and the instrumental tools for using resources, to hold 

a serious attitude toward translation work, to cooperate with others such as fellow 

translators, and to use appropriate translation strategies. From these sub-competences, 

it can be easily found that translation competence is not just the ability to transfer 

meaning between two languages. Language pedagogy, which focuses only on 

language learning, may not meet instructional needs for the development of 

translation competence.  

Due to my continuous interest in teaching translation, over the past five years, I 

have experimented with various instructional designs in my class and observed my 

students’ learning attitudes toward them. The results of these studies in 2007, 2009, 

and 2010 will be discussed in Chapter 2. From these studies, I found that it was 

important to consider class dynamics and student interactions. Students were more 

involved in class when they had a chance to discuss their work with their peers or 

with me, especially when they were assigned roles for translation criticism. However, 

the instructional designs of these studies were not integrated into a complete and 

systematic translation task for teachers to employ. Therefore, in order to design a 

motivating, student-centered translation class, as well as to help translation teachers 

solve the problem of how to teach, I decided to design a cooperative translation task 

for translation teachers.  

Current Translation Education Scheme 

In recent years, English teaching and learning have been getting considerable 

attention in Taiwan. Among all the areas of language learning, translation is one of 

the educational goals set by the government. In the Executive Yuan’s proposal to 

create an English environment, one main goal is to cultivate professional translators, 

and universities and colleges have been encouraged to train students to be competent 

translators. To meet this need, since 2003, the MOE has included English Translation 
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I and English Translation II as core courses for students majoring in applied 

English/foreign languages to develop their translation competence. Furthermore, the 

MOE has administered a Chinese and English Translation and Interpretation 

Competency Examination since 2007 and has attempted to build a database of 

translators by enlisting the examinees who have passed the exam. It seems clear that 

the MOE is attempting to develop more professional translators and reduce the 

shortage in translators.  

A closer look at the MOE’s official syllabi and guidelines in English Translation 

I and English Translation II reveals that the MOE suggests a variety of learning 

activities for teachers to utilize in the classroom, including (1) group discussion and 

presentation, (2) peer correction, (3) error analysis, (4) translation criticism, and (5) 

comparative analysis. These activities seem to share two main features. First, they 

encourage more interaction and cooperation among students through such activities as 

group discussion and peer correction. Second, problems are not identified by the 

instructor alone, but also through students’ error analysis, translation criticism, and 

comparative analysis. In other words, to foster students’ abilities in translation 

analysis and review is one main learning objective.  

Although for the past decade, translation learning has been one of the main foci 

for university language learners, a number of studies have found that many translation 

teachers still utilize traditional translation teaching methods (Chang, Yu, Li & Peng, 

1993; Dai, 2003; Mu, 1992). In traditional classrooms, students tend to depend 

heavily on teacher-centered instruction, and teachers accept or encourage the students’ 

passive learning attitudes (Kiraly, 1995). As a result, students only follow the 

teachers’ suggestions and rarely reflect up their own translating process, translation 

styles, and problem-solving approaches.  
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Moreover, teacher- and text-centered, and writing-based, teaching methods are 

implemented without considering class dynamics and student interactions (González 

Davies, 2004). There are almost no interactions between the teacher and students and 

among students. Even worse, because of the students’ inherent belief in the teacher’s 

authority, students only trust the teachers’ evaluations and ignore the importance of 

peer responses. Teachers become the providers of a ‘perfect’ or ‘correct’ translation, 

which simply does not exist in the real world. Students do not work toward 

developing a text that is consistent and coherent, adequately meets the initiator’s or 

the target reader’s expectations, and communicates the original message efficiently 

(González Davies, 2004), but instead expect and receive rigid answers from teachers.  

With the increasing importance of translation learning, and the need for a 

systematic method to incorporate the various teaching techniques suggested by the 

MOE, it is necessary to develop an alternative teaching approach for translation 

teachers.  

Theoretical Background 

In the past two decades, translation work has undergone a dramatic change. Zhou 

(1997) pointed out that translation is getting more customer-oriented, taking 

customers’ needs as priorities; therefore, communicative translation has been 

emphasized. Today’s translators need to choose the final products and translation 

techniques by considering the effects on the users of the translation. However, 

traditional translation instruction still focuses on transferring from one language to 

another; therefore, translation learning may be incomplete and fragmentary (Kiraly, 

1995). According to Ulrych (2005),  
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The way translation is taught has important implications for students’ future 

professions as translating is no longer carried out in isolation. …A further 

component of professional translation is the development of client-related skills 

in establishing sound interpersonal relations with authors, publishers, and 

requesters. It was therefore encouraging to see that teacher/student and 

student/student interaction featured prominently in the translation classroom. (p. 

15) 

 

With the changes in translation work and the need to develop students’ 

communicative translation competence, more and more translation scholars and 

teachers have called for alternative methods of translation instruction. Colina (2003) 

and Kiraly (1995, 2000) advocated Communicative Translation Teaching (CTT), 

which has underlying philosophies resembling those of Communicative Language 

Teaching (CLT). The main instructional goal for communicative translation teaching 

is to cultivate students’ communicative translation competence and to emphasize the 

social contexts of texts. Consequently, CTT requires not only communicative 

competence in L1 and L2, but also cross-language and cross-culture communicative 

competence (Colina, 2003). To build up communicative translation competence, 

teachers need to integrate multiple tasks, cooperative learning, peer tutoring, and 

authentic materials.  

Cooperative learning, which is essentially social in nature, can be applied to 

translation classes, as translation is counted as cross-language and cross-culture 

communicative competence (Colina, 2003). However, few studies have attempted to 

apply cooperative learning to translation. With the need to develop students’ 

communicative translation competence for future profession, this study aims to 

develop a cooperative translation task for translation teachers.  
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Purpose of the Study 

The purposes of this study were twofold. First, this study aimed to help 

translation teachers decide how to teach and to provide them with a feasible task to 

directly adopt or adapt to their own classrooms for effective teaching. The second 

purpose was to propose an alternative teaching approach in translation pedagogy and 

thus solve some problems in the traditional translation classroom.  

In order to explore the feasibility of the Cooperative Translation Task (CoTT), 

the current study followed a design-based research (DBR) framework to clarify the 

complicated interactions in an authentic learning environment through two cycles of 

implementation. This study addressed the following research questions.  

Research Questions 

The primary research questions to be addressed in this study were as follows: 

1. What were the results of implementing the first prototype of the Cooperative 

Translation Task (CoTT)? 

a. What were the results when Prototype I was implemented in Cycle I? 

b. How did the results from Cycle I facilitate the modification of Prototype I for 

Cycle II?  

2. What are the results of implementing the second prototype of the Cooperative 

Translation Task (CoTT)? 

a. What were the results when Prototype II was implemented in Cycle II? 

b. How did the results from Cycle II facilitate the modification of Prototype II 

for the latest version of the CoTT?  

3. What was the latest version of the CoTT, following the second prototype and its 

implementation guidelines? 
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Definition of Terms 

With the circular implementation and modification of the CoTT, new terms 

emerged to replace the previous ones in the process. To distinguish the differences 

among similar terms, the definitions of the following terms are provided.  

1. Task, Session and Step: A task is “a chain of activities with the same global 

aim and a final product. The full completion of a task usually takes up 

several sessions (González Davies, 2004, p.23),” and a session consists of 

several steps.  

2. Written Peer Response: This is a session conducted by a peer group outside 

the classroom. This group has to not only identify agreeable and 

disagreeable translations but also provide suggested translations for further 

revisions. 

3. Oral Peer Response: This is a session conducted by a comment-giver group 

in class. This group has to orally point out agreeable and disagreeable 

translations, and provide explanations. Giving suggestions is optional, 

which is different from the written peer response. Suggested translations are 

obligatory in written peer responses. 

4. Oral Teacher Response: This session is conducted by the teachers in class 

only after Oral Peer Response has been completed so that the students will 

not simply repeat the teachers’ comments in the peer-response session. The 

teacher orally identifies, describes, and explains the errors. Some suggested 

translations may be provided, but giving suggestions is optional.  
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5. Translator Seminar: This seminar, held by the translator group in Cycle I, is 

conducted simultaneously with within-group discussion. Each group sends 

one member to this seminar to ask the translator group questions, to search 

for explanations, or to work together for a better translation. The guest 

teacher sits with the translator group to provide counseling.  

6. Student Seminar: This seminar, held by the students in Cycle II, is 

conducted simultaneously with the Teacher Seminar. Each group sends one 

member to this seminar according to the roles they play, such as the 

vocabulary-level role. One of the translators takes part in and is responsible 

for answering questions and giving explanation to seminar participants.  

7. Teacher Seminar: This seminar, led by the teachers in Cycle II, is conducted 

simultaneously with the Student Seminar. Each group has to send one 

member to this seminar to discuss translation errors with the teachers. 

Teachers and students cooperate to produce a better translation.  

8. Agreeable and disagreeable translation: The students’ translation which 

students’ peers agree or disagree on. For disagreeable translation, peers 

point out the weakness or errors and provide revision suggestions to make 

translation more agreeable. Translator groups can reexamine the translation 

from readers’ points of views and make a decision on the necessity of the 

revisions to be made.  

9. Acceptable and unacceptable translation: The students’ translation which 

teachers accept or do not accept. The acceptable level can be based on the 

teachers’ evaluation criteria. For unacceptable translation, teachers point out 

the weakness or errors and require the translator group to make translation 

more acceptable based on the teacher’s revision suggestion. 
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Significance of the Study 

The significance of the study is its contribution to the field of applied translation 

studies in a broader sense, as well as the existing translation pedagogies in particular. 

In the field of applied translation studies, translator training is one of the important 

domains (Holmes, 1988). It includes teaching methods, testing techniques, and 

curriculum design; however, it has received less attention than translation studies. The 

current study, focusing on an instructional design for cooperative, experiential, and 

negotiated translation learning, provides an alternative approach for effective 

translation training.  

As for translation pedagogy, the task itself and its practical implications from the 

study are helpful in several aspects. First, the CoTT and its five sessions provide 

translation teachers an alternative way to teach, especially for teachers trained in other 

professions. This innovation and other advantages of this task can improve translation 

instruction beyond the conventional form. Second, students learn to work on teams, 

which they will have to do in the real world. At the same time, their beliefs in their 

translation competence and translating styles may be strengthened through text 

analysis, translation peer review, and peer responses. Finally, the practicality of this 

proposed task is demonstrated through a cyclical research process, so it is expected 

that this study will persuade more translation practitioners to employ the CoTT and 

transform their translation classrooms into more interactive, collaborative, 

communicative learning environments.  

In addition to pedagogical implications, this design-based study offers three kinds 

of theories: domain theories, a design framework, and design methodologies. First, 

the domain theories were developed based on the description of learning situations 

involving students, teachers, learning environments, and interactions in translation 

classrooms. The nature learning of students at a technological university was closely 
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explored and examined. With these theories in mind, it would be easier for teachers to 

adopt and adapt the CoTT to their own classrooms. The second kind of theories refers 

to a design framework of the CoTT, which was developed during the iterative process 

and ongoing modification in order to solve problems in the design. The last theories 

are related to design methodologies, the methods used to implement the model. To 

promote the practicability of the CoTT in real classrooms, it is important to provide 

teachers with the methodologies, or implementation guidelines, to conduct the CoTT. 

With the domain theories, design framework, and design methodologies provided, 

translation teachers can have a better understanding of a cooperative translation 

context, and the methodologies for implementation and problem solving therein.  

Organization of the Present Study 

 Chapter 1 describes the background of the study up to the construction of the 

CoTT for translation teachers, including the motivation from the researcher’s teaching 

experiences, the new trend of translation pedagogy, and the theoretical rationale. The 

purposes of the current study and its contribution to the translation education are 

addressed as well.  

 Chapter 2 reviews three theoretical frameworks and one research method. The 

theoretical frameworks include related research on translation teaching and a literature 

review of cooperative learning and peer response. Finally, the research method 

employed in this study, Design-based research, is introduced.  

 Chapter 3 discusses two designs. The first one is the design of the Cooperative 

Translation Task (CoTT). The second is this study’s research design, which supports 

two cyclical research processes. The participants, procedures, and data collection for 

each cycle are introduced respectively.  

 Chapter 4 provides answers for the first research question. The results of 

implementing the first prototype of the CoTT are analyzed in the Activity Theory. 
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Based on the analysis, modifications of the second prototype are provided.  

Chapter 5 provides answers for the second research question. The results of 

implementing the second prototype of the CoTT are analyzed in the Activity Theory. 

Based on the analysis, modifications of the latest version of the CoTT are provided.  

Chapter 6 provides answers for the third research question. The results of the two 

prototypes are analyzed and the domain theories and design frameworks are 

developed. By utilizing these two kinds of theories, the latest version of the CoTT is 

constructed, including both implementation guidelines and design methodologies.  

    Chapter 7 summarizes the major findings of the results of Cycle I and II, and 

three kinds of theories. Pedagogical implications are also reviewed. This chapter 

closes by pointing out its limitations and suggesting future research.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

The literature review of this chapter is based on four theoretical frameworks. The 

first one reviews related studies on translation instruction. The second one introduces 

cooperative learning, including its definition, theoretical background, features, and 

main activities. The third one addresses peer response, one kind of cooperative group 

work (Lui & Hansen, 2005).The last one deals with the introduction of the research 

method utilized in the study, design-based research.  

Research on Translation Teaching 

 In the area of translation teaching, Kiraly (1995) expressed his surprise that “as 

late as the mid-nineties the communicative revolution seemed to have passed 

translation teaching by” (p.253). With this notice, the stress on language function, 

communicative competence, creativity, and active student participation has slowly 

come to the world of translation didactics (Cronin, 2005). The translation theorists in 

the 1990s on the development of the autonomy and self-confidence of the student 

translator, such as Giles (1995), Kussmaul (1995), Kiraly (1995) and Robinson (1997), 

are thus trying to keep up with the pedagogical spirit of the age with its aim to 

‘deschool’ education and hand the learning initiative over to the learner, moving away 

from top-down, teacher-centered approaches.  

However, a number of scholars found that that many translation teachers still 

utilize traditional translation teaching, and the typical activities are teacher’s lecture, 

translation exercises, teacher’s correction, and appreciation of good translation works 

(Chang et al., 1993; Mu, 1992; Dai, 2003). The possible reason why teachers still use 

traditional teaching methods could be a lack of related research on translation 

pedagogy, as compared with the abundant research on English teaching methodology. 
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Moreover, there is a lack of a systematic and well-designed translation teaching 

approach for teachers to shift the class into a more communicative one.  

Despite a number of advantages of traditional translation teaching methods, such 

as delivering translation theories in lectures, some problems have been found in these 

methods as well. Kiraly (1995) claimed that traditional translation classes seem to 

lack both pedagogical guidelines and a motivating component. As Kiraly (1995) put it: 

“There has been little or no consideration of learning environment, student-teacher 

roles, scope and appropriateness of teaching techniques, coordination or goal-oriented 

curricula, or evaluation of curriculum and instructor” (p. 11). González Davies (2004) 

also found that traditional translation classrooms are usually teacher- and 

text-centered and writing-based, without consideration of class dynamics and 

interaction. She reported that these traditional translation classrooms usually share the 

characteristics of transmitted knowledge, teacher-centered instruction, and the 

ignorance of respecting learning styles, teaching styles, and translation styles. In other 

words, in translation classrooms, students may have low learning motivation; a lack of 

respect for peers’ translation styles, peer response and self-response; and no identity 

of being professional translators. Many are just followers of teachers’ suggestions.  

With the hope of filling the pedagogical gap and improving traditional translation 

instruction, Kiraly (1995) proposed communicative translation teaching (CoTT) in an 

attempt to change a passive and singular-perspective student into an active and 

multi-perspective translator. To do so, he proposed the following: 

1. Change classes from teacher-centered to student-centered. 

2. Use teaching methods that foster responsibility, independence, and the ability 

to see alternatives. 

3. Use role-plays and simulations. 

4. Foster creativity and cooperation through small-group exercises.  
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5. Give students the tools for using parallel texts and textual analysis to improve 

translation. 

6. Teach translation as a realistic communicative activity. 

7. Adopt new approaches to translation evaluation, such as commented 

translations.  

Sharing a perspective toward translation teaching similar to that of Kiraly (1995), 

González Davies (2004) observed that translation training is relatively close to 

language learning. She attempted to draw teaching approaches and ideas from the 

language-learning field, and then select, integrate and adapt the special characteristics 

of translation studies. She advocates incorporating four approaches, Humanistic 

Teaching Principles, The Communicative Approach, Cooperative Learning, and 

Social Constructivism, so that the procedures, including activities, tasks and projects, 

help students to:  

1. Reflect on their beliefs about translation and self-concept as translators. 

2. Overcome personal and professional constraints.  

3. Understand the importance of updating not only their computer & marketing 

skills, but translation knowledge.  

4. Motivate them.  

5. Become autonomous problem solvers. 

6. Develop problem-spotting and solving abilities.  

7. Identify and respect text types and conventions of presentation and style. 

8. Understand the full importance of translation assignment and reader.  

Similarly, for university students who are studying translation, Malmkjær (2004) 

suggested that undergraduate translation students’ activities should motivate them, 

train them as more autonomous problem solvers, develop their skills in 

problem-spotting and solving, and raise awareness of the importance of conventions 
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of presentation and style, and the translation assignments. Kiraly (1995) emphasized 

that a teacher’s responsibility is to help students to see alternatives, the range of 

possible translations, and these will be paths for learners to become more 

independent.  

González Davies (2004) further proposed experiential learning and task-based 

learning. Classrooms are often considered artificial and cannot help students to 

overcome possible problems in their future profession. However, it is impossible to go 

back to the apprenticeship system or to unplanned “in-house on-the-job training” 

(Gile, 1995, p. 8). Thus, she suggested transforming the classroom into a discussion 

forum with hands-on workshops, and contacting the outside world by means of 

projects involving professionals. It is important to include as many real-life situations 

as possible so that the students have the chance to live in the professional world. 

Moreover, this kind of environment should enhance students’ potential and respect 

different learning styles. It is apparent to see that the notion of cooperation underlying 

translation classrooms, such as a discussion forum, is little different from the one in 

language classrooms, with the common goal being to develop the ability to 

communicate in the real world. The goal of the cooperation is to bridge the gap 

between the students and the professional world.  

Similar to the experiential learning of González Davies (2004), Nord (2005) 

believes that team work and management skills are qualifications of a professional 

translator, whether s/he works for a translation agency or free-lance, while in the 

traditional translation classroom, these qualifications cannot be acquired. Thus, she 

advocates role-playing and acquiring responsibility in training. Each student has the 

chance to play various roles: client, reviser, terminologist, documentation assistant, 

free-lancer, in-house translator, and so on. The teacher’s role is that of monitor and 

fire-brigade, but students learn to manage their translation projects autonomously.  
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As for task-based learning, González Davies (2004) advocated function-, 

process- and product-based teaching. As she (2004) put it: “In task learning, a chain of 

activities are related to each other and are sequenced in such a way that they lead to a 

final product” (p. 23). Functional-based teaching attempts to make students aware of 

why, where and when the translation assignment is carried out. This is the information 

that should be known by students before doing translation (Nord, 1997). 

Process-based teaching asks for awareness of the translation strategies and solutions 

used by students themselves in their assignments. This approach increases their 

self-confidence and contributes to greater coherence, quality, and speed in their 

translation. Finally, product-based teaching looks at what the students achieve. In 

other words, it focuses on the final translation produced by the student.  

Though a notion similar to communicative translation teaching (CTT) has been 

promoted by a number of scholars (Colina, 2003; Kiraly, 1995; González Davies 

(2004), few empirical studies have been published to date. Romney’s (1997) study is 

the only published journal article that specifically examines the possibilities of using 

collaborative learning in translation classrooms with an attempt to provide an 

alternative to traditional classroom structure and increase student participation. 

Romney (1997) claimed that in traditional classrooms, the teacher is usually the judge 

of the quality of the translation, so only the bravest students are dared to offer 

alternative translations. Accordingly, students only learn through their own individual 

efforts and gain limited and erroneous results. Romney’s (1997) results showed that 

collaborative learning in a translation course can facilitate the understanding of the 

source text and help students reach greater degrees of grammatical correctness, 

accuracy, and faithfulness through discussion and negotiation. Moreover, social 

support is an important element in sharing the difficulties. It has been found that 

students gain in self-confidence and become more tolerant of different opinions, and 
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that they appreciate the non-threatening atmosphere of group work.  

Another survey study, conducted by Ulrych (2005), examined the translation 

teaching methodology adopted by the various institutions and the rationale underlying 

the features of course content. It is found that in response to the question on classroom 

management and dynamics, more and more instructors recently have been using 

collaborative discussion/corrections in class in three kinds of interactions: 

teacher/student, students in group, students in pairs. The underlying rationale is to 

train students to cooperate with others such as fellow translators or clients in their 

future professions. 

Studies on Translation Teaching In Taiwan 

Information on translation instruction in Taiwan is quite limited, especially that on 

alternative translation teaching methods. However, some of the studies seem to follow 

the new trend of communicative translation teaching. For example, Lai (2002) 

conducted translation projects with the professional world in different fields, 

including a book publisher, a television station that plays movies, and a public 

television station. The main purposes of the intern projects were to offer students 

chances for contact with real practitioners and understand the needs and challenges of 

a career in translation in the hopes of helping students prepare for their future careers 

and further study. Lai’s (2002) attempt has opened the possibilities of bridging the gap 

between the students and the professional world, as González Davies (2004) 

proposed.  

Following the trend of humanistic teaching and constructivism in recent years, 

Liao has been promoting communicative translation teaching and attempted to 

provide a more creative and student-centered approach of instruction. Liao and 

Chiang (2005) explored the possibilities of using portfolios as an alternative method 

to teach translation. The process of portfolio instruction, including the teaching 
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materials and assessment criteria, and questionnaire results were provided in that 

study. Based on class observation, it was found that students generally went through 

four stages. Students started with high interest and engagement, followed by learning 

anxiety about filling in forms and producing peer response. In the third stage, students 

began to adjust to this approach and demonstrated learning autonomy. Finally, 

students accepted this approach and learned how to be responsible translators, aware 

of their own learning process and progress. The survey results showed that 92% of the 

students believed that portfolios facilitated their learning, and all of the students 

agreed that it improved their English comprehension. However, he also found that 

college students’ reflective ability was not well developed, which may result from 

long-term passive learning and a transmissionist teaching approach.  

In 2009, Liao (2009) proposed a theoretical basis of constructivism for teaching 

translation in Taiwan’s colleges, with the use of communicative translation teaching. 

Meaningful tasks, cooperative learning, peer tutoring, and on-line learning platforms 

have been included as teaching techniques. That study found that generally students 

had a very positive view of the course design. Students were aware of the major 

difference in the teacher’s role; the teachers became facilitators of the learning 

process. The on-line communication mode increased the interactions among the 

learning Community, the teacher, and the other students, and even the materials. 

Moreover, the on-line questioning lowered students’ anxiety about asking questions 

before class and created a more autonomic and collaborative learning climate.  

Sharing a similar perspective toward the innovation of alternative translation 

approaches and techniques, I also conducted a series of studies on incorporating 

collaborative learning and a communicative approach in translation classrooms. In 

order to construct a more student-centered classroom, in 2007, I conducted two needs 

analysis studies for Chinese to English Translation learning and English to Chinese 
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learning in a technological university. In 2008, I compared the results of these two 

studies and wished to draw some conclusions about students’ expectations toward the 

study of translation. To closely relate that to the present study, only the most related 

results will be reviewed here.  

First, concerning grouping, both groups preferred group work. The subjects’ 

agreement (E-C vs C-E) on group work was 61% and 75%, on pair work was 39% 

and 27%, on individual work was 27% and 19%, and on the whole class work was 4% 

and 2 %. In regard to the learning activities, two groups of subjects preferred ‘training 

of language skills’, ‘group in-class translation’, and ‘discussion on translation’. It 

seems that students expected to sharpen their language skills as their first priority, and 

they needed partners to work on translation problems. Finally, discussion of 

translations helps them to identify and analyze errors. However, we may not jump to 

the conclusion that students prefer more cooperation in response, as peer-editing was 

ranked sixth in the E-C group, and fifth in the C-E group.  

Based on the results of the needs analysis and the exploration of the importance 

of cooperative learning, I started to design peer activities. In 2007, I explored 

students’ perspectives toward peer-response in English translation through blogs. 

Each group received responses and corrections from the other nine groups each week, 

and at the end of the semester, each group needed to turn in their final-version 

translation, revised according to peer response. In 2009, I further examined students’ 

learning logs and found that students became aware of the importance of collaborative 

learning through log writing. With the emerging evidence from these two studies, I 

began designing more practical, authentic, and complicated cooperative translation 

tasks, including a study on translator seminars between a translator and a student 

audience, and a task-based translation project with a non-profit organization (NPO) in 

2009. It was found that the translator seminars raised students’ motivation to dig out 
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the best translation through negotiation with peers and with teachers. They started to 

look at the translation from other perspectives instead of their own or the teachers’. 

They learned to insist on their own perspective, to argue for their stand, and also to 

listen to peers’ suggestions through debate and negotiation. The task-based project 

with the NPO brought them into the real world of translation work. 

Reviewing the above theories suggested by leading scholars in translation 

teaching and learning, the present research notices that they contribute significantly to 

the development of alternative translation pedagogy, despite the fact that at present, 

research focusing on the areas of translation teaching is still very scarce. It is still 

worth emphasizing that the newly promoted teaching methodologies analyzed above 

have shifted from transmitted knowledge to transformational knowledge, 

teacher-centered to student-centered, individual work to collaborative work, 

molecular learning to social-constructive learning. These teaching methods can train 

students as more autonomous problem solvers and efficient communicators between 

the source and target text. These methods also need to meet the needs of modern 

translation practice. College learners’ translation studies should not only focus on the 

use of language but also the development of the qualifications of a professional 

translator, especially for the students at a technological university. Cooperative team 

work and management skills for their translation projects should be included. With the 

benefits from both product-based and process-based teaching advocated by scholars, 

it seems that none of each should be neglected in alternative translation instruction. 

With my growing research interests in incorporating collaborative learning in 

translation instruction, the present study will follow that new trend and continue my 

research orientation to explore the possibility of realizing a communicative approach 

and cooperative learning in translation classrooms. In the next section, the 

characteristics of cooperative learning (CL) will be discussed in order to explore the 
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possibility of incorporating it into translation teaching and learning.  

Cooperative Learning 

Cooperative learning (CL) has been defined by many scholars (Olsen & Kagan, 

1992; Johnson & Johnson, 1994; Slavin, 1994). Johnson, Johnson, and Holubec, 

leaders in cooperative learning, offer the definition: “Cooperative learning is the 

instructional use of small groups so that students work together to maximize their own 

and each other’s learning (1993, p. 9). Generally speaking, Cooperative Learning is a 

group-work approach, allowing students to actively participant in their own learning 

and in the construction of knowledge (Slavin, 1997). One more point should be 

covered in the definition of cooperative learning. For some educators, cooperative 

learning is synonymous with collaborative learning (e.g., Romney, 1997). Romney 

sees cooperative learning being used in primary and secondary education, and 

collaborative learning with older students. On the other hand, Chung (1991) views 

collaborative learning as an umbrella term that includes cooperative learning. Sharan 

and Sharan (1992) suggested that there exists a wide range of options in terms of 

teacher influence of student-student interaction, and that the cooperative learning 

technique called Group Investigation allows students a great deal of control over such 

matters as selection of topic, group mates, and collaboration procedures. The present 

study agrees with Sharan and Sharan’s (1992) broad interpretation; the term 

cooperative learning should be understood as including collaborative learning.  

Theoretical Perspective of Cooperative Learning 

The theories underlying cooperative learning can be discussed from four 

theoretical perspectives: the motivational perspective, the cognitive developmental 

perspective, the cognitive elaboration perspective, and social interdependence theory. 

The motivational perspective suggests that intrinsic motivation, high expectations for 

success, high incentive to achieve based on mutual benefit, high epistemic curiosity, 
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high continuing interest in achievement, high commitment to achieve, and high 

persistence promote the motivational system (Johnson & Johnson, 1999). Dörnyei 

(1994) suggested that the motivational complex underlying L2 learning is a 

multidimensional construct comprising three independent levels: (1) language level; 

(2) learner level; and (3) the learning situation level, and that the learning situation 

level has the greatest impact on learner motivation. Dörnyei (1997) further identifies 

motivational components at the learning situation level, including classroom goal 

structure, group cohesiveness, goal-orientedness, and a reward system. In other words, 

the operation of these motivational components can strengthen students’ motivational 

system and increase their intrinsic motivation and high incentive to achieve mutual 

goals in a cooperative context.  

The cognitive developmental theory is mainly based on the theories of Piaget, 

Vygotsky, cognitive science, and academic controversy (Johnson & Johnson, 1999). 

In the Piagetian tradition, a student’s intellectual development is accelerated by asking 

him or her to reach consensus with students who hold opposing opinions. In the 

Vygotsky tradition, it is claimed that knowledge is socially constructed from 

cooperative efforts. From the perspective of cognitive science, cooperative learning 

involves modeling, coaching, and scaffolding. The learner must cognitively rehearse 

and restructure information to be retained in memory and incorporated into existing 

cognitive structures (Webb, 1985). It was suggested by Johnson and Johnson (1985) 

that oral rehearsal, or mentally rehearsing and presenting information to others, 

enhances one’s own retention of information (Putnam, 1997). The socially and 

cognitively constructed knowledge can be built through oral discussion with peers and 

presentations of learning products.  

In cognitive elaboration theory, it is believed that through mutual concern and 

discussion of various perspectives, students’ personal and intellectual growth will be 
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enhanced (Flurkey, 1992). For example, students learn to construct knowledge 

through the peer tutoring process and enhance comprehension of the new materials.  

This mutual concern falls under social interdependence, which exists when 

individuals share common goals and each individual’s outcomes are influenced by the 

actions of others (Johnson & Johnson, 1998). According to Johnson and Johnson 

(1998), positive interdependence (i.e., cooperation) results in promotive interaction, as 

individuals facilitate each others’ efforts to learn. Negative interdependence (i.e., 

competition) brings about oppositional interaction, as individuals hinder each others’ 

efforts to achieve. The absence of interdependence (individual efforts) brings no 

interaction, as individuals work independently (Johnson, Johnson, & Holubec, 2002). 

In a word, to create a cooperative learning context, teachers should encourage positive 

interdependence among students, and avoid negative interdependence.  

Features of Cooperative Learning 

Generally, there are five main features of Cooperative Learning, which make it 

more effective in learning: (1) positive interdependence; (2) face-to-face interaction; 

(3) interpersonal and small group skills; (4) individual accountability; and (5) small 

and heterogeneous groups. Johnson, Johnson and Holubec (2002) asserted that 

positive interdependence is the first and the most important element of cooperative 

learning. Johnson and Johnson (1994) developed many applications of the concept of 

interdependence to education and attempted to find ways to increase the feeling of 

positive interdependence within learning groups. They believed that when students 

believe that they sink or swim together, learning activities become meaningful 

(Johnson & Johnson, 1994) and students become an alternative source of positive 

reinforcement for one another. According to Johnson and Johnson (1994), positive 

interdependence can be achieved through mutual goals (goal interdependence); 

sharing materials, resources, or information with group members (resource 
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interdependence); division of labor (task interdependence); assigning complementary 

and interconnected roles (role interdependence); and giving a joint reward (reward 

interdependence). These interdependences can make students aware of what they need 

from each other, and collaboration can take place.  

Face-to-face interaction engages students in higher-level thinking skills, such as 

analyzing, explaining, synthesizing, and elaborating (Hilke, 1990). Several studies 

have proven that interaction facilitates comprehension better than conditions without 

the interaction component (Gass & Varonis, 1994; Loschky, 1994; Polio & Gass, 

1998). With face-to-face interaction, knowledge can be comprehended better through 

students’ stimulating talk and the integration of various perspectives.  

Though positive interaction is the key to successful learning, it is important to 

teach social skills in order to promote effective communication, respect, and trust 

within groups. It is generally agreed by scholars that the more socially skillful 

students are, the higher the achievement that can be expected within cooperative 

learning groups (Mesch et al, 1986). When students have these skills, they naturally 

increase interpersonal relationships, promote achievement, and have psychological 

health. Moreover, low achievers will feel accepted and supported by group mates, 

which leads to positive attitudes towards learning (Adam & Hamm, 1990). Hilke 

(1990) suggested that social skills can be learnt from well-functioning groups, which 

will help students to communicate effectively and to develop respect and trust within 

the group. Johnson and Johnson (1994) suggested that the social skills can be 

characterized by such qualities as communicating accurately, accepting and 

supporting each other, and resolving conflict constructively. With explicit instruction 

in social skills, high quality cooperation can be reinforced.  

Individual accountability is the key to ensuring that all group members are 

strengthened by cooperative learning (Slavin, 1997). When members have a sense of 
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personal responsibility to their mates, they will contribute their shares to the groups’ 

success, knowing at the same time that they can seek support and assistance from 

them (Hilke, 1990). However, making students understand their personal 

responsibility to help others for the group’s success is a difficult task for teachers. 

Johnson and Johnson (1994) provided some suggestions to structure individual 

accountability. First, teachers should keep the size of the group small. The smaller the 

size of the group is, the greater individual accountability will be. Second, students can 

be randomly called on to present a group’s work to the teacher or to the entire class. 

Third, teachers should observe the interactions within each group and take note of 

each member’s contributions to the group work. Fourth, it is important to assign one 

student in each group the role of leader, and one of his/her responsibilities is to make 

sure that each member participates. Finally, teachers should give students a chance to 

teach what they have learned to others, which is called simultaneous explaining.  

Several principles can be drawn from Johnson and Johnson’s suggestions. First, 

individual accountability requires monitoring from the instructor and a group member, 

such as a group leader. It may imply that without monitoring, it is likely that students 

will try to avoid individual responsibility. Second, the awareness of individual efforts 

depends on group cohesiveness. A small group size means physical closeness and 

more independent shared responsibility. As Dörnyei’s (1997) suggested on group 

cohesiveness, proximity and physical closeness is one way to enhance group 

cohesiveness. Third, the demands for sharing and presenting the group work motivate 

students to contribute their individual efforts.  

It is found that one potential barrier to effective group learning is a lack of 

sufficient heterogeneity (Johnson & Johnson, 1994). For example, with similar ability, 

some groups perform better than low-achiever groups, as they are all high achievers, 

which demotivates low-achievers. Hilke (1990) suggested that students be placed in 
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groups that are mixed in academic ability, social skills, personality, and race or gender. 

It is believed that students should not form their groups based on friendship or cliques. 

Heterogeneous groups are most conducive for elaborate thinking, more frequent 

giving and receiving of explanations, and wider perspectives in discussing materials. 

Johnson and Johnson (1994) claimed that this kind of grouping increases the depth of 

understanding, the quality of reasoning, and the accuracy of long-term retention. 

Therefore, heterogeneous grouping can be used by teachers to help students elaborate 

on their opinions and examine the materials from multiple perspectives.  

From the above features of CL, we may infer that for effective cooperative 

learning to happen, teachers cannot simply put students in groups and expect 

collaboration to take place. The teacher should take the five features of CL into 

consideration and design corresponding instructional actions for effective 

collaboration. 

Main Activities of Cooperative Learning 

To realize cooperative learning, a number of cooperative learning activities have 

been designed, such as Student Teams-Achievement Divisions (STAD), Jigsaw, and 

Discussion Group (DG). In STAD, students are assigned to four- or five-member 

learning teams. STAD consists of five major components: class presentations, teams, 

quizzes, individual improvement scores, and team recognition. The teacher begins 

with presentations of the materials in a lecture or a discussion, and each team works 

together on learning activities such as discussing problems, comparing answers, and 

correcting any misconceptions. After team practice, students take individual quizzes, 

but team members cannot help one another. Not using total scores, the recognition 

given to teams is based on the group average of all the team member improvement 

scores. Accordingly, even low achievers can bring something back to their team. 

STAD is a mixture of cooperative, competitive, and individualistic elements.  
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The original jigsaw method was designed by Aronson, Blaney, Stephan, Sikes 

and Snapp (1978). In Jigsaw, the teacher organizes a class into small groups of three 

to five students. Members in a group are assigned different sections of the 

instructional materials. They read their own parts, and then meet in so called ‘expert 

groups’ to discuss their own sections. Then students return to their original groups and 

take turns to teach their group members about their sections, which forms 

interdependence. Though cooperative elements are involved, students’ grades are 

based on their individual performance. In a word, Jigsaw I combines resource 

interdependence and an individual reward structure. In 1986, Jigsaw II was developed, 

focusing on assigning different tasks based on the same material. Though students 

still work in teams, each of them must read all the material, not just a part of it. Then 

they are assigned by the group leader to prepare a specific topic. Students from 

different groups with the same topic discuss the topic together later. After that, the 

students return to their original groups and teach the group members about their topics. 

Finally, all the students have to take individual quizzes, and the group scores are 

based on the individual performances on the quizzes.  

In the Discussion Group, students must help each other and seek others’ 

assistance to achieve the learning purpose. When expressing their own opinions, they 

also receive others’ opinions, support, and criticisms. Finally, students internalize 

what they learn and achieve a common understanding. It is believed that the 

discussion group activity is helpful to increasing students’ learning motivation, 

participation, and attendance (Garibaldi, 1986). A successful discussion group needs a 

well-defined aim. A leader with leadership and organizational skills should be 

selected in a discussion group (Slavin, 1997). His/her main responsibility is to ensure 

member participation and engagement. Generally, there are three main ways to ensure 

participation. First, the students write down their opinions before the discussion, and 
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then they read their own parts to the other group members. Second, by being assigned 

a certain part of the topic, they feel that they have a responsibility and commitment. 

Third, the teacher can ask students to hand in a report that is broken into several parts, 

each written by different students. Another important factor which leads to an 

effective discussion group is time. Sufficient time allows members to process their 

cooperation.  

The above activities have been widely utilized in language classrooms. However, 

little research has been done on using these cooperative activities in a translation 

classroom. After a close look at the features of these activities, the Discussion Group 

seems more suitable to meet the instructional goals of communicative and cooperative 

translation learning. Through cooperative discussion, teachers can foster students’ 

responsibility, independence, and ability to see alternatives. The translation meaning, 

problems, and solutions are explored through group negotiation. Bringing STAD into 

the translation classroom, most of the steps can be followed. After the teacher gives a 

lecture, each group has to translate a source text into a target text. Each member is 

assigned one part of the text, but they discuss the translation problems and alternatives 

together. However, individual quizzes and the grading of each student’s improvement 

may not be suitable in a translation class, as the competence to be evaluated may not 

be easily determined. Whether teachers should test language knowledge or translation 

skills influences how teachers give grades. Moreover, tests may make students believe 

there are so-called ‘correct’ translations. Therefore, even though STAD incorporates 

both group and individual work, the evaluation of students’ translation learning 

performance needs more discussion.  

In the next section, I will review peer response in order to examine the 

possibility of employing peer response in a translation learning task. As translation 

shares the features of text-based and written-based learning with English writing, the 
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reviews on the strengths and weaknesses of peer response in English writing will help 

the researcher to make good use of peer response and avoid the drawbacks in this 

activity.  

Peer Response 

Peer response has widely used in second language learning, especially in English 

writing. It is believed that peer response activities, which involve problem-solving 

tasks, can improve the quality of a written draft, help students learn from their peers, 

and teach them to negotiate meaning through peer editing activities (Lui & Hansen, 

2005). Translation learners have similar needs in negotiation of meaning and revision; 

therefore, peer revision seems to be an ideal activity for translation learning. In order 

to examine the possibilities of using peer response in a translation classroom, peer 

response will be reviewed in the following section.  

Theoretical Framework of Peer Response 

There are three theoretical stances for peer response: collaborative learning, 

Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development, and interaction and second language 

acquisition. Collaborative learning is learning which is socially constructed. 

Vygotsky’s ZPD, the space between the person’s actual level of development and the 

potential level of development, maintains that cognitive development is a result of 

social interaction through the guidance of a more experienced individual. Peer 

response activities communicative behaviors that benefit all members of a group 

(Villamil and Guerrero, 1996). The third theoretical foundation is rooted in research 

on interaction in SLA. Over the past 20 years, researchers (e.g., Pica & Doughty, 1985) 

have found that there are a number of psycholinguistic rationales for using group 

work. The findings of the research on interaction and SLA provide clear evidence that 

involving learners in group activities, such as peer response activities, enables 

learners to gain additional practice in the target language. Group work increases 
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opportunities for students to engage in the negotiation of meaning, and may lead to 

better comprehension and faster and better acquisition. Long and Porter (1985) list a 

number of other psycholinguistic reasons for group work: (1) increased quantity of 

practice, especially in two-way communication tasks; (2) increased range of language 

functions utilized; (3) similar levels of accuracy in student production as in 

teacher-led activities; (4) increased error correction in group work (students almost 

never miscorrect); and (5) increased negotiation of meaning.  

Benefits of Peer Response 

 Over the past decade, many L2 writing instructors have been trying to 

incorporate peer response activities in their ESL writing classes and have been 

convinced of their beneficial effects on motivation, attitude, and even on writing 

quality (e.g., Allaei and Connor, 1990; Mittan, 1989). Proponents of peer response 

have addressed its cognitive, social, and linguistic benefits, most of which have been 

supported by extant empirical evidence. On the cognitive level, many studies have 

found that the students tended to actively initiate negotiations during the process of 

peer response, which allowed the students to develop audience awareness and to 

modify their written texts (Mendonça and Johnson, 1994; Zamel, 1982). 

As for social benefits, the students constantly receive “reactions, questions, and 

responses from authentic readers during the process of peer response” (Mittan, 1989, 

p.209), so they can understand what has been done well and what remains 

puzzling. Peer response activities also enhance confidence and abate apprehension by 

letting the learner see peers’ strengths and weaknesses in writing (Leki,1990). During 

the process of peer response, the students may obtain opportunities to establish 

collegial ties with one another, and thus they may cement their friendships via 

collaboration (Hirvela, 1999). 
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On the linguistic level, Hirvela (1999) discovered that the learners can obtain 

invaluable opportunities to sharpen their reading and writing abilities. Students can 

also practice their target language in authentic and meaningful communicative 

contexts. In addition, the learners have to go beyond sentential levels and engage in 

discoursal levels. 

 Some studies have investigated students’ perceptions of peer response and its 

impact on the enhancement of English writing quality (Jacobs, Curtis, Braine, and 

Huang, 1998; Mangelsdorf, 1992; Mendonça & Johnson, 1994; Zhang, 1995). 

Though mixed results were found, some learners did show a positive attitude toward 

peer response. Mangelsdorf (1992) investigated advanced ESL students’ attitudes 

toward peer response and found that 69% of the learners had positive views. The 

students seemed to work harder to impress their classmates. It was also found that the 

students did better work when they knew their work would be made public. Similarly, 

Mendonça and Johnson (1994) interviewed 12 ESL college students in peer reviews 

in a writing course. All of the students reported that peer review was beneficial, as 

their peers helped them see the strengths in their essays and the points that needed 

revision. 

In summary, peer comments have been found to be beneficial to both college (de 

Guerrero & Villamil, 1994; Mendonça & Johnson, 1994; Villamil & de Guerrero, 

1996) and secondary (Tsui & Ng, 2000) learners in terms of their writing and 

response processes. In addition, peer response enhances a sense of audience 

(Mendonça & Johnson, 1994; Tsui & Ng, 2000; Zamel, 1982), helps develop 

students’ critical reading and analysis skills (Chaudron, 1984), raises learners’ 

awareness of their own strengths and weaknesses, encourages collaborative learning, 

and fosters ownership of text (Tsui & Ng, 2000), even increases oral fluency 

(Mangelsdorf, 1989), and engenders positive perceptions of peer responses (Jacobs et 
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al., 1998; Mangelsdorf, 1992; Mendonça & Johnson, 1994). 

Constraints of Peer Response 

 Despite of the merits of peer response, there are also some constraints in L2 

writing classrooms. Some researchers have indicated that peer response may cause 

some problems among many L2 writers—linguistic, affective, and practical problems 

in the classrooms (Amores, 1997; Leki, 1990; Liu & Hansen, 2005; Nelson & Murphy, 

1992, 1993; Wolfe, 2004). As regards linguistic constraints, the students sometimes 

focus only on ‘surface concerns’ instead of semantic or textual ones, tending to offer 

vague and even unhelpful comments (Leki, 1990). Second, it is generally believed 

that the students are not capable of detecting and correcting errors in the L2 (Leki, 

1990; Nelson & Murphy, 1992, 1993) and are unable to offer concrete and useful 

responses. Some researchers have claimed that the learners tended to offer rubber 

stamp advice when revising peers’ work (Mendonça &Johnson, 1994; Tsui & Ng, 

2000).  

On the affective or social level, Nelson and Murphy (1992) found that if the 

students are too critical of their classmates’ writing, they may become antagonistic, 

and thus interactions within the group are at times unpleasant. “The students can 

become rather defensive when their work is criticized, especially by their peers” 

(Amores, 1997, p. 519). Furthermore, students in L2 writing classrooms may doubt 

their peers’ recommendations due to their limited English proficiency (Allaei & 

Connor, 1990; Mangelsdorf, 1992; Nelson & Murphy, 1993, Nelson and Carson, 

1998).  

On the practical level, due to a lack of formal L2 rhetorical schemata, the 

students may misunderstand the content and structure of peers’ texts, leading to 

counterproductive responses (Liu & Hansen, 2005). In addition, there may be time 

constraints on doing peer response (Liu & Hansen, 2005), and some students may be 
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late or missing their homework. One way to motivate the students to be on time is to 

threaten a reduced grade, though this may lead to a negative student-teacher 

relationship (Wolfe, 2004).  

In a translation class, teachers and students may confront similar problems from 

peer responses. As regards linguistic constraints, students who are used to traditional 

translation instruction may lack experience in reviewing, as they rely on teachers’ 

evaluations. They may be not capable of detecting and correcting errors, especially in 

the case of students with low proficiency. According to Liao’s (2005) survey on peer 

response, students held a positive attitude toward peer response, but some students did 

not have full confidence in peers’ comments. On the affective or social level, as there 

is no correct translation, and there are multiple criteria for evaluators, a critical or 

defensive attitude can be expected. Additionally, translation peer response can be 

time-consuming, requiring much class time. However, student translators may have 

fewer problems on the practical level. Because students have the source text, 

misunderstanding of the content can be avoided. As there has been little direct 

research that incorporates peer response in a translation task, the present study wishes 

to look at the constraints of peer response and find solutions to problems inherent in 

peer response.  

Peer and Teacher Response 

Apart from studies on the merits and demerits of peer comments, many 

comparative studies on the effectiveness of teacher and peer response have been 

conducted, with mixed findings. In Liao’s (2005) survey of the use of portfolios in 

translation learning, students preferred teacher evaluation, then translation assignment, 

peer evaluation, and finally self-evaluation and correction. Liao’s study showed that 

in translation learning, students hold similar attitudes toward teacher and peer 

response. Most of the students believe that feedback from the teacher will be more 
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helpful to their learning.  

With a lack of related literature on peer and teacher feedback in translation 

learning, here we can only look at the related studies in English writing. Some studies 

in L2 writing research have cast doubt on the value of peers’ comments from the 

investigation of students’ perspectives and the extent to which peer response is 

incorporated into students’ following responses (Connor & Asenavage, 1994; 

Mendonça & Johnson, 1994; Miao, Badger, and Zhen, 2006; Tsui & Ng, 2000). 

Connor and Asenavage (1994) found that only 5 percent of responses were based on 

peer group collaboration, and that most of the responses that were incorporated were 

prompted by the teacher and tutors. Tusi and Ng’s study (2000) found that learners 

incorporated significantly more teacher comments than peer comments in their 

responses due to students’ trust in teachers’ comments. Teachers’ comments were 

considered to be of better quality, and they were more specific to the students when 

the teacher was capable of explaining the problems and making concrete suggestions. 

Miao, Badger, and Zhen (2006) argued that learners employed both teacher and peer 

comments in their writing, but with teacher response favored, since it brought about 

greater improvement. These findings show students’ preference for teacher response, 

but it cannot be inferred that students perceive peer response as a waste of time 

(Nelson & Carson, 1998). 

On the other hand, other studies have presented opposing results. Mangelsdorf 

(1992) discovered 69% positive reactions to peer response in her study of advanced 

ESL students’ attitudes. Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1992) conducted a comparative 

study of teacher and peer response in two intact FL groups. It was found that “peer 

response can help student writers to separate the meaning expressed by their written 

words from the supplemental knowledge they bring to their writing and discover the 

gulf between the intended and understood meaning of their text” (Berg, 1999, p. 231). 
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Similar results were obtained in Mendonça and Johnson’s study (1994). Caulk (1994) 

also found that intermediate and advanced ESL learners seemed to offer as many 

comments as their instructor did, and that even when students made the same point as 

the teacher, they phrased it differently or from a different perspective, giving the 

writer an alternative way to think about the suggestion. Teachers’ comments were 

often aimed at the whole piece, whereas the students’ comments were more specific 

and rarely contained suggestions for the whole piece of the writing. Miao et al. (2006) 

also found that while peer response seemed to result in more meaning-change 

response, teacher response focused on surface changes.  

Although peer response had less influence than teacher response, it seemed to 

increase students’ autonomy. Over-reliance on teacher response may partly reduce 

self-correction. Liu and Hansen (2005) proposed some alternatives that might reduce 

student reliance on teacher response. First, the teacher might be part of the 

peer-response and serve as a peer, taking on a supporting, rather than an authoritative, 

role in peer activities. Second, peer response and teacher response may be given on 

different drafts.  

The above discussion on the relationship between peer response and teacher 

response helps the researcher to see the possible intertwined influences in learning. 

Therefore, in the present study, properly incorporating these two kinds of response in 

the translation task and avoiding the negative effects will be important for the 

researcher.  

Training in Peer Response 

It is claimed by many scholars that there is a need to first instruct students in 

response skills and techniques to encourage more use of peer comments. Some 

researchers have found that students who have training in peer response can make 

useful suggestions (e.g., Berg, 1999; Hedgcock and Lefkowitz, 1992; Paulus, 1999; 
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Stanley, 1992; Villamil and Guerrero, 1998). Training in peer response could be 

defined as “the preparation of students for participation in the peer response activity” 

(Berg, 1999, p. 216). Researchers have found that students, especially those who have 

been trained in peer response, are able to make useful suggestions about their peers’ 

drafts, since they are able to give specific comments and advice on their peers’ 

writing and to pinpoint their problems with content and rhetoric by responding to 

larger issues of clarity of ideas, organization, and development (e.g., Berg, 1999; Min, 

2005, 2006; Paulus, 1999; Stanley, 1992; Villamil & de Guerrero, 1998). Liu and 

Hansen (2005) concluded that though there are some justified concerns about the 

ability of students to give concrete responses, if students are trained and given 

guidance and support, the interaction in the peer group is useful and the comments 

generated can be constructive. 

In summary, this section has discussed the theoretical framework, the benefits 

and constraints, the relationship between peer and teacher response, and the training 

of peer response. These discussions have helped the researcher to evaluate the 

possibility and feasibility of using peer response in a translation classroom. 

Effectively using both peer and teacher response by giving them clear roles in the 

translation task will be based on the conclusions and suggestions of previous studies. 

In order to design a feasible translation task for teachers, the present study needs a 

research method that can systematically carry out educational interventions and solve 

real problems of practice. Therefore, in the next section, the research methods 

employed in the present study, design-based research, will be introduced.  
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Design-Based Research (DBR) 

In the 1990s, there was a movement to develop a new methodology for carrying 

out studies of educational interventions due to the problem that outcomes were 

detached from real practice in traditional education research (Dede, 2004). These 

problems created a need for new research approaches that aimed to solve the 

problems of practice. Design-Based Research is an emerging paradigm for the study 

of learning in context through the systematic design and study of instructional 

strategies and tools (The Design-Based Research Collective, 2003). Ann Brown 

(1992), the leader of this movement, introduced the term ‘design experiments’ in her 

influential works with Collins (1992). Other terminologies which describe research 

methodologies that shared common characteristics include design studies and 

development research. The Design-Based Research Collective (2003), which is a 

small group of researchers who dedicate themselves to the nature, methods, and 

outcomes of DBR, has decided to use the term ‘Design-Based Research’ instead of 

‘design experiments’ to avoid the mistaken identification with experimental design, 

studies of designers, and trial teaching methods.  

 The present study aimed to design a cooperative translation task through 

continuous cycles of design, implementation, analysis, and redesign. It is expected 

that the task can foster translation learning and advance theories of learning and 

teaching. Design-based research methods, which are central in efforts to understand 

the relationships among theory, designed artifacts, and practice, have demonstrated 

their potential as methodologies suitable to both research and the design of a 

cooperative translation task. To carry out design-based research (DBR), characteristics 

of DBR, relationships with other methodologies, guidelines for carrying out DBR, and 

the challenges and limitations were addressed.  
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Characteristics of DBR 

The Design-Based Research Collective (2003) proposed that good design-based 

research exhibits five characteristics.  

 

First, the central goals of designing learning environments and developing 

theories or ‘prototheories’ of learning are intertwined. Second, development and 

research take place through continuous cycles of design, enactment, analysis, 

and redesign (Collins, 1992). Third, research on designs must lead to sharable 

theories that help communicate relevant implications to practitioners and other 

educational designers. Fourth, research must account for how designs function 

in authentic settings. It must not only document success or failure but also focus 

on interactions that refine our understanding of the learning issues involved. 

Fifth, the development of such accounts relies on methods that can document 

and connect processes of enactment to outcomes of interest. (p.50) 

 

Wang and Hannafin (2005) also proposed five basic characteristics of DBR: “(a) 

pragmatic; (b) grounded; (c) interactive, iterative and flexible; (d) integrative; and (e) 

contextual” (p. 7). DBR is pragmatic because it is trying to solve current real-world 

problems by designing and enacting interventions as well as extending theories and 

refining design principles (Design-Based Research Collective, 2003; Van den Akker 

& et al., 2006). Therefore, DBR is grounded in both theory and the real-world context. 

Furthermore, it requires interactive collaboration among researchers and practitioners 

in a long period of time for an iterative design process from analysis to design to 

evaluation and redesign (Bannan-Ritland, 2003; Design-Based Research Collective, 

2003; Van den Akker & et al., in press; Wang & Hannafin, 2005). This ongoing nature 

of the design process allows greater flexibility than do traditional experimental 

approaches. This flexibility also promotes the integration of a variety of research 

methods and approaches from both qualitative and quantitative research paradigms, 

depending on the needs of the researcher. In a word, DBR does not replace the 
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existing approaches (Wang & Hannafin, 2005, p. 6) but integrates approaches. Finally, 

DBR is contextualized because research results are “connected with both the design 

process through which results are generated and the setting where the research is 

conducted” (Wang & Hannafin, 2005, p. 11).  

Design-based research (DBR) has started gaining popularity in education. It is 

trying to solve real world problems, and it can further generate theories in learning 

context and outcomes, methodology, and design (Reeves, Herrington, & Oliver 2005; 

Wang & Hannafin, 2005). DBR generates theory through studied application in the 

original and subsequent educational contexts in which the innovation is used. 

Generally, three kinds of theories that can be generated from the design are: Domain 

Theories, the Design Framework, and Design Methodologies (Edelson, 2002). 

Domain theories describe learning situations involving students, teachers, learning 

environments and their interactions. Edelson (2002) emphasized that theories about 

context and outcomes are some of the theories that design research generates.  The 

Design Framework, a ‘design solution’, provides a set of ‘design guidelines for a 

particular class of design challenge’ (p. 114). Design methodologies, prescriptive in 

nature, serve as guidelines for how to implement a set of designs, what kind of 

expertise is required, and who should provide the expertise.  

Relationships between DBR and Other Methodologies 

All methodologies have their advantages and disadvantages. In order to place 

DBR in the landscape of different methods, Collins, Joseph, and Bielaczyc (2004) 

compared DBR with three general types of educational research and identified the 

functions of different research and the limitations behind them. Laboratory studies are 

effective for identifying effects of variables, but they neglect variables critical to the 

success of any intervention. Ethnographic research is in an attempt to characterize 

relationships and events that occur in different educational settings, but there is no 
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attempt to change educational practices. Large-scale studies of educational 

interventions use a number of measures to determine the effects of a program or 

intervention, but they do not provide the kind of detailed picture that can guide the 

refinement of a design.   

 Collins, Joseph, and Bielaczyc later contrasted several different methodologies 

with design-based research and posited seven major differences between traditional 

psychological methods and the design-experiment methodology.   

1. Laboratory settings vs. messy situations. The first category is the location of 

research. Psychological experiments are conducted in a laboratory, while design 

experiments are set in the messy situations that characterize real life learning. 

2. A single dependent variable vs. multiple dependent variables. The second 

category is the complexity of variables. In most psychological experiments, there 

is one dependent variable. In design experiments, there are multiple dependent 

variables, including climate variables, outcome variables, and system variables.   

3. Controlling variables vs. characterizing the situation. The third category is the 

focus of research. Psychological experiments use a methodology of controlling 

variables, while the design experiments focuse on characterizing the situation in 

all its complexity.   

4. Fixed procedures vs. flexible design response. The fourth category is the 

unfolding of procedures. Psychological experiments use a fixed procedure in 

order to allow future replication by other experimenters. Design experiments 

begin with planned procedures and materials, and will be revised depending on 

their success in practice.   
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5. Social isolation vs. social interaction. The fifth category is the amount of social 

interaction. In psychological experiments, the Subjects are learning in isolation, 

and there is no interaction with other learners, or teachers. In contrast, design 

experiments are set in complex social situations, such as the classroom.   

6. Testing hypotheses vs. developing a profile. The sixth category is how the 

findings are characterized. In psychological experiments, the researchers only 

focus on testing hypotheses, while in design experiments, the researchers look at 

multiple aspects of the design and develop a profile that characterizes the design 

in practice.  

7. Experimenter vs. co-participant design and analysis. The final category is the 

role of the participant. In psychological experiments, the researchers make all 

decisions about the design and analysis of the data. In contrast, in design 

experiments, the researchers involve different participants in the design to bring 

their different expertise into practicing and analyzing the design. (p. 20)  

Guidelines for Carrying Out DBR 

    To utilize DBR more effectively, Collins, Joseph, and Bielaczyc (2004) proposed 

guidelines and attempted to give an overview of what the design-research Community 

is responsible for, though they admitted their approach requires much more effort than 

any one human can carry out. There are five guidelines, including (a) implementing a 

design, (b) modifying a design, (c) multiple ways of analyzing the design, (d) 

measuring dependent variables, (e) measuring independent variables, and (f) reporting 

on design research.  

When implementing a design, the researcher needs to identify the critical 

elements of the design and how they interact was addressed in the implementation. If 

elements of a design are not working, the researcher needs to modify the design and 
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describe the reasons for making the modification. As for analysis, the design is 

analyzed in multiple aspects, including cognitive, resources, interpersonal, group or 

classroom, and school or institution levels. The success or failure of the design 

requires the evaluation of dependent variables, including climate variables, learning 

variables, and system variables. Climate variables can be engagement and cooperation. 

Learning variables are related to content knowledge, skills, dispositions, 

metacognitive strategies, and so on. Systematic variables address sustainability, ease 

of adaptation, and costs. Besides the dependent variables, independent variables also 

affect the success of the design in practice. Thus, such contextual variables as setting, 

the nature of learners, technical support, financial support, professional development, 

and implementation path have to be taken into consideration. It may take teams of 

researchers and accessible archives documenting design experiments to follow the 

guidelines. As the present study will be conducted by one researcher alone, the 

researcher followed these guidelines with some modifications according to the 

implementation limitations and accessible support. The modified guidelines are 

shown in chapter three.  

Finally, the researcher needs to report on the design research. It starts with the 

goals and elements of the design, the settings where it was implemented, and 

descriptions of each phase. Then the outcomes found and lessons learned are pulled 

together to show how the design evolved in the different settings.  
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Challenges and Limitations 

    DBR solves some problems in traditional education research, but it is not a 

research method without its challenges and limitations. The commitment of DBR 

raises significant challenges, as admitted by the Design-Based Research Collective 

(2003). First, complications arise from sustained intervention in messy settings, and 

causality can be difficult to decipher and disambiguate. Not all possible factors can 

logically be equally pursued. Precise replication of an intervention is impossible, and 

emergent phenomena regularly lead to new lines of inquiry informed by current 

theories or models of the phenomena. To solve difficult problems, the Design-Based 

Research Collective (2003) suggested the use of triangulation from multiple data 

sources, repletion of analyses across cycles of enactment, and use (or creation) of 

standardized measures of instruments. The second possible challenge is to maintain a 

productive collaborative partnership with participants in the research context, as a 

single line of research often investigates multiple cycles of design, enactment, and 

study. The work can span years. The third one is ensuring that the knowledge claims 

are used appropriately. Although DBR can generate usable knowledge about 

educational practice, the knowledge does not necessarily make complex education 

problems simple. Thus, ongoing methodological development is needed to enhance 

rigor. With these challenges and solutions to the possible problems in implementing 

DBR, the present study uses triangulation from multiple data sources and constant 

analyses across two cycles of enactment, and further research on the development of 

the CoTT is expected.  

The main purpose of the present study is to develop the CoTT for technological 

university teachers and students. Constructing a model requires more than one 

implementation and modification, and the iterative design process of DBR can help 

the researcher have continuous design, enactment, analysis, and redesign to make both 
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more applicable to practice. These interventions will be more usable and applicable 

because they are developed and enacted based upon theories that are elaborated and 

revised during the design process. 

  With the goal of constructing a model that can be utilized in authentic education 

settings, DBR helps the researcher to look at both success and failure when 

implementing the model in real classrooms instead of laboratories, and the 

interactions that refine our understanding of the learning issues involved, which will 

contribute to the theories of technological university students’ translation learning. It 

is expected that this study will develop three kinds of theories proposed by the DBR 

(Edelson, 2002): Domain Theories, a Design Framework, and Design Methodologies. 

First, the present study will construct domain theories to describe learning situations 

involving students, teachers, learning environments, and interactions in the translation 

classroom for a closer look at the translation classroom and translation learning in 

technological classrooms. Second, as the CoTT is constructed with an iterative 

process with the Prototype I and II, the modifications can contribute to the design 

guidelines for possible design challenges, and the theories of a design framework can 

be developed for translation teachers in technological colleges to adopt or adapt the 

CoTT into their own classrooms. Last, it is important to provide guidelines for 

implementing a model, especially when it may be a model that has never been 

implemented in a teachers’ classroom. Therefore, the theories of Design 

methodologies emerging from the process of the implementation will be constructed 

for translation teachers to implement the model more effectively and efficiently.  

 With the encouragement of interaction among researchers and practitioners by 

DBR, the present study will not be only implemented in the researcher’s classroom as 

action research, but also in another teacher’s translation classroom. This collaboration 

with practitioners will help with the development from the real user’s perspective, and 
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other factors that may influence the success of implementing the CoTT can be found 

and investigated. With the involvement of a practitioner, it is possible to revise the 

model before, during, and after the implementation, as the practitioner is the one who 

understands the students’ needs, the learning culture and attitude of students, and the 

resources accessible, the one who can give suggestions on modification and more 

feasible practice in the real education setting.   

In conclusion, with the intention of developing the CoTT for AFL students by 

formulating theories in a continuous cycle of design and implementation, this study 

will adopt qualitative approach methods within the design-based research framework.  

Summary of Chapter 2 

 Chapter 2 has reviewed the literature that is most relevant to the present study. I 

have presented an overview of translation teaching, the application of cooperative 

learning and peer response in second language learning, and an introduction of 

design-based research. It begins with translation teaching, which points out the 

limitations of traditional translation instruction, and the need for communicative 

translation teaching. Regarding the application of cooperative learning, it is found that 

within the extensive literature on L2 learning, comparatively little research has 

focused on the cooperative learning in translation. However, a review of cooperative 

learning has indicated the possibility of employing it in translation learning. For 

example, the Discussion Group matches well with the translation process, as the target 

text is a negotiated product, one that is developed by professional translators working 

with others to attain fidelity and acceptability.  

 Peer response, one type of cooperative learning activity, has been shown to have 

clear benefits in translation learning. However, students’ different attitudes toward 

peer and teacher response may deserve some attention. The researcher should 

carefully set the role for peer and teacher response in order to avoid the negative 
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effects of including these two types of response.  

 The last part discusses the feasibility of the design-based research (DBR) for the 

design of the Cooperative Translation Task (CoTT). The introduction of the DBR has 

shown that the characteristics of this design research method can meet the goal of the 

present study, which will undergo an iterative design process, enactment, analysis, 

and modification in order to make the design more applicable to practice.  

 This literature review has addressed the need for an alternative translation 

teaching method incorporating the approaches of communicative translation learning 

and cooperative learning. Moreover, the reviews of cooperative learning and peer 

response lay the groundwork for the design of the Cooperative Translation Task 

(CoTT). Finally, the design-based research approach, which can generate both 

practical design and theories, helps with the design of the current study, which will be 

discussed in the following chapter.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 

 The goal of this study was to design a translation learning task called the 

Cooperative Translation Task (CoTT). It was achieved in three phases: (a) the initial 

design of the CoTT; (b) the implementations of two prototypes of the CoTT and (c) 

the finalized CoTT. This chapter presents the first phase, the initial design of the 

CoTT, and the research design of the study. The initial design, named Prototype I, was 

implemented in Cycle I, while the second version of the design, Prototype II, was 

conducted in Cycle II. In this chapter, the participants, the data collection methods 

and instruments, and data analysis methods in each cycle will be introduced 

respectively, following a section which describes the differences between the research 

designs in the two cycles.  

Design of the Cooperative Translation Task (CoTT) 

Rationale of the Design 

In total, there were five sessions in the initial design (Prototype I) of the CoTT, 

including:  

Session 1: Written Peer Response 

Session 2: Within-group Discussion & Translator Seminar  

Session 3: Oral Peer Response 

Session 4: Oral Teacher Response  

Session 5: Final Revisions 
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These sessions were constructed based on the following: 

(1) The teaching guidelines in the official syllabi for English Translation I and 

English Translation II (2003), issued by the Ministry of Education (MOE), 

(2) Five major features of cooperative learning, 

(3) Related literature on peer response and teacher response,  

(4) Product-oriented translation evaluation, and  

(5) The researcher’s previous instructional designs in translation learning. 

 

The teaching guidelines in the official syllabi for English Translation I and English 

Translation II (2003), issued by the Ministry of Education (MOE) 

The MOE’s official syllabi for English Translation I and English Translation II 

(2005) include teaching guidelines and principles, and suggest that a translation 

teacher flexibly use a variety of learning activities such as (a) group discussion and 

presentation, (b) peer correction, (c) error analysis, (d) translation criticism, and (e) 

comparative analysis (see Appendix A). The MOE also expects a translation teacher 

to help students incorporate translation theory and practice in a systematic way and 

build students’ problem-solving abilities.  

Following the core principles suggested by the MOE, Prototype I of the CoTT 

started with a group translation exercise, followed by a written peer response activity 

(Session 1). After that, each group gave a group presentation of their revised 

translations. During class, two kinds of group discussion were implemented in class: 

within-group discussion and a translator seminar (Session 2). Students learned how to 

identify, analyze, and critique peers’ translation errors through group error analysis 

and comparative analysis.  
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Five Major Features of Cooperative Learning 

Four teaching principles drawn from five major features of cooperative learning 

also contributed to the design of Prototype I, including positive interdependence, 

individual accountability, face-to-face interaction, and small and heterogeneous 

groups. To create positive interdependence, in Session 1: Written Peer Response, two 

groups exchanged their translations and gave written responses to each other. This 

was based on Johnson and Johnson (1994)’s principle of role interdependence. Each 

group was assigned complementary and interconnected roles, so they contributed to 

develop responses for their peer groups.  

The second teaching principle was face-to-face interaction. To prevent teams 

from just assigning jobs to each member, who would then work without any 

discussion, face-to-face interaction with peers had to be created in class to facilitate 

students’ higher-level thinking skills such as analyzing, explaining, synthesizing, and 

elaborating (Hilke, 1990). Thus, the within-group discussion and translator seminar in 

Session 2 employed a face-to-face communication mode for discussion.  

The third one was individual accountability, which should not be neglected 

because when members have a sense of personal responsibility, they will contribute 

their shares to the groups’ success (Hilke, 1990). This feature was realized in Sessions 

1, 2, and 3. In Session 1, each student needed to write down comments and suggest 

translations for the translator group. In Session 2, each member had a within-group 

discussion and translator seminar to prepare his/her individual oral comments. On 

Session 3, each learner gave oral comments and shared discussion results with the 

whole class. In short, developing learners’ sense of personal responsibility was one of 

the learning goals of the first four sessions.   

Last, Prototype I was conducted through group processing. To train students’ 

ability to work in teams, as do professionals in the real world, group processing was a 
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necessary feature in each session. Group work started from translation assignments, 

moved on to written peer response, within-group discussion, and translator seminars, 

and concluded with oral peer comments.  

Related Literature on Peer Response and Teacher Response  

Peer response was also integral to the design of Sessions 1 and 3. In Session 1, 

students practiced correcting peers’ translations. After the within-group and translator 

seminar in Session 2, students shared their oral comments in Session 3.  

Apart from peer comments, the research findings of the effectiveness of teacher 

response have reminded the researcher of the importance of teacher response. 

Previous research has found that in comparing preferences for teacher response, peer 

response, or self-response, students prefer first hand teacher response, then peer 

response, and finally self-response (Nelson & Carson, 1998; Zhang, 1995). We may 

infer that if teacher response were excluded from the CoTT, students might distrust 

the learning outcomes of this task. Thus, it is crucial to include teacher response in 

Prototype I of the CoTT. Teachers’ oral response was given in Session 4: Oral Teacher 

Response.  

However, teacher response may form student over-reliance on the teacher’s 

advice, and this over-reliance may hinder the development of learners’ real-time 

editing ability, which is needed by independent translators. To solve this problem, the 

study employed Liu and Hansen’s (2005) two solutions. They suggested that the 

teacher should take on a supporting rather than an authoritative role in peer activities, 

serving as a peer. Hence, to change the role of the teacher, the guest teacher joined the 

translator seminar as a peer. She sat with a translator group and answered questions 

from the seminar participants, as others in the translator group did. Second, peer 

response and teacher response should not be given for the same draft. In Prototype I, 

students gave written peer responses on the first version of translation, while the two 
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teachers’ oral responses were on the second version of translation. As such, we could 

prevent learners from only using teacher response and ignoring peer response. It is 

hoped that by utilizing that Liu and Hansen’s (2005) two solutions, the possibilities of 

over-reliance on teacher response can be reduced to a minimum.  

Product-oriented Translation Evaluation 

Session 5, the latest session of the CoTT, was based on the notion of 

product-oriented evaluation. Even though Kiraly’s communicative translation 

teaching and González Davies’ task-based translation teaching strongly advocate 

process-oriented learning, they do not ignore the importance of translation products. 

As Kussmaul (1995) suggested, error analysis can be both product- and 

process-oriented. After students collected all the comments from classmates and the 

teachers, they made final revisions and turned in their final products in Session 5. The 

instructor could assess learner improvement by assessing their translation products.  

The Researcher’s Previous Instructional Designs in Translation Learning 

Findings from the researcher’s previous studies on translation instructional 

design also contributed to the design of Prototype I. First, the group translation 

activity was decided based on a needs analysis survey conducted in 2007. The results 

showed that the students preferred doing group in-class translation tasks to working 

alone. Second, simulated seminars and a task-based translation project were included, 

as these two activities stimulate students’ intrinsic learning motivation and active 

learning (Wang, 2009a; Wang, 2009b). It has been found that simulated seminars 

raise students’ motivation to find the best translation through negotiation with peers 

and teachers, and to help multiple perspectives on translation. With the positive 

results from these studies, the present study incorporated the simulated seminars in 

Session 2, and all the learning activities were conducted with group processing.  
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 Table 3.1 summarizes the above rationales of the design and its application in 

Prototype I of the CoTT. It shows the contributions to the design of sessions from 

each rationale.  

Table 3.1 Summary of the Rationales of the CoTT and Its Application  

Rationale Session 

MOE’s official syllabi for English 

Translation I and English 

Translation II 

Session 1:Written Peer Response 

Session 2:Within-group Discussion 

& Translator Seminar 

Five major features of cooperative 

learning 

Session 1:Written Peer Response 

Session 2:Within-group Discussion 

& Translator Seminar 

Session 3: Oral Peer Response 

Peer response and teacher response Session 1:Written Peer Response 

Session 3: Oral Peer Response 

Session 4: Oral Teacher Response 

Product-oriented translation 

evaluation 

Session 5: Final Revisions 

The researcher’s instructional 

designs 

Session 2:Within-group Discussion 

& Translator Seminar 

 

The Five Sessions in the Cooperative Translation Task 

The usage of the term task here follows González Davies (2004)’s definition. Her 

definitions distinguish the relationships among the three instructional actions: 

activities, tasks, and steps. González Davies (2004) defined a task as follows:  

 

Task will be understood as a chain of activities with the same global aim and a 

final product. The full completion of a task usually takes up several sessions. In 

each of these, the activities lead along the same path towards the same end. 

(p.23) 

 

Based on her definition, the Cooperative Translation Task (CoTT) includes five 

sessions, which can be divided into three stages: Pre-presentation Stage, Presentation 
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Stage, and Post-presentation Stage (See Table 3.2). After each group produces their 

first version of a translation, they start the first session of the CoTT. Before presenting 

their translations in class, two groups exchange translations and give suggestions on 

revisions (Session 1). After revisions are made, each group presents their second 

version of the translation in class. After the presentation, a within-group discussion 

and a simulated seminar are held simultaneously (Session 2). Later, a randomly 

selected group gives their oral comments publicly (Session 3). The instructor and the 

guest teacher’s oral comments are given only after the students’ oral comments 

(Session 4). After class, each group makes a final revision based on the comments 

collected in class (Session 5). Finally, each group turns in their final translation 

product. Table 3.2 summarizes the five sessions of the CoTT in three stages.  

Table 3.2 Five Sessions of the CoTT in Three Stages 

Stage Session  

Pre-presentation Session 1: Written Peer Response 

Presentation Session 2: Within-group Discussion & Translator Seminar 

Session 3: Oral Peer Response  

Session 4: Oral Teacher Response 

Post-presentation Session 5: Final Revisions 

  

Below are detailed descriptions of each session. The learning objectives, the 

procedures, and the expected learning are introduced.  

Session 1: Written Peer Response  

Session 1 aims to promote peer cooperation and reviewing ability. Two randomly 

selected groups of students exchange translation products and produce written peer 

response for each other. Each group uses their peers’ critiques to revise their draft 

translation before presenting it in class. Students also learn to make independent 

decisions about whether to accept peers’ advice or not.  
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Session 2: Within-group Discussion & Translator Seminar  

Session 2 attempts to create two kinds of communication: within-group 

discussion and translator-seminar participant discussion. After a translator group’s 

presentation of their translation, each group assigns one member to the translator 

seminar to work either with the translators or with the guest teacher, and there is a 

within-group discussion to prepare the individual oral comments. It is hoped that the 

face-to-face communication can create a close cooperative relationship among 

members, and that students learn to improve translations through negotiation.  

Session 3: Oral Peer Response  

In Session 3, students share their discussion results with the whole class. Each 

member of the comment-giver group needs to express his/her own opinions according 

to the role randomly assigned by the instructor. The translators can provide 

explanations for or arguments against these comments. Debate between the translator 

and comment-giver group is encouraged to enhance students’ awareness of their own 

translation styles.  

Session 4: Oral Teacher Response  

Session 4, the teachers give their advice on translation. This session is especially 

arranged comes after students’ oral comments in order to prevent students from 

simply repeating the teachers’ suggestions. It is suggested that this session include 

more than one translation teacher so that more suggestions from various perspectives 

can be elicited.  

Session 5: Final Revisions   

The goal of Session 5 is to motivate students to use the comments from their 

peers and teachers. Students are asked to revise their work again, referring to the 

responses from teachers and students. They need to turn in their final translation 

products with the revisions marked.  
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Design of the Study 

Design Procedures 

This study was conducted based on design-based research. For an iterative 

design process in the development of the Cooperative Translation Task (CoTT), the 

design was implemented twice, in Cycle I and Cycle II. Prototype I was first 

developed and implemented in Cycle I, in the first semester of the school year, and 

later was modified based on the results of the implementation. After modification of 

Prototype I, Prototype II was constructed and implemented in Cycle II, the second 

semester of the school year. Following procedures similar to those in Cycle I, the 

latest version of the CoTT was developed by modifying Prototype II.   

 

Cycle I 

 

 

Cycle II 

 

 

 

Figure 3.1 Flowchart of the Design Procedures  

 

The present study utilized the triangulation method proposed by Denzin (1989, 

pp. 237-241) for data collection. The triangulation method is a process of multiple 

data-collection methods, data sources, analysts, or theories to check the validity of a 

study’s findings (Borg & Gall, 2003). Triangulation helps to eliminate biases which 

might result from using only one data-collection method, source, analyst, or theory 

(Borg & Gall, 2003), and in turn gives qualitative research validity (Woods, 2006). In 

Implementation I 
 Prototype I 

Modification I 

Prototype II 
Implementation II Modification II 

CoTT 
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the present study, multiple data were collected by multiple collection methods in two 

different implementations and educational classrooms, and from two groups of 

students. To clarify how each prototype was conducted, the participants, data 

collection methods, and instruments for Cycles I and II will be described in turn 

below.  

Cycle I 

Participants 

The participants in Cycle I were 56 English majors at a technological university 

and a translation teacher from a different university. In this class, there were 18 male 

and 38 female students taking this selective course, named Advanced Translation. 

There were 24 seniors and 32 juniors enrolled. Their amount of translation learning 

experience ranged from one to four semesters. The class met two hours each week, 

and the Prototype I took three weeks, six hours in total. They were divided into ten 

groups, and each group was assigned four letters to translate from English to Chinese 

by the instructor. The letters addressers were sending their gratitude to the addressees, 

who donated money for supporting addressers’ lives. These thank-you letters were in 

the same genre, but they were all different in content and length. The average 

translation words were around 400-450. A consent form (see Appendix B) written in 

both Chinese and English was given to the student participants to ensure that all the 

student participants knew that they were taking part in a research study. The teacher 

participant was a translation teacher who had taught translation for five semesters. 

She played the role of a professional translation reviewer, not that of the instructor, in 

this task.  

Video Recording 

 Video recordings were used to increase the credibility of this study and extend 

the capacities of other data-collection approaches. In Cycle I, the researcher was the 
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instructor, not a participant observer; therefore, her observation mostly relied on the 

video data. In other words, in Cycle I, the video recordings were the main source of 

data used to document the implementation results of Prototype I. Each lesson to 

implement Prototype I was recorded on video. To meet this data-collection need, an 

e-classroom was chosen, for it was equipped with two ceiling-mounted cameras, one 

at the front and one at the back of the room (See Picture 3.1), which would not be 

distracting to the students. This helped to eliminate the effects of the video cameras on 

the students’ learning behaviors.  

                                     A ceiling-mounted video camera 

 

Picture 3.1 E-classroom in Cycle I 

 

However, the class could not be recorded without participants’ permission. 

According to Bogdan and Biklen’s (2007) ethical principle, “[a] researcher should 

neither lie to subjects nor record conversations on hidden mechanical devices” (p. 54). 

Following this principle, the student participants in the study were informed in the 

first lesson that classes would be recorded on video for the entire semester, though 

only the recordings of the implementation of Prototype I entered into analysis. 

Prototype I was conducted around the middle of the term, by what time the students 
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were used to being recorded and acted naturally in the classroom. To meet the 

research purposes, the researcher instructed the e-classroom assistants on when and 

how to take videos from different angles during each class session.   

In-depth Interviews 

In Cycle I, semi-structured interviews with students and teachers were conducted. 

Table 3.3 summarizes all the interviews conducted in Cycle I. First, after the 

implementation of Prototype I, all groups were invited to participate in group 

interviews. The purpose of interviewing all the groups was to develop a broader 

understanding of students’ perspectives on the task. The interview schedules were 

arranged with the student participants’ agreement and willingness. In total, 34 

students from the ten groups participated in the interviews. As there were many 

student interviewees in Cycle I, assignment of pseudonyms was deemed impractical. 

Thus, a numeric label was given to each interview participant, such as “I-34.” The 

Roman numeral I represented Cycle I, and the following Arabic number 34 referred to 

the order in which the interviewee spoke. In other words, I-34 was the last student 

speaking in Cycle I; I-01, the first. Each interview for each group lasted around 30 

minutes and was recorded with an audio recording device.  

The second interview was conducted with the guest teacher to acquire an 

understanding of her perspectives on the task, class interactions, and students’ 

improvement in translation and review competence. The interview was scheduled 

immediately after the implementation of Prototype I and was conducted one week 

after the implementation. The interview lasted for 30 minutes and was also recorded.  

Table 3.3 summarizes the interview participants and interview guides for all the 

interviewees. The ten groups of students were encouraged to talk about their feelings 

and attitudes toward Prototype I of the CoTT and their preferences for the five 

sessions. For example, the researcher asked the ten groups if they liked Session 4, a 
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session at which the two teachers gave suggestions to students. Finally, students were 

asked to reflect on their own learning of translation or other aspects in the interview.  

The interview guide for interviewing the guest teacher aimed to develop an 

understanding of the user’s perspective. The guest teacher was encouraged to talk 

about her feelings about Prototype I of the CoTT and give her observations on the 

learners’ behaviors in class. Based on her responses, the researcher invited the guest 

teacher to suggest modifications of Prototype I.  

Table 3.3 Interview Guides in Cycle I 

Interview Participant Interview Guide 

Ten groups of students 1. Perspectives on Prototype I  

2. Preference of the sessions of Prototype I  

3. Learning in translation 

The guest teacher 1. Perspective on Prototype I  

2. Observation on students’ learning behaviors  

3. Suggestions on the modification of 

Prototype I 

 

The language chose by all the interviewees was Chinese. In this study, the 

transcriptions of the interviews were translated into English for data analysis in 

Chapter 4 and 5.  

Cycle II 

Participants 

 The participants in Cycle II were 25 technological university students who 

majored in Applied English and two translation teachers. There were 3 males and 22 

females taking this course, named English Translation. They were divided into five 

groups. They were all seniors, but they did not have any translation learning 

experience before. The class met two hours each week, and the Prototype II took three 

weeks, five hours in total. The genre for the translation assignment was the story, 
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which was decided by the instructor. However, each group could select a story they 

liked and translate it from English to Chinese. The average translation words were 

around 450-500 (see a sample of student-chosen story in Appendix C). A consent form 

(see Appendix B) written in both Chinese and English was given to the student 

participants to ensure that all the student participants knew that they were taking part 

in a research study. The teacher participants, two female teachers who played the roles 

of the instructor and the guest teacher, respectively, took part in Cycle II.  

Videotaping 

In Cycle II, the classroom was not equipped with video cameras, so a video 

camera was mounted in the back of the classroom by the researcher for the 

implementation of Prototype II. However, when group work began, the camera could 

not capture group interactions. Hence, the researcher took the camera in her hands and 

moved to each seminar table to film the within-group and teacher-student interaction. 

Each session in Prototype II was videotaped. Following the same ethical principles as 

Cycle I, the permission to record the class on video had been obtained from the 

students before the camera was set up.  

In-depth Interviews 

In Cycle II, two interviews were conducted. First, weekly interviews were 

conducted with a group of students in order to monitor the students’ changes in 

perspectives on Prototype II. Prototype II consumed three weeks of class time, so 

three interviews with the same group were conducted. The weekly interviews were 

conducted immediately after class. Since each member of a group went to the five 

different student seminars, interviewing a single group could provide the researcher 

sufficient data to understand what happened in each student seminar. Therefore, the 

present study employed Patton and Patton (2001)’s purposeful random sampling to 

select one group from the five groups by drawing lots, and this group showed their 
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willingness to participate in the weekly interviews.  

Following the naming system in Cycle I, these five students were given numeric 

labels from II-1 to II-5, with Roman numeral II representing Cycle II and the Arabic 

number referring to the order in which the interviewee spoke. In other words, II-5 was 

the last student who spoke in the interview. Each interview lasted for around 30 

minutes and was recorded.  

In addition to the interviews with the students, after the implementation of 

Prototype II, an interview with the two teachers, the abovementioned translation 

instructor and guest teacher, was conducted immediately in a faculty lounge in order 

to give the two teachers a chance to share their perspectives on the feasibility of 

Prototype II and observations on students’ reactions to the activities. They suggested 

some modifications on Prototype II. This interview lasted around 30 minutes and was 

recorded.  

Table 3.4 summarizes the interview participants and the interview guides. The 

group of student participants was encouraged to talk about their feelings and attitudes 

toward Prototype II and their preferences for the five sessions. It was expected that 

changes in students’ perspectives on Prototype II could be explored in weekly 

interviews. Finally, the students were asked to reflect on their own learning of 

translation and other aspects of the class during the interview.  

The interview guide helped the researcher to understand the users’ perspectives 

(see Table 3.4). The users were encouraged to talk about their feelings during the 

implementation of Prototype II and provide observations on the learners’ behaviors in 

class. Based on their responses, the researcher invited the two teachers to suggest 

modifications to Prototype II. As the guest teacher had participated in both cycles, she 

was especially encouraged to point out the strengths and the weaknesses of both 

prototypes. Moreover, the differences in the students’ learning behaviors in both 
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cycles could be described especially clearly by the guest teacher.  

Table 3.4 Interviews Conducted in Cycle II 

A group of students 1. Perspectives on Prototype II  

2. Preferences for the five sessions  

3. Learning in translation 

Translation instructor 

The guest teacher 

1. Perspectives on Prototype II  

2. Observations on students’ learning behaviors  

3. Suggestions on the modification of 

Prototype II 

4. Comparison of Prototype I and II (guest 

teacher only) 

5. Differences in students’ learning behaviors 

in Cycle I and II (guest teacher only) 

The language chosen by all the interviewees was Chinese. In this study, the 

transcriptions of the interviews were translated into English for data analysis in 

Chapter 4 and 5.  

Differences in the Design between Cycle I and II 

Participants 

The student participants in the two cycles were from two different technological 

universities. Student participants in Cycle I had taken translation courses for at least 

one semester, while the student participants in Cycle II had never taken any 

translation courses before. The biggest difference between the student participants in 

the two cycles was the class size. The class size in Cycle I was larger, 56 students, 

while the class in Cycle II was smaller, only 25 students.  

The two female teachers were from different universities. The instructor had two 

semesters of teaching experience, and the guest teacher five semesters of experience, 

in teaching translation. In the study, they played different roles in class. The instructor 

played the roles of class manager and translation reviewer, while the guest teacher 

only took responsibility for reviewing translations. The instructor participated only in 
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Cycle II, while the guest teacher took part in both Cycle I and Cycle II.   

Video Recording 

 The video recordings differed in two aspects. First, the roles of the videos in the 

two cycles were different. In Cycle I, the videos were the primary data because the 

researcher could not act as an observer. The researcher’s analysis of classroom 

interaction mainly relied on the videos. In Cycle II, the researcher herself was a 

research instrument for taking field notes. The researchers’ field notes were the 

primary data.  

The second difference was the effects of the video cameras on the students. In 

Cycle I, the cameras were part of the classroom, so the students hardly noticed the 

cameras, and the impact could be reduced to a minimum. On the other hand, in Cycle 

II, the researcher had to carry the camera around the classroom, the lens sometimes 

only a meter away from the students. This proved to be a major distraction to some 

students. Student Participant II-3 complained in the first weekly interview that she felt 

really uncomfortable when the camera was focused on her. In one video segment, this 

participant can be seen to display anger; when the camera nears her table, and she 

glares at it. It seems that the camera had some negative effects on the students’ 

emotions. Although there were some complaints, most of the students attempted to 

ignore the existence of the camera when completing their tasks.  

In-depth interviews 

 The interview questions for the guest teacher, who participated in both Cycle I 

and Cycle II, were similar, but the questions in Cycle II encouraged her to address the 

differences in the implementation results of Prototypes I and II. Her responses were 

especially important, as she had observed both implementations and could thus draw 

such comparisons.  
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Another difference was the number of interviews with students. In Cycle I, to 

deeply explore the students’ perspectives on Prototype I and gain input for making 

major modifications, ten groups of students were invited, and 34 students eventually 

participated. All together, there were ten interviews in Cycle I. On the other hand, to 

investigate gradual changes in students’ perspectives on Prototype II, weekly 

interviews with the same group were conducted, three interviews in total.  

Analysis of Data 

The present study aimed to design a translation task through iterative 

implementations and modifications. To find problems in implementation, it is 

necessary to have a framework to systematically analyze the results in Cycles I and II. 

As Collins, Josephy and Bielaczyc (2004) suggested, a researcher needs to identify 

the goals and elements of the design, settings to implement, each phase and change, 

the outcomes found, and lessons learned when reporting on design research. 

Engeström’s Activity theory, which includes five components, objects, rules, 

community, division of labor, and mediating artifacts, is well matched with the 

intended goals of design research. Moreover, it is suggested by Thorne (2004) that 

researchers use Activity theory “to define and analyze a given activity system, to 

diagnose possible problems, and to provide a framework for implementing 

innovations.” (p. 65). Therefore, in order to diagnose implementation problems, and 

to provide guidelines for successful implementation of the CoTT, the current study 

utilized Activity theory as a tool to analyze the implementation results of the two 

prototypes. Figure 3.1 illustrates the six main components in an activity system and 

their connections. 
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Figure 3.2 Components of the Activity System 

 

Regarding the issues of validity and reliability of a qualitative study, there are no 

standardized instruments to rely on, as in quantitative studies. Instead, validity is 

placed on a researcher’s analysis and data as accurately representing the social world 

(Neuman, 2000). Woods (2006) summarized three main features which qualitative 

research commonly rest upon for trustworthiness: unobtrusive and sustained methods, 

respondent validation, and triangulation. Unobtrusive and sustained methods refer to 

“the methods that leave the situation undisturbed as far as possible” (p. 4). The 

researcher can focus on long-term participant or non-participant observation, 

unstructured interviews or conversations, the use of key informants, and the study of 

documents. Respondent validation occurs when a researcher takes field notes back to 

the respondents for them to judge the adequacy (Neuman, 2000). If the respondent 

can recognize the researcher’s description as reflecting their intimate social world, the 

study is respondent or member valid. (Neuman, 2000). Finally, triangulation refers to 

“the use of different researchers or methods, at different moments of time, in different 

places, among different people and so on” (Woods, 2006, p. 4), which strengthens the 

researcher’s account.  

 

Subjects 

Mediating Artifacts  

Object 

Rules Community Division of Labor (horizontal & vertical) 
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In the present study, the researcher adopted triangulation to meet the requirement 

of trustworthiness. Multiple data were collected in these two cycles to support or 

contradict the interpretation, including video recordings, audio recordings, interview 

data, and the student documents such as their translation works. It was expected that 

these triangulation methods would help the researcher to eliminate biases that might 

result from using only one data-collection method, source, analyst, or theory (Borg & 

Gall, 2003), and in turn gives qualitative research validity (Woods, 2006). 

Summary of Chapter 3 

 Chapter 3 addressed the design of the Cooperative Translation Task (CoTT) and 

the design of the present study. The student participants in both cycles were 

technological university students, including 56 students in Cycle I and 25 in Cycle II. 

Two translation teachers participated in the study. For data collection, triangulation 

data were collected, including videos, interviews, and student documents. The data 

was put into the framework of Activity theory to diagnose implementation problems 

in terms of community, mediating artifacts, and division of labor, and innovations 

with solutions were provided. Finally, the trustworthiness of this study was achieved 

by triangulation.  
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CHAPTER 4 

IMPLEMENTATION OF PROTOTYPE I OF THE CoTT 

  

This chapter provides answers to research question 1: What were the results of 

implementing the first prototype of the Cooperative Translation Task (CoTT)? 

Prototype I was conducted in a technological university in central Taiwan. The 

participants included 56 students who were majoring in applied English and a 

translator teacher, who was the guest teacher for translation evaluation. There were 

five sessions in Prototype I. Table 4.1 presents the five sessions in three stages. 

Session 1 was implemented before students’ presentations of their translation products. 

At the presentation stage, Sessions 2, 3, and 4 were conducted after students’ 

presentations. Finally, Session 5 was conducted after class.   

Table 4.1 Five Sessions of Prototype I of the CoTT in Three Stages 

Stage Session  

Pre-presentation Session 1: Written Peer Response 

Presentation Session 2: Within-group Discussion & Translator Seminar 

Session 3: Oral Peer Response 

Session 4: Oral Teacher Response 

Post-presentation Session 5: Final Revisions 

 

Each session was analyzed based on Engeström’s (1987, 1993, 1999) Activity 

theory in (a) Community (b) Mediating Artifacts, and (c) Division of Labor (see 

Figure 4.1). After the analysis, the modification principles of each session for Cycle II 

were constructed.  

In the end of the chapter, a summary of the findings and modifications to the five 

sections will be provided.  
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Figure 4.1 Activity System  

 

Pre-presentation Stage 

The Pre-presentation Stage was a stage to prepare the translation students for 

participating in the activities in the next stage. The only activity included was Session 

1: Written Peer Response. Each session started with an introduction of its 

implementation process within the Activity Theory framework, and then the results of 

the implementation were analyzed according to three components: Community, 

Mediating Artifacts, and Division of Labor. After the analysis, modification principles 

were provided for each session.  

Session 1: Written Peer Response 

 Students (the Subjects) learned how to give and use written peer response 

(Object), two randomly selected groups exchanged translations for peer editing 

(Rules). Each group gave comments and suggested translations on a peer response 

sheet (Mediating Artifacts) and sent it back to the translator group by email 

(Mediating Artifacts). The translator group made decisions on whether to accept the 

suggestions and made revisions (Division of Labor). Figure 4.2 illustrates Session 1 

within the framework of the Activity system and the interactive relationships among 

components.  

Subjects 

(b) Mediating Artifacts 

Object  

Rules (a) Community (c) Division of Labor (horizontal & vertical) 
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Figure 4.2 Session 1 in Activity System 

 

Community: Individual Peers, Instructor, and Guest Teacher 

In Activity Theory, community refers to the participants who share the same 

object that shapes and lends direction to individual and shared activity (Engeström, 

1987, 1993, 1999). It mediates all elements shown in Figure 4.1. In a community, all 

the members share labor by utilizing the mediating artifacts to meet the object under 

the activity rules. It is crucial to consider who should or should not be involved in the 

community. Therefore, the influences from each member in a community should be 

analyzed. Here the analysis focused on if the community members helped the subjects 

give and use written peer response. 

The community in Session 1 included the individual members of a peer group 

and the two teachers. In this community, peer group played the role of translation 

editor, who helped the translator group to revise a translation. The two teachers here 

were not actively involved in written peer response activity, but played the role of 

Subjects: students 

Mediating Artifacts:  

peer response sheet, e-mail  

Object:  

Learn to give written peer. 

Rules:  

1. Two translator groups 

exchanged translation, and gave 

comments and suggested 

translation.  

Community: 

1. peer group 

2. instructor 

3. guest teacher 

Division of Labor (horizontal & vertical) 

Vertical (translator group to the two 

teachers) 

1. The translator group emailed translation 

to teachers.  

 

Horizontal (translator group to peer group) 

1. Peer group needed to place suggestion, 

compliments, and explanation in the peer 

response sheet.  

2. Peer group sent the file back to the 

translator group.  
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activity monitor. Each translator group was required to submit their translations to the 

two teachers so that the teachers could confirm that the students had finished the 

assignment. 

The involvement of peer groups seemed to help translator groups to find 

strengths and weaknesses in their translation work, and motivated them to make 

further revisions. Peer groups identified both agreeable and disagreeable translations, 

and provided suggested translations for revision. Among the ten groups, eight of them 

mentioned that written peer response helped them notice errors, and the suggested 

translation did give them ideas on how to revise their work. Accordingly, I decided to 

include peer groups as translation editors in Cycle II.  

Teachers’ ‘invisible’ monitoring seemed to decrease the likelihood of delays in 

submitting the translations. None of the translator groups submitted their draft files to 

the teachers or the peer groups late. Thus, the two teachers as activity monitors were 

to be kept in Cycle II; the translator groups would still need to send their translations 

to the two teachers by email.  

 In interviews, some of the student participants expressed hopes that the teachers 

would provide feedback. Student Participant I-7 complained of the lack of teacher 

feedback in this session and said, “Since we sent our translation to the teachers, we 

thought we could get some feedback from the teachers. However, we did not get any 

from them” (Group 2, 06/22/2009). It seemed that for learners, the action of sending 

files to teachers implied that they would receive teacher feedback or suggestions for 

revision. Without teacher feedback, students might not see the value of this action. 

Thus, we considered add teacher feedback on to this session.   

However, after a discussion with the guest teacher, we decided to reject the idea 

of asking the teachers to play the role of translation editor. The guest teacher 

addressed an important learner characteristic she observed during Cycle I. That is, 
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students heavily relied on teacher feedback. This reliance on teachers’ comments may 

distract them from using peers’ responses. Therefore, she was opposed to including 

teacher feedback in this session.  

The guest teacher’s opposition was consistent with Liu and Hansen (2005)’s 

suggestion on solving the problem of student over-reliance on teacher revision. Peer 

feedback and teacher feedback should be given on different drafts so that learners do 

not ignore the peer response, as they might if they receive the two kinds of feedback 

at the same time. Accordingly, the idea of including teachers as translation editors was 

considered, only to be discarded at the end. In Session 1, the translator groups 

received written responses from peers.  

Mediating Artifacts: a Peer Response Sheet and Email 

In Activity Theory, mediating artifacts refers to the tools and artifacts which 

make the activity goal possible (Engeström, 1987, 1993, 1999). It mediates the 

community, object, and subject(s) as shown in Figure 4.1. This is an important 

component in Vygotsky’s model of mediated action, the basic triangle, which was 

later reformed by Engeström (1987) into Activity Theory. According to Vygotsky, the 

subject cannot reach the object without employing tool mediation. Accordingly, it is 

important to choose tools which are consistent with the nature of the members of the 

community in order to reach the object. The analysis here focused on if the mediating 

artifacts facilitated the subjects to write peer responses and if there was a need to add 

or omit any mediating artifacts.  

The mediating artifacts included a peer response sheet and email. Each member 

of a peer group filled out a peer response sheet (see Appendix D) when editing the 

peers’ translations. Each member was expected to note agreeable and disagreeable 

translations, and to suggest alternative translations. All members’ comments were 

compiled on one sheet, which was emailed back to the translator group.  
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In total, 334 comments were made on the peer response sheets: 250 on 

disagreeable translations, and 84 on agreeable ones. The number of comments on 

disagreeable translations was almost three times that on agreeable translations. Clearly, 

students had a tendency to give responses on disagreeable translation. Each group 

gave an average of 33.4 comments. The number of written responses also 

outnumbered the number of oral peer responses in Session 3, six to seven oral 

comments, by a ration of 5:1. Descriptive statistics of the peer comments are shown in 

Table 4.2.  

Table 4.2 Descriptive Statistics of Written Peer Response  

Group 

number 

Member 

number 

Number of 

comments on  

agreeable 

translation 

Number of 

comments on 

disagreeable 

translation 

Total 

G1 6 4 14 18 

G2 6 6 6 12 

G3 4 11 14 25 

G4 6 6 6 12 

G5 4 6 19 25 

G6 7 1 66 67 

G7 2 6 26 32 

G8 6 2 65 67 

G9 7 11 12 23 

G10 7 16 22 38 

Total 55 84 250 334 

Average 5.5 8.4 25 33.4 

 

When asked if the sheet motivated them to give more comments, all ten groups 

expressed agreement. As Student Participant I-1 said, “Because this sheet exposed our 

efforts to the instructor and the translator group, we tried to put more comments on 

the sheet” (Group 1, 06/22/2009). In other words, because their efforts were presented 

on paper, the sheet itself became a trigger for more comments.  
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Even though this sheet stimulated more individual comments from peer groups, 

the design of the sheet caused some reading difficulties for the translator groups. 

Student Participant I-8 complained that while reading the sheet, her group members 

needed to go back and forth between their draft and the sheet, which made revision 

work troublesome. Therefore, to make the peer response activity more efficient, a 

modification to the peer response sheet was necessary in order to solve the problem of 

going back and forth between the draft and the peer response sheet. During discussion 

with the instructor in Cycle II, a function in the word-processing software, Insert 

Comment, was suggested. Each peer group could put their responses in the margin of 

the translator group’s original file, allowing the translators to read both their draft and 

the suggested translations simultaneously. Moreover, when a comment is added, the 

software automatically marks the text in a different color (see the example below). 

This modification would save time on marking errors in the translation.  

Example: 

Target text: ××××××××××××××××。 

As for the use of email, it was kept for Cycle II as a communication tool. When 

the participants were asked in the interviews that if they had encountered difficulties 

in submitting their work by email, none mentioned any difficulties. They stated that 

they were all very familiar with email and favored this tool, as it was quite convenient 

to send and receive files from another group on the internet. Compared with 

exchanging hand-written responses in class, email was much more convenient. Thus, 

we decided that email would be utilized again in Cycle II.  

Division of Labor: Individual Peers Placed Comments on a Peer Response Sheet 

In Activity Theory, division of Labor refers to the horizontal actions and 

interactions among the members of the community and to “the vertical division of 

power and status” (Engeström, 1987, 1993, 1999). It mediates the community, object 

Response: You should use a 

formal expression here.   
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and subject(s), as shown in Figure 4.1. The members in the community share the labor 

for achieving the object under the rules.  

 In this session, the horizontal labor (translator group to peer group) was 

emphasized. Two groups exchanged translations and made comments for each other. 

Each member of the peer group wrote down comments and suggestions on a peer 

response sheet. After receiving the sheet, translator group revised the translation based 

on the peer response. For vertical level interaction (translator group to the two 

teachers), the translator group submitted their translation to the teachers. This was a 

one-way interaction. The teachers did not offer suggestions on the revisions.  

When asked if they encountered any problems in exchanging translations and 

making responses, none of the students complained. They had a very positive attitude 

toward this activity, as they were pleased to be corrected before the presentation so 

that later they could present a better translation to the instructor and the whole class. 

Furthermore, the peer group not only gave comments but also suggested translations, 

which helped them to revise works by adopting or adapting the translation. In addition 

to looking at the written peer responses from a translator group’s perspective, students 

expressed their willingness to edit peers’ translations from a peer group’s perspective. 

Student Participant I-19 especially described her group members’ feelings about peer 

editing. 

 

We felt excited to edit another group’s translation because we were curious about 

how well they had mastered translation. Moreover, we expected that this group 

would give us more suggestions for revision, so we tried to contribute more 

comments and hoped they would do the same in return. Mostly importantly, we 

were all pleased to help our classmates. (Group 5, 06/22/2009) 

  

  

 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

75 

 

From this participant’s statements, we can see the benefits of peer response on a 

social level (Hui & Hansen, 2005). Peers’ curiosity about the ability of another 

translator group indicated an interest in gauging their own ability by comparing their 

work with that of other groups. Learners might gain confidence and reduce 

apprehension by allowing them to see peers’ strengths and weaknesses (Leki, 1990). 

For example, when learners found their peers’ translations were not superior to theirs, 

they gained confidence in their translation competence. Another benefit of peer 

response on a social level found here was that learners attempted to establish collegial 

ties and friendship in order to motivate their peers to contribute to producing a better 

translation.  

 In the analysis of the peer response sheet, how the translator groups used peer 

response was recorded in the videos, and the results indicated that peer response 

stimulated the translator group to make decisions. Figure 4.3 illustrates the flow of the 

peer revision activity. Typically, Group X (translator group) first sent their first draft 

to Group Y (peer group) and the two teachers by email. Each member of Group Y 

commented on the translation, compiled comments on the peer response sheet, and 

sent it back to Group X by email. The teachers, for this part of the process, did not 

offer suggestions or give any responses to the translator group.  

After receiving the peer response sheet, Group X began to analyze whether their 

peers’ comments were appropriate. If they fully agreed on a suggested translation, 

they directly adopted the translation, while partial agreement required some 

adaptation. If they fully disagreed on a suggested translation, they might retain their 

original translation or reform their draft by themselves, without using any input from 

the peers.  

The term reform or reformulation is borrowed from Gile’s Sequential Model of 

Translation, which “describes and explains an idealized path in the professional’s 
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progression from source-language text and to target-language text” (Gile, 1995, p. 

101). Target language reformulation is the second phase of the model. When a 

translation fails a fidelity and acceptability test, the translator writes a new target text 

until it is faithful and acceptable. “This recursive process continues until test results 

are satisfactory” (Gile, 1995, p. 104). In this session, we can say that a translator 

group’s translation failed fidelity and acceptability tests given by their peer group, and 

this translator group needed to reform their translation by creating a new translation or 

modifying the original one.  

Group X sends the first draft 

                                to           to 

                          Group Y makes comments     two teachers 

                        & puts them on the peer response sheet 

to 

                               Group X  

                          analyze 

Are the revised translations appropriate and acceptable? 

 

             Yes                                    No 

                  

   adopt              adapt                  retain        reform   

 

 

                        Second draft for presentation 

Figure 4.3 Flow of Written Peer Response Activity and the Use of Peer Response  
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Despite the fact that written peer response encouraged the translator groups to 

make revision decisions, peer groups’ methods of responding deserve some attention. 

Most of the individual students provided only the target text (translator group’s draft 

translation) and their suggested translations without providing explanations for the 

revisions. Only a few students identified and described translation problems or 

provided explanations. It seemed that students preferred giving suggested translations 

to providing explanations. Table 4.3 demonstrates how students typically presented 

translation problems, source text, and suggested translations. It can be observed that 

students’ descriptions of translation problems were general in nature, and sometimes 

the comments only went to the whole translation work instead of specific portions.  

Table 4.3 Example of the Response Method 

1. Translation problems: 譯文應該更加通暢，以便於讀者理解。有很多字都打

錯了，校正時應注意這點。(The target text should be more coherent for 

readers. There were many typos. You should be more aware of them.)  

2. Source text: I consider that I am sufficiently old as to manage myself and I can 

start to earn my existence.  

3. Peer suggested translation:我已經到可以自食其力的年紀。 

 

Similarly, for agreeable translations, peers gave a short compliment on the whole 

product, while specific compliments were presented by only marking the texts in a 

different color, without providing any explanation (see the example below).  

Peer compliment:我參與這個計畫感受到的滿足和幸福無法言喻。 

These general comments may not win learners’ trust in peer response, as 

constructive revision principles cannot be developed based on overly general 

comments. Likewise, general compliments cannot establish peers’ confidence in 
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translation, as translator groups cannot clearly note their strengths. Therefore, when 

asking students to provide comments, it is essential to ask for sufficient explanation so 

that the translator group will have more confidence in using peers’ comments and 

appreciate peer’s compliments. Most importantly, these explanation and compliments 

helped translator groups to judge whether to accept suggestions or not.  

As Campbell (1998) noted, judgments about right or wrong are hard when the 

translation moves up the scale of linguistic analysis. Counting errors alone cannot 

help the translators improve the quality of the translation. Translators need more clues 

for translation edition. According to Corder (1981), error analysis can include the 

following steps: (1) Collection of a sample of learner language; (2) identification of 

errors; (3) description of errors; (4) explanation of errors; and (5) evaluation of errors. 

Implementing these steps in the CoTT classroom, peers need to first identify errors, 

and then describe and explain the errors, and finally evaluate the errors. As the 

evaluation of errors has generally been handled as a separate issue (Ellis, 2002), and 

learners may not have the capability to evaluate errors, this step was not included in 

the study. In short, when individual members of a peer group give comments, they 

should mark the errors, describe, and explain the errors to the translator group.  

As for the vertical level, whether the instructor should ask each group to send the 

translation draft to the two teachers has been discussed in the community section. It 

was concluded that teacher monitoring may decrease the possibility of delays in 

assignment submission. Therefore, students would still be asked to submit translation 

files to the two teachers in Cycle II.  

Modification of Session 1 for Cycle II 

 Summarizing the analysis of each component of Session 1, it can be found that 

mediating artifacts and division of labor were the key factors which influenced the 

efficacy of written peer response and the feasibility of this activity. The mediating 
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artifact in this session, the peer response sheet, did elicit a number of comments, but 

translator groups needed to go back and forth between the draft and sheet due to the 

absence of the original translation. To solve this problem, the instructor teacher in 

Cycle II suggested using the Comment function in the word-processing software. It 

would enable the translator groups to quickly spot the differences between the draft 

and the comments and suggestions.  

As for division of labor, the peer groups did not offer explanations for errors, 

which may make decision-making on revisions difficult. Based on Corder’s error 

analysis steps, peer groups in Cycle II would be required to identify, describe, and 

explain the errors they found. A summary of the above modifications is presented in 

Table 4.4.  

Table 4.4 Summary of Weaknesses in Session 1 of Cycle I and Modifications for 

Cycle II  

Activity 

component 

Cycle I Weakness of Cycle I Cycle II** 

1. Community  Translator group, 

peer group, and 

two teachers 

No notable 

weaknesses  

No changes 

2. Mediating 

Artifacts* 

Peer groups filled 

in the peer 

response sheet. 

Translator groups 

went back and forth 

between the draft and 

sheet.  

Insert Comment 

function in the 

word-processing 

software  

3. Division of 

Labor* 

Two groups 

exchanged 

translations and 

gave written 

responses. 

Peer group gave no 

explanations for 

errors.  

Peer group needed 

to identify, describe, 

and explain the 

errors.  

(*This component is the main factor influencing the results of Session 1.)   

(**The weaknesses of Cycle II will be discussed in Chapter 5.)  
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Presentation Stage 

In the Presentation Stage, each group presented their translation products, and 

the teachers and students cooperated to improve the quality of the translation. Three 

activities were included, as follows: Session 2, Within-group Discussion & Translator 

Seminar; Session 3, Oral Peer Response; and Session 4, Oral Teacher Response. 

Similar to the previous stage, each session started with its implementation process and 

moved on to analysis in the framework of Activity Theory.  

Session 2: Within-group Discussion & Translator Seminars 

To encourage face-to-face discussions between the translator group and their 

peers and among within-group discussions (Object), each group chose one member to 

go to the translator seminar table, and the rest prepared individual comments 

according to teacher-assigned roles (Rules). During seminars and discussions, 

students were encouraged by the instructor to keep detailed notes of peer comments, 

questions, and suggestions in notebooks (Mediating Artifacts). The members who 

went to the translator seminar table were required to prepare at least one question for 

the translators, and the translators had a responsibility to answer those questions 

(Division of Labor). Figure 4.4 illustrates Session 2 within the framework of the 

Activity system and the interactive relationships among components.  
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Figure 4.4 Session 2 in Activity System 

 

Classroom Interaction 

After a translator group’s presentation of their work, I project the five roles and 

on the screen. I spend around two minutes going over each role. I first ask each group 

to assign a number to each member. After that, I tell them I am going to assign a 

number to each role, and they are going to play the roles corresponding to their 

assigned numbers. I look at the class, and find they are very attentive and quiet. Their 

facial expression show both anxiety and excitement. When I quickly read out each 

number, I hear some girls shriek with delight and some whine with complaints.  

Subjects: students 

Mediating Artifacts:  

roles, questions for translators, 

notebooks 

Object:  

Learned how to review peers’ 

translation. 

Rules:  

1. One member went to Translator 

Seminar.  

2. The rest members for 

Within-group Discussion. 

  

Community:  

1. translator group 

2. seminar participants 

3. within-group members 

4. the instructor 

5. the guest teacher 

Division of Labor (horizontal & vertical) 

Vertical (guest teacher to seminar 

participants) 

1. Teachers encouraged students to ask Qs.  

2. Teachers answered Qs from participants.  

 

Horizontal  

(Translator group to seminar participants; 

among within-group members) 

1. Seminar participants asked the translator 

Qs.  

2. Translators answered Qs and gave 

explanation.  

3. Within-group discussion members 

prepared comments.  

4. Each participant filled in a seminar sheet.  
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After the role assignment, the students start to discuss the translator group’s work 

with their group members and attempt to make comments according to the assigned 

roles. I give the class 5 minutes for this discussion. For the first three minutes, I find 

most of the students in each group are highly involved in the discussion. They are 

sharing notes, and some of them are writing something down in their notebooks. 

However, after that, many of them turn their attention to their own business. Only 

three groups actively participate in the discussion for the whole time, while the other 

seven groups gradually decrease their participation and finally turn their attention to 

chatting, reading, writing, or doing nothing.  

In contrast to the within-group discussion, the translator seminars draw the 

students’ attention. In the seminars, both sides, the translator group and the seminar 

participants (one member from each group), are deeply involved in asking and 

answering questions. I see the translators point at the handouts and make eye contact 

with the seminar participants. It looks like the translators are giving explanations. 

Seminar participants listen to them very carefully and sometimes ask further questions. 

Their faces are serious, though they still smile when they talk.  

Because there are more participants than translators, one or two participants are 

standing beside the seminar table, waiting to talk with one translator. These students 

display signs of boredom while waiting, but their turns come, they discuss their work 

with the translator seriously. I notice that the translators and seminar participants have 

no time to take notes. They are all too busy asking and answering questions. Because 

the translator group only has five to six members, each of them is busy answering 

questions from ten seminar participants. They only have time to jot down some 

suggestions on the handouts during the discussion.  
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The guest teacher, who sits with the translator group, is responsible for 

answering questions from the seminar participants. However, not many participants 

talk to her. Generally, for each translator group’s translation, only one participant 

brings questions to her and engages in one-to-one communication. The guest teacher 

and the student look at the handouts together, and the guest teacher provides answers 

or explanation. The student listens carefully and sometimes nods in agreement. When 

no students are asking her questions, the guest teacher reads the handouts given to her 

by the translator group. She does not actively talk to the translator group sitting beside 

her.  

Community: Translator Group, Seminar Participants, Within-Group Members, 

Instructor, and Guest Teacher 

The community consisted of the translator group, seminar participants, 

within-group members, the instructor, and the guest teacher. The translator group 

presented their products and answered questions asked by the seminar participants. In 

the video, translator groups demonstrated their seriousness for the participants, for 

their work, and for the discussion. They talked as if they were clients. Student 

participants mentioned in the interviews the translator groups’ professional 

presentations and responses to questions. As Student Participant I-4 described it, 

“Translators acted like teachers. They pointed at the translation in the handouts, 

looked at us when they explained, and used body language or facial expressions to 

persuade us, such as smiling at us” (Group 1, 06/22/2009). 

The translators’ professional attitude seemed in turn to motivate the seminar 

participants to act professionally in the translator seminars. In the video, when this 

session started, not many students went to the seminar immediately. The instructor 

needed to remind each group to quickly send one member to the seminar. On the way 

to the seminar table, they showed no excitement. However, when the discussion began, 
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they all became deeply involved in it. At least one participant in each group had a 

heated discussion with the translators. When asked the participants why they were 

engaged in this activity so deeply, Student Participant I-32 participants responded, 

“Because we wanted to help our classmates to revise their translations. Moreover, if 

we could successfully persuade the translators to accept our suggestions, we had more 

confidence in our comments and our abilities in translation” (Group 10, 06/22/2009). 

It may be assumed that the seminar participants attempted to play the role of 

facilitator to help their classmates and also that of a translation negotiator for a more 

appropriate translation.  

The members in within-group discussions played two roles, comment finder and 

group-member supporter. Student Participant I-20 described how members in one 

within-group discussion helped each other.   

 

If it was hard for me to find some comments for my role, I asked my partners 

for help. They shared their notes with me and told me what to say. After I found 

my comments, I asked my partners if they needed my help. If they did not need 

my help, I thought I could get down to my own business. (Group 6, 06/22/2009) 

 

 This participant’s statement indicated that students’ engagement in the discussion 

was mainly due to the need to find comments and to help partners. Once these two 

needs were fulfilled, they redirected their attention.  

During this session, the instructor did not actively engage in any discussion, 

either in translator seminars or in within-group discussion. She acted more like an 

activity monitor. However, when she found some groups were not discussing their 

work, she went to that group and attempted to provoke more discussions for them. In 

the video, we saw no differences in students’ engagement level in translator seminars, 

regardless of whether the instructor stood beside the seminar table or not, because 
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everyone was attentive in the discussion. However, it made a difference when she 

walked around the classroom; certain groups’ levels of engagement increased, 

especially when she joined the discussion. It can be inferred that instructor 

involvement had a positive effect on student engagement. This involvement was 

especially necessary when learners were not fully engaged in the discussions.  

The guest teacher sat with the translator group at the seminar table, playing the 

role of counselor. Her role was decided based on Liu and Hansen’s (2005) solutions to 

deal with students’ over-reliance on teacher response. They suggested the teacher play 

a supporting, rather than an authoritative, role in peer activities, so the guest teacher 

was asked to join the seminar with the translator group, but not to provide any 

guidance or leading actions. When asking the translator groups for their perspectives 

on the guest teacher’s participation in the seminars, most of the participants viewed 

the discussion with the teacher positively. They noted that even though they did not 

have time to discuss their work with the guest teacher, having a teacher sitting beside 

them seemed to increase their sense of security. They knew that if they had problems, 

they could ask for help from this teacher as well.  

We considered increasing or decreasing the number of members in Session 2; 

however, from the above discussions, it seemed that there was no need to change the 

roles. It appeared that some members’ roles, however, would need to be strengthened. 

First, within-group members appeared to need a mutual goal to maintain discussion 

continuity. Because the members lacked mutual goals, each member prepared only 

their individual comments or helped partners find suggestions. Once those duties were 

done, the value of the discussion was diminished. Moreover, within-group members 

were acquainted with each other. If they did not see the need for discussion, the 

discussion devolved into chatting. Therefore, it was necessary to establish a mutual 

goal for members and to try another group formation for discussion.  
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Johnson and Johnson (1994) proposed goal interdependence to make members 

aware that each person’s efforts benefit not only the individual, but also others. For 

guidance in working together on translation analysis and reviewing, students needed 

to evaluate a translation work and write down the discussion results on a sheet of 

paper. This sheet had to require both individual and group efforts. Students wrote 

down their names to show their effort, but their group grade was based on individual 

efforts. The students, knowing that they would sink or swim together (Johnson, 

Johnson & Holubec, 2002), were willing to contribute individual efforts and 

cooperate with group members.  

To prevent chatting among acquainted group members and to solicit more 

comments from the discussion, heterogeneous grouping had to be implemented in 

Cycle II. It was assumed that with a larger affective or social distance, the likelihood 

of discussion devolving into friendly chatting would be reduced. Moreover, it was 

expected that a heterogeneous grouping would result in more elaborate thinking, more 

frequent giving and receiving of explanations, and a wider perspective (Hilke, 1990). 

Therefore, we decided that for Cycle II, the within-group discussion would be 

replaced with a between-group discussion, named the Student Seminar.  

In addition to the roles in within-group discussions, the instructor’s and guest 

teacher’s roles deserved more attention and could be modified. First, the need for the 

instructor’s involvement in within-group discussion indicated the importance of the 

instructor’ participation. The role of activity monitor did not appear to stimulate and 

provoke students’ discussion. Therefore, it seemed necessary to include the instructor 

in the discussion.  

Second, the guest teacher’s counselor role was minimized due to the stressful 

communication pattern for the learners, and their lack of confidence in asking the 

guest teacher questions. Moreover, because the learners were not acquainted with the 
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guest teacher, they did not know how to start the discussion individually. Thus, even 

though they had the desire to talk to the guest teacher, the learners ended up 

discussing with the translators first. As a result, not many students can benefit from 

discussing with the guest teacher.  

Therefore, to give each student a chance to discuss their work with the two 

teachers, a teacher seminar held by the two teachers would be conducted in Cycle II. 

Teacher seminars had been previously studied in the researcher’s translation 

classroom (Wang, 2009a). In this process, individual students bring questions to the 

teachers, and they cooperate on revising the translations. In the teacher seminar, 

teachers do not play an authoritative role, but one of a counselor, or even a partner, to 

solve translation problems together with the students. Students are encouraged to 

express their opinions and listen to the teacher’s comments on their opinions. This 

process builds up individual students’ self-confidence and learning interest as they get 

personal care from the teacher. To relieve the stress of talking to the teachers alone, 

one-to-one communication would be replaced with a discussion with the teacher in 

the form of a seminar. Each member of a group would take a turn in the teacher 

seminar in Cycle II.  

Mediating Artifacts: Teacher-assigned Roles, Questions for Translator Groups, and 

Notebooks 

The mediating artifacts in this session included teacher-assigned roles and notes 

in their notebooks. There were five roles for learners to play. 

Teacher-assigned Roles. These roles were designed as a form of guidance during 

the translation reviewing activity. The first role was the Question Asker, who was 

responsible for raising questions for a translator group. The questions could be related 

to the translation text itself, the translation process, the translation techniques, and the 

oral presentation. The second role was the Translator Evaluator, who evaluated the 
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translation’s quality, including fidelity, acceptability, and so on. The third role was the 

Appreciator, who pointed out all the good performances, such as oral presentation. It 

was expected that translation would review include not only critiques but also 

appreciation. The fourth one was the In-group Assessor, who addressed the 

weaknesses and strengths of the translator group’s performance and suggested ways 

improve their own group’s performance. The last one was the Oral Performance 

Evaluator, who evaluated a translator group’s oral presentation, such as speech 

delivery and body language. Table 4.5 summarizes the five roles and responsibilities. 

Table 4.5 Five Roles and the Responsibilities  

Role Responsibility 

1. Question Asker Ask questions. 

2. Translation Evaluator  Evaluate the fidelity and acceptability of translation 

products.  

3. Appreciator Identify the strengths of the translation and oral 

performance.  

4. In-group Assessor Suggest methods to improve their own group. 

5. Oral Performance 

Evaluator 

Evaluate oral presentation.  

 

The five roles seemed distinct, but the overlapping areas among the roles were 

revealed by the students’ oral comments. In the video, similar or repeated comments 

were given by the members in the same comment-giver group. For example, the 

Appreciator and the In-group Assessor usually gave similar opinions. One 

Appreciator complimented the translator groups’ translation or performance. His/her 

comments were similar to those by the Oral Performance Evaluator and Translation 

Evaluator. Similarly, an In-group Assessor usually identified the strengths of the 

translator group and expressed that they would learn from this group. In doing so, s/he 

could not avoid repeating the other roles’ comments.  
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The repeated or similar comments from the students revealed a need to modify 

the roles. Moreover, among the five roles, only one role was closely related to 

translation evaluation. In order to make students’ oral comments contribute to 

translation learning and avoid over-emphasis on easy roles, such as oral performance, 

the researcher decided to design language-level roles that would guide students to 

evaluate translations on various linguistic levels. The language levels included 

vocabulary, sentence, discourse, and extralinguistic levels.  

With the changes in roles, the list of roles needed to be changed as well. The 

instructor in Cycle II suggested changing the role list into a checklist with concrete 

examples. This checklist could help students judge the quality of a translation by 

checking each item and learn the evaluation criteria by reading examples themselves. 

Following the instructor’s suggestion, we chose to change the role list into a checklist.  

Notes in a notebook. Learners’ use of notes in the video demonstrated three 

different functions of notes, and the notes were utilized at different times: before, 

during, and after the seminar. Before the seminar, the notes taken during the 

translator’s presentation were the resource or reference for producing questions or 

comments. During the seminar, notes became the link between translators and 

participants. The student participants used the notes to ask the translators questions, 

and then the discussion began. After the seminar, the notes were viewed as seminar 

records. Some hard-working students said they reviewed and reorganized their notes 

after class to make a record of their learning. 

However, these student participants complained that they did not have time to 

take organized notes during class. Very often, they could hardly read their own notes 

when they attempted to organize their notes after class. As a result, they could not 

produce a complete set of notes as a learning record. The situation described by the 

students could be seen in the video. In the video, no one had time to take notes during 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

90 

 

the translator seminar. The translators were busy answering questions, and the 

participants were trying to argue or persuade the translators to take their suggestions. 

The translators only had time to jot down some of their peers’ suggestions on the 

handouts as the peers were giving further suggestions.  

Student Participant I-24, who was in the habit of taking and organizing notes, 

suggested that the instructor prepare a table or sheet for learners to fill in so that they 

could take notes in an organized way. In order to help both the translators and the 

participants to keep records of what had been discussed, the researcher constructed a 

seminar sheet for learners to use in Cycle II. This sheet will be introduced in Chapter 

5.  

Division of Labor: Asking and Answering Questions in the Translator Seminar, 

Preparing Oral Responses in the Within-Group Discussion 

In this session, horizontal labor (translator group to seminar participant, members 

within a group) was the focus. In translator seminars, the translators tried to answer 

questions from the participants, and the participants tried to give helpful suggestions 

for further revision. In the within-group discussion, the members needed to help each 

other to prepare comments according to individual roles. At the vertical level (seminar 

participants to guest teacher), seminar participants could ask the guest teacher 

questions during the seminar. The guest teacher provided answers or discussed the 

translation with the participants.  

The Horizontal Labor. After a presentation, the translator group was asked to sit 

at a table near the platform, and each group sent a member to this table for the 

translator seminar. Group 10 in Figure 4.5 represents a translator group, and one 

member from each group, with an alphanumeric label such as S1-1, joins this seminar. 

S refers to “student,” the first number represents the group number, and the second 

number is the member number. The members went to the translator seminar to ask 
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questions, seek further explanation, or negotiate with the translators for a better 

translation. Each student brought at least one question to the seminar. The other 

members of each group worked on preparing individual comments for Session 3: Oral 

Peer Response. They were encouraged to engage in discussion with the other group 

members in order to draw out useful comments.   

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.5 Movement Pattern Chart for Translator Group 

(* refers to one of the group member) 

 

 As shown in Figure 4.5, all the members of the translator group sat together at 

the translator seminar table, while the seminar participants went to this table from 

their discussion tables. This seating arrangement was based on the findings of a study 

on simulated seminars conducted by the researcher (Wang, 2009a). This seating 

arrangement has been found to help the student translators to get support from their 

partners. It was common to see that if the questions were related to other partners’ 

texts, the translators would turn to those responsible for that text for explanation.  

platform 

Translator Seminar 

(Group 10) 

Group 4      S4-1* 

Group 1      S1-1*   

Group 2      S2-1* 

Group 3      S3-1* 

S5-1*       Group 5 

S6-1*       Group 6     

S7-1*       Group 7     

S8-1*       Group 8     

S9-1*       Group 9     
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Seminar participants did not complain about going to the translation seminar 

from their own seats after a short period of preparation. Before going to the seminar, 

they collected the other members’ comments or questions for the seminar discussion. 

As for preparing a question for the translators, seminar participants said they did not 

encounter major difficulties, as they needed to prepare only one question for the 

translator. If they themselves did not have one, their partners often shared their own 

comments. Therefore, they did not encounter major difficulties.  

In the within-group discussion, students were pleased to help their partners 

because there was resource interdependence among members. As the five roles were 

assigned after the presentations, the learners had no prior knowledge of what roles 

they were going to play and could only jot down notes on what they believed to be 

important. Thus, once they knew their roles, students needed their group members to 

share their notes with them in order to prepare their individual comments. Student 

Participant I-15 identified one main reason why learners could not produce a large 

number of comments: “We could not come up with many comments when we did not 

know our roles, and this was especially difficult if we missed some important parts of 

the presentation” (Group 4, 06/22/2009). Two groups described how they had 

within-group discussions to produce comments according to their roles. They all 

pointed out the importance of sharing and helping during within-group discussion. 

Student Participant I-17 talked about their group’s sharing principle: “S/he would 

have all the comments from every member. We did not let him/her work alone with 

his/her role…So what he/she said on the stage was everyone’s opinion” (Group 5, 

06/22/2009). Student Participant I-3 explained why and how they offered partners 

help:  
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Some members did not know what to say in their roles, so we gave them a hand. 

We knew we needed to offer help, or our partners might embarrass themselves 

on stage. Besides, they were our friends, classmates, and partners. Of course, we 

should help them. We tried to find some comments for them, teach them what to 

say, or arrive at some questions for the presenters. (Group 1, 06/22/2009) 

 

However, students’ interview responses were slightly contrary to the situations 

shown in the videos. Students’ level of attentiveness in within-group discussion did 

not last long and was not deep. Their talks tended to be short, finishing within two or 

three minutes. Only three groups held lively discussions that lasted until the instructor 

ended the discussion. Group 3 was one of the three groups that were highly involved 

in discussion. They laughed, spoke in loud voices, and pointed at their own and the 

others’ notes. On the other hand, the members of Group 1 did nothing productive 

during the discussion. Some members did something else, while some simply did 

nothing. Little discussion took place in this group. Surprisingly, when they expressed 

their opinions on Session 3: Oral Peer Response, all of them gave at least one 

response in accordance with their roles. They performed as if they had prepared their 

answers.  

As discussed earlier, one main reason why within-group members could not 

maintain the discussion or engage in intensive discussion was that there was no goal 

interdependence among them. Moreover, a number of members had no difficulty in 

finding comments for themselves. Thus, a group that had not fully engaged in 

discussion could still give the translator group oral responses and suggestions.  

In order to encourage more engagement in within-group discussion, a mutual 

goal needed to be set for the group, as discussed above in the section on community. 

Each member in the group needed to produce individual comments, and these 

responses were written down on a seminar sheet to show a group’s efforts. The sheet 

contained around 20 columns to encourage students to contribute more than one 
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comment. As discussed earlier, to avoid chatting and elicit more comments, a 

between-group discussion was conducted. As students’ involvement in translator 

seminars was more intense than in within-group discussions, and each student could 

have a face-to-face discussion with the translators, one member of the translator group 

also went to this seminar. As such, cooperation among translators and peers could be 

created in this session.  

The Vertical Level. As for the vertical level, the guest teacher sat with the 

translator group for counseling, but this chance was not seized by many learners. 

According to the interview data, not many students went to the guest teacher due to 

their lack of confidence in asking their questions, and the prospect of face-to-face 

individual communication caused some anxiety. However, they claimed to be willing 

to engage in discussion with teachers, as they believed they could learn more from 

them. Therefore, to meet the students’ needs and reduce anxiety, a teacher seminar 

would be added in Cycle II. Students could take turns to join this seminar with 

members from each of the other groups. Moreover, the same translation problems 

could be discussed by the two teachers and the other peers. The teachers would 

moderate the seminars and encourage discussion both between the teachers and 

students, and among the students.  

Modification of Session 2 for Cycle II 

To summarize the analysis of each component of Session 2, all three components 

needed some modification. In community, within-group discussion did not 

successfully increase students’ engagement due to a lack of mutual goals for group 

members. It was modified into a student seminar with a translator to elicit more 

constructive comments for the translators. The two teachers did not solicit more 

discussion, as they were playing a more passive role. To encourage students to consult 

the teachers, a teacher seminar was arranged so that students would have a chance for 
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face-to-face discussion and cooperation with the teachers.  

In mediating artifacts, overlapping among the five roles resulted in repetitive or 

similar comments from the learners. Moreover, only one role was related to 

evaluation of the translation. Thus, language-level roles were developed to help 

students to focus on reviewing the translation. Another problem in the mediating 

artifacts was the note-taking medium. Students took notes to prepare comments, held 

discussions with the translators, and kept records of learning. However, there was not 

enough time for students to take organized notes. A seminar sheet was developed as 

an organizational framework for notes and suggestions.  

As for division of labor, student involvement in within-group discussions did not 

last long, and only a few students sought counseling from the guest teacher. In order 

to get students more involved in discussion, the within-group discussion was replaced 

with a student seminar of between-group members. Moreover, to give each student an 

equal chance to work with the two teachers, a teacher seminar was added. A summary 

of the above modifications is provided in Table 4.6.  
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Table 4.6 Summary of the Weaknesses in Session 2 of Cycle I and the 

Modifications for Cycle II  

Activity 

component 

Cycle I Weakness of Cycle I Cycle II** 

1. Community*  a. Within-group 

discussion: 

group members 

b. Translator 

seminar: 

seminar 

participant, 

translator group, 

and guest 

teacher 

The interactions 

among community 

members did not 

successfully promote 

collaboration.  

a. Student seminar 

included one 

member from 

each group and a 

translator.  

b. Teacher seminar 

included two 

teachers and one 

member from 

each group.  

2. Mediating 

Artifacts* 

a. Evaluation roles 

b. Notes in a 

notebook 

a. Overlapping 

among the roles 

b. No time to take 

notes 

a. Language-level 

roles 

b. Seminar sheet  

1. Division of 

Labor* 

Horizontal level:  

a. Translator 

groups answered 

questions from 

participants.  

b. Within-group 

members shared 

and helped each 

other to find 

comments. 

 

Vertical level: The 

guest teacher 

answered 

questions from the 

participants.  

a. Students’ passive 

involvement in 

within-group 

discussion  

b. Few students 

sought counseling 

from the guest 

teacher.  

a. Discussion with 

the members from 

other groups and 

the translator  

b. Discussion with 

the two teachers 

in Teacher 

Seminar 

(*This component is the main factor influencing the results of Session 2.)   

(**The weaknesses of Cycle II will be discussed in Chapter 5.)  

Session 3: Oral Peer Response 

 To give students (the Subject) a chance to present their discussion results (Object) 

in Session 3, after within-group discussion and translator seminars, one group was 

randomly selected by the instructor to give a public sharing. Each member gave 

comments on behalf of the roles they played (Rules). When each member spoke, other 
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members stood beside him/her as supporters (Rules). They could bring their notes 

(Mediating Artifacts) with them. When they gave comments, the translator group 

could give responses or argue with the comment-giver group (Division of Labor). The 

results of the implementation of students on this session are analyzed in Community, 

Mediating Artifacts, and Division of Labor below. Figure 4.6 illustrates Session 3 

within the framework of the Activity system and the interactive relationships among 

components. 

 

Figure 4.6 Session 3 in Activity System 

 

Classroom Interaction  

In this e-classroom, there are two lecterns, the right-side one for the translator 

group and the left-side one for the comment-giver group. I ask the comment-giver 

group to use the microphone on the lectern podium to speak one by one. I notice some 

students bring their notes with them, but only one or two students in each group read 

notes on the stage. Most of the students just hold their notes in their hands while 

Subjects: students 

Mediating Artifacts:  

notes and a lectern 

Object:  

Share peers’ comments  

Rules:  

A randomly selected comment-giver 

group to give oral response before 

class 

Community: 

1. comment-giver group 

2. audience 

3. translator group 

4. the instructor 

 

Division of Labor (horizontal & vertical) 

Vertical (instructor to the class) 

1. The instructor acted as a public discussion 

initiator  

 

Horizontal: (comment-giver group to 

translator group) 

1. Comment-giver group gave oral comments 

to the translator group.  



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

98 

 

waiting to speak. When a student is standing at the lectern, s/he typically maintains a 

serious attitude. None of them joke with their co-members or hint that they need help. 

Most of the students give their individual comments fluently. Only one or two 

students in each group appear nervous or shy. They give very short comments, three 

or four sentences only.  

During this oral peer response session, only a few translators immediately 

respond to the comment-giver group’s opinions. Among the ten groups, only three or 

four students actively show intentions to explain. The others talk only when I ask 

them to clarify themselves. When students want to talk, they raise their hands to ask 

for my permission to speak.  

When the comment-giver group is giving comments, most of the audience does 

not pay attention until there are interactions between the translator group and the 

comment-giver group or the instructor. For these, they lift their heads and listen 

attentively.  

When the comment-giver group raises interesting issues, I interrupt the speaker 

and ask for further explanation. When there is a need for the translator group to 

explain, I give the translators a chance to argue in favor of their translation. I notice 

that when I take this action, all the learners’ attention is directed back to the stage. To 

involve the audience in the discussion, I ask the audience to vote for alternative 

translations by raising their hands.  

Community: Comment-Giver Group, Translator Group, the Audience, and the 

Instructor 

The community consisted of the comment-giver group, translator group, the 

audience and the instructor. The comment-giver group played the role of comment 

provider. Their comments made the translator group aware of problems that had not 

been pointed out by the peer group on Session 1. Some interesting issues also were 
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brought up for the two teachers to reflect upon and react to.  

During this talk, translator groups took on the role of listener or comment 

recipient. In the video, most of time, they listened to the comments quietly, without 

interruption. They responded only when the instructor asked them to explain or clarify. 

As they did not actively respond to the comment-giver groups’ comments, the 

interactions between these two groups were rare. When asked why they did not 

immediately defend their translation, Student Participant I-25 stated in detail the 

reason why they did not directly interrupt the comment-giver group.  

 

We did not think it was a good time to interrupt the comment-giver groups 

without the teacher’s permission or hints. We viewed it as impolite to interrupt 

them. However, if we really wanted to argue, we would take the microphone. But, 

it would be better if the instructor hinted to us when we could defend our 

translation. (Group 7, 06/22/2009) 

 

In other words, they believed this session belonged to the comment-giver group. 

Interruption meant impoliteness. Even though the instructor had encouraged the 

translator groups to give responses, they found it difficult to decide when to interrupt 

if there was no permission from the instructor. Therefore, we decided that in Cycle II, 

the instructor should be encouraged to invite the translator groups to give responses at 

the beginning of the session and also encouraged to give them some hints on when to 

respond.  

The audience played a passive and silent role in this session. In the video, most 

of the audience did not pay attention to the oral comments. Some people were 

engaged in personal business or whispering to their partners. They turned their 

attention to the stage only when there were interactions on the stage among or 

between the comment-giver, translator group, and instructor.  
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In this session, the instructor was not only a listener but also an elicitor of debate 

between the comment-giver group and translator group. In the video, when the 

comment-giver group raised some interesting issues, she first asked the translator 

group to respond, explain, or clarify, and then asked for the comment-giver group’s 

agreement. In general, the debate raised by the instructor lasted for one to two minutes. 

Interestingly, during the debate, all of the students paid close attention to it.  

To summarize the above findings, an attractive oral peer response activity needed 

two important elements: interaction and instructor involvement. When asked why 

they paid attention to the stage only when there were interactions, Student Participant 

I-10 said,  

 

Because we were curious about what interesting things were happening on the 

stage. If the teacher asked the translator group questions, there must be 

something worthwhile to hear or notice. We also wanted to express our opinions, 

so when the instructor asked us to vote for alternative translation options, we 

were pleased to join in the voting. (Group 3, 06/22/2009) 

 

From this participant’s talk, learners’ underlying needs were revealed. First, they 

needed instructor involvement to help them notice worthwhile or important points. It 

seemed that for learning to be perceived as important by the learners, the instructors’ 

indication or involvement was needed. However, to maintain a student-centered 

classroom, the instructor should not take a dominant or leader role in this session. Lui 

and Hansen (2005) suggested that teacher can be a facilitator. A facilitator helps 

students prepare to do the group tasks and monitors how the students go about the 

task. Here, the present study suggests that the instructor facilitate cooperation and 

interaction among learners so that the oral peer response will be more meaningful and 

significant to individual learners.  



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

101 

 

Mediating Artifacts: Notes and a Lectern 

The mediating artifacts in this session included notes and a lectern. The 

comment-giver group used their notes to give comments at a lectern (see Picture 4.1). 

When the comment-giver group came to the stage to give oral comments, most of 

them brought their notes, as could be seen in the video. However, most of them did 

not refer to the notes while on the stage. They often gave comments in their own 

words in Chinese.  

 

Picture 4.1 E-classroom in Cycle I 

 

In the video, the lectern for the comment-giver group made them look like 

speakers, and each comment-giver group gave a professional talk. All participants 

displayed seriousness in their speaking attitudes. When asked why they were so 

serious, Student Participant I-16 provided a possible explanation and said “It might be 

because we had to speak at the lectern with a microphone. It made me feel that I was a 

speaker. It seemed that I had to speak well” (Group 5, 06/22/2009). 

From this video analysis and the students’ responses in the interviews, it can be 

inferred that the lectern had a positive effect on students’ stage performance. The 
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lectern symbolized professionalism, which motivated learners to perform 

professionally. As students’ notes and the lectern worked well in this session, these 

two artifacts would be kept for Cycle II.  

Division of Labor: Comment-Giver Group Gave Oral Comments to the Translator 

Group 

In this session, horizontal labor was the focus (comment-giver group to the 

translator group). The remarks by the comment-giver group were made for the 

translator group. As for vertical level (the instructor to the translator group, 

comment-giver group, and the audience), the instructor attempted to create 

interactions between the translator and comment-giver group. The audience response 

was also drawn by the instructor’s invitation of votes for opinions.  

 At the horizontal level, there was mostly one-way interaction. The 

comment-giver group gave the translator group oral comments. However, the 

translator group seldom gave responses to the comment-giver group, which made this 

session resemble a lecture. The audience also ignored the peers’ oral comments. Four 

groups attributed this inattention to the peers’ comments to the activity rules. Because 

only one comment-giver group was selected, presenting comments was not the 

responsibility of the other groups. Accordingly, they employed themselves otherwise.  

To create more interactions between the translator and the comment-giver group, 

the translator group needed to know that they had a responsibility to give responses or 

defend their translation. The instructor should, at the beginning of this session, 

encourage and remind the translator groups to give responses or arguments. As for the 

problem of equal chances to present discussion results, in order to make students’ oral 

comments meaningful to every student and give each group an equal chance to share 

their comments, each group would have to assign one member to share all their 

comments with the class in Cycle II. This would serve to increase each group’s 
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involvement and make their discussion more meaningful.  

At the vertical level, the instructor sometimes asked the translator group to give 

responses when she believed the comment-giver group and the audience needed more 

explanation from the translator group. In the video, when the comment-giver group 

raised interesting issues, the instructor interrupted to ask the comment-giver group to 

restate the question and ask the translator group to answer. During these interruptions, 

most of the students started to pay attention to the interactions. If there were 

alternative translations to choose from, the instructor even asked the whole class to 

vote for each translation suggested by the comment-giver group. The instructor 

seemed to play the role of moderator to initiate interactions among students, and her 

actions drew student attention back to the discussion. Therefore, for Cycle II, we 

decided that in order to encourage more interactions and engagement from community 

members, the instructor should be encouraged to be actively involved in this session 

in Cycle II.  

Modification of Session 3 for Cycle II 

 To summarize the analysis of each component in Session 3, it can be found that 

community and division of labor were the key factors in the success of the students’ 

oral response activity. One member of the community whose involvement would make 

this session significant to every student was the instructor. With the instructor’s 

involvement, the comment-giver group provided more valuable comments, the 

translator group knew when to give counter-arguments, and the audience saw the 

value of this session. Therefore, we decided that in Cycle II, the instructor should be 

encouraged to act as a moderator in this session to create various interactions.  

In this session, only the comment-giver group gave oral comments. Since the 

translator group seldom responded to or argued with the comment-giver group, the 

negotiation relationship was not successfully established. Thus, the instructor should 
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convey to the translator groups that they have a responsibility to respond and also 

initiate a debate between the two sides. Even though random selection of the 

comment-giver group could motivate students to prepare comments in Session 2, they 

redirected their attention once they knew it was not their turn to speak. Therefore, to 

give each group a chance to present their efforts and comments in Cycle II, each 

group’s comments would be presented by one member. Each member would have to 

take a turn presenting the group’s discussion results. A summary of the above 

modifications is provided in Table 4.7.  

Table 4.7 Summary of Weaknesses in Session 3 of Cycle I and Modifications for 

Cycle II  

Activity 

component 

Cycle I Weakness of Cycle I Cycle II** 

1. Community*  Translator group, 

comment-giver 

group, audience 

Few interactions 

among Community 

members 

The instructor acted 

as a moderator.  

2. Mediating 

Artifacts 

Notes and a lectern No notable 

weaknesses 

No changes  

3. Division of 

Labor* 

The 

comment-giver 

group gave 

comments, and the 

translator group 

gave responses.  

a. The translator 

group seldom gave 

responses. 

b. The other groups 

ignored peer 

comments.  

a. Translator groups 

needed to know 

their 

responsibility to 

respond.  

b. Each group 

needed to present 

their discussion 

results.  

(*This component is the main factor influencing the results of Session 3.)   

(**The weaknesses of Cycle II will be discussed in Chapter 5.)  

 

Session 4: Oral Teacher Response 

 To provide the students (the Subjects) with the teachers’ perspectives on their 

translations (Object), the two teachers gave their oral comments. The guest teacher’s 

comments were given first (Rules), before those of the instructor. The two teachers 
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marked the acceptable and unacceptable translations and wrote comments on the 

handouts (Mediating Artifacts). The guest teacher only commented on translation, 

while the instructor commented on both translation and other aspects of performance, 

such as oral performance and the comment-giver groups’ suggestions (Division of 

Labor). The results of the implementation of students in this session are analyzed in 

Community, Mediating Artifacts, and Division of Labor below. Figure 4.7 illustrates 

Session 4 within the framework of the Activity system and the interactive 

relationships among components. 

 

Figure 4.7 Session 4 in Activity System 

 

Classroom Interaction 

The guest teacher first goes to the stage to give her comments. She brings the 

handouts given to her by the translator group. She points out acceptable and 

inacceptable translations by page order. For acceptable translations, she identifies the 

sentences and notes the strength of the translation. For unacceptable translations, she 

identifies the errors, describes the problems, explains her criteria, and finally gives 

Subjects: students Object:  

Teachers give oral comments  

Rules:  

1. Guest teachers’ comments 

were given before the 

instructor. 

 

Community: 

1. the guest teacher 

2. the instructor 

3. the translator group 

4. the audience 

 

Division of Labor (horizontal & vertical) 

Vertical: (teachers to class) 

1. Two teachers gave comments to the 

class. 

 

Horizontal: (instructor to guest teacher) 

1. Two teachers had a public discussion on 

translation.  

Mediating Artifacts:  

handouts, and the evaluation sheet 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

106 

 

suggestions if she has any. If certain errors need more discussion, or she is not sure if 

they can be corrected in another way, she invites the instructor to give comments later.  

After the guest teacher’s talk, I bring my handouts to the stage. Similarly, I point 

out acceptable and unacceptable translation page by page. When my opinion is similar 

to the guest teacher’s, I state my agreement and skip the explanation. For the errors 

the guest teacher does not mention, I quickly identify them and describe the problems. 

However, I seldom provide suggested translations to prevent the students from 

directly adopting them and developing overreliance. As for the issues the guest 

teacher has raised, I answer when I turn to that page, expressing my agreement or 

disagreement with the guest teacher’s opinions and giving some explanation. For the 

last two minutes, I comment on students’ performance in other aspects, including the 

oral presentation and the comment-giver groups’ comments.  

In this session, I notice that the students are eager to hear the teachers’ comments. 

Almost all of the students listen to them. Some students even take notes on the 

comments. The students pay special attention to the teachers’ public discussions.  

Community: the Guest Teacher, the Instructor, the Translator Group, and the Audience 

The community was composed of the guest teacher, the instructor, the presenter 

group, and the audience. The guest teacher played the role of translation evaluator and 

translation issue raiser. In the video, she typically started with translation comments 

on both acceptable and unacceptable translations, with a greater focus on 

unacceptable parts. If some translation errors deserved more discussion, she gave her 

comments and invited the instructor to share hers later.  

In this session, the instructor played three roles: translation evaluator (shared 

with the guest teacher), translation issue continuer, and advisor on student 

performance. After the guest teacher finished making her comments, the instructor 

first pointed out any acceptable and unacceptable translations that had not been 
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mentioned by the guest teacher, and then continued the discussion on the issues raised 

by the guest teacher. She first shared her opinions, and if necessary, she asked further 

questions and invited the guest teacher to respond. Finally, she commented on 

students’ performance in areas such as oral presentation and the suggestions by the 

comment-giver groups.  

In this session, the two teachers played multiple roles, with two roles mainly 

related to translation reviewing. However, the instructor’s role as advisor on student 

performance was unrelated to translation learning. When asked to describe the 

features of the instructors’ comments, the interview participants all mentioned the 

instructor’s desire that they improve their oral presentation skills. Instructor’s 

evaluation of other aspects of learning seemed to distract the learners’ attention from 

the study of translation. Consequently, the learners may focus on their oral 

presentation skills instead of the quality of their translation. Therefore, to avoid 

distracting students from translation, the instructor’s roles needed to be narrowed 

down to only two, translation evaluator and translation issue continuer, in Cycle II. 

With this modification, the students could focus their learning only on translation. 

Mediating Artifacts: Handouts 

The mediating artifacts in this session included the notes on the handouts. The 

two teachers marked the errors or wrote comments on the handouts. In the video, both 

teachers brought their handouts to the stage and gave comments by page order. It 

allowed the teachers to mark errors and examine both the source and target texts. The 

guest teacher described the functions of the handouts,  

 

The handout helped me to mark the specific translation errors and write down 

my comments and suggestions in the margins or between the lines. If a 

translator group did not give a good presentation, I could refer to the handouts 

for better understanding. (faculty lounge, 06/29/2009) 
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As the handouts facilitated teacher review, they were retained for Cycle II. Each 

translator group needed to prepare one handout for the teachers.  

Division of Labor: Two Teachers Cooperatively Gave Comments to the Class 

In this session, both vertical (two teachers to the whole class) and horizontal labor 

(between two teachers) were effective. Since the vertical labor has been discussed in 

the community section, here we focus on the horizontal labor between the two 

teachers.  

At the horizontal level (instructor-guest teacher), the two teachers helped each 

other to initiate discussions and demonstrated how they negotiated translations before 

the students. Each of them attempted to give comments in terms of their professions. 

For example, the guest teacher spent more time discussing the appropriateness of the 

translations from a linguistic and pragmatic perspective, which was not the 

instructor’s profession. Moreover, the interesting issues raised by the guest teacher 

motivated the instructor to look at the translation according to another criterion and 

perform in-depth analysis.  

This team-teaching also helped the students to notice that teachers had different 

opinions about the same translation when they compared the two sets of comments. It 

was interesting to note that the students did not feel confused or anxious when two 

teachers gave different comments. Student Participant I-2 noted that “This was the 

first time we had heard another teacher’s comments. Because every teacher had 

different opinions, we learned more” (Group 1, 06/22/2009). When asked if they 

thought that teachers had different comments due to a lack of qualifications, learners 

countered this statement immediately. Student Participants I-1 and I-2 both said that 

they “believed they just had different professions” (Group 1, 06/22/2009). We may 

infer that the students’ notion of ‘Ideal Model Translation’ was dispelled through the 

team-teaching process. They noticed that a translation work could be revised in more 
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than one way as the two teachers expressed differing opinions on the same translation 

work. They started to accept that people could view the same translation from various 

perspectives. As the cooperation between the two teachers was stimulating and 

inspiring for the students, the horizontal labor between the two teachers was retained 

in Cycle II.  

Since the instructor was also supposed to comment on all of the students’ 

performances, time limits meant that her professional comments on translation were 

sacrificed to allow for the performance review. Moreover, this gave the students the 

impression that the instructor focused more on other aspects of performance than on 

translation itself. Student Participant I-3 talked about the impression of the instructors’ 

comments,  

 

I thought the teacher focused more on our oral performance and wished that we 

could learn from other groups. Only a few comments were related to translation, 

but I thought we did need to improve our stage performance, so I believed this 

way was good, too. (Group 1, 06/22/2009) 

 

Since the CoTT was developed for translation learning, it followed that to avoid 

distracting the students with comments on other aspects of learning, all the teachers’ 

comments in Cycle II should be on translation only. The comments related to other 

types of performance could be addressed in later lessons.  

Modification of Session 4 for Cycle II 

 To summarize the analysis of each component of Session 4, community and 

division of labor were the key factors that influenced the effects of teachers’ 

comments. The instructor’s comments on other aspects of performance might interfere 

with the learning of translation because the students’ attention was distracted from the 

main focus of the course. Moreover, as students were inclined to look at physical 
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performance, as discussed earlier, the instructors’ comments on this aspect might 

distract from translation evaluation. Therefore, to avoid the problems found in Cycle I, 

the instructors’ roles were to be more translation-oriented, namely translator evaluator 

and translation issue continuer. In Cycle II, the instructor’s comments would be on 

translation only. A summary of the above modifications is presented in Table 4.8.   

Table 4.8 Summary of Weaknesses in Session 4 of Cycle I and Modifications for 

Cycle II  

Activity 

Component 

Cycle I Weakness of Cycle I Cycle II** 

1. Community* The instructor: 

translation 

evaluator and 

continuer, student 

performance 

advisor 

Students had the 

impression that the 

instructor focused 

more on oral 

performance.  

The instructor: 

translator evaluator 

and continuer.   

2. Mediating 

Artifacts 

Notes on the 

translator group’s 

handouts and 

evaluation sheet 

No notable 

weaknesses 

No changes 

3. Division of 

Labor* 

a. Team-teaching  

b. The guest 

teacher gave 

comments on 

translation only.  

c. The instructor 

gave comments 

on translation 

and other aspects 

of learning. 

Students had the 

impression that the 

instructor focused 

more on oral 

performance. 

The instructor’ s 

comments to be 

related to 

translation only 

(*This component is the main factor influencing the results of Session 4.)   

(**The weaknesses of Cycle II will be discussed in Chapter 5.)  
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Post-presentation Stage 

The goal of the Post-presentation Stage was to have the students use the oral 

comments gathered in the second stage to make final revisions. After the presentation 

in class, one activity was conducted outside the class-Session 5: Final Revisions. 

Repeating the same process, this session started with its implementation process and 

was analyzed under Activity Theory. Finally, all necessary modifications were 

summarized at the end of Session 5.  

Session 5: Final Revisions 

 To motivate the students (the Subjects) to use the comments from the two 

teachers and peers (Object), each group was required to use the comments (Mediating 

Artifacts) to make final revisions and underline the revised translation for the 

instructor (Division of Labor). The results of the implementation in this session are 

analyzed in Community, Mediating Artifacts, and Division of Labor below. Figure 4.8 

illustrates Session 5 within the framework of the Activity system and the interactive 

relationships among components. 
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Figure 4.8 Session 5 in Activity System  

 

Among the ten groups, only four marked the individual revisions for the 

instructor. They either bolded (see Example 1) or colored the revisions (see Example 

2). The other six groups only revised the translations without marking the individual 

revisions. 

Example 1:  

Source text: Because he decided to help his relatives (revised part).  

Revised target text:因為他決定去幫助親戚們親戚們親戚們親戚們 (revised part)工作。 

Example 2: I’ve thought a lot about my future life goal (revised part).  

Revised target text:我想過很多關於我未來的生活目標 (revised part)。 

Community: Translator Group 

In the community was only the translator group. The collaboration in this session 

Subjects: students Object:  

Used comments to make 

revision.  

Rules:  

1. Each translator group used 

comments gathered from class 

to make final revision.  

 

Community: 

1. Translator group 

Division of Labor (horizontal & vertical) 

Vertical labor (translator group to the 

instructor) 

1. Turn in final work.  

 

Horizontal labor(among within-group 

members) 

1. Had a group discussion on how to use 

comments. 

2. Marked the revised translation. 

 

Mediating Artifacts:  

comments, underline and coloring 

functions in word-processing software 
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was limited to within-group discussion, which group members were expected to 

conduct in order to help individual members to use collected comments for final 

revisions.  

Since this final-revision activity was to be done in group work, not as individuals, 

about half of the groups conducted within-group discussions on how to use the 

comments, as determined by interview. However, the other half left the work to 

certain members, usually one or two. One factor that may have contributed to this was 

the fact that the final translation product could reveal neither group processing nor 

individual accountability. The instructor would have no way to determine whether the 

submitted assignment was completed by the group or by one individual.  

 To prevent the group from delegating responsibility for revisions to only one or 

two students, a role can be added to the community, that of final-revision leader. 

According to Johnson and Johnson (1994), assigning one student in each group the 

role of leader is a good way to structure individual accountability. The analysis of the 

previous sessions has shown that the instructor monitoring has a positive effect on 

learner engagement. This effect implies a need to include monitoring in any learning 

activity so that learners will get involved in the activity. As this revision activity is to 

be conducted outside the class, without a leader to coordinate the job assignments and 

monitor the translation process and product, within-group discussion or cooperation 

among members may not take place. To increase the likelihood of cooperation, in 

Cycle II, a group leader would be selected in each group to oversee within-group 

discussion and negotiation on revisions.  

Mediating Artifacts: Comments and Underline and Coloring Functions in 

Word-Processing Software 

In this session, the mediating artifacts were comments and word-processing 

software. Each group used the comments collected from class, revised their draft, and 
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produced a final version using word-processing software.  

 Most of the students found the collected comments useful, especially those from 

the two teachers. Student Participant I-26 describes how they used the comments 

below:  

 

We used both teachers’ and peers’ comments, but more of the teachers’ 

comments. Peers’ suggestions were constructive, but sometimes their statements 

were too general, so we did not know how to follow them. In contrast, even 

though the teachers did not always provide suggested translations, their revision 

principles were clear to us, so we knew how to make revisions. (Group 8, 

06/22/2009) 

 

 The above statements demonstrate one of the reasons why learners used fewer 

peer comments. Peers’ revision principles were not clearly conveyed to the translator 

groups, so the suggestions did not guide the translator groups to find alternative 

translations. In addition to the ‘too-general’ oral comments, their level of agreement 

with the peers’ suggestions influenced the decision making by the translator groups. 

Student Participant I-33 gave the observations on the nature of the teachers’ and peers’ 

oral comments: 

 

As for the teachers’ suggested translations, we usually adopted them without 

modifications because we admitted that the translations were better than ours. 

However, some suggested translations from our peers were not complete, or we 

did not think they were better than ours, so we decided not to use them. (Group 

10, 06/22/2009) 

 

From the students’ files, it can be found that the students did not have any 

problems with using word-processing software. Student Participant I-24 discussed her 

use of the software, saying “We did not have problems in using the software to write 

responses, underline the revised text, or complete our final product. If some 
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classmates did not underline the revised parts, they must have just forgotten to do it” 

(Group 7, 06/22/2009). As students had no problems in using word-processing 

software, the software was kept for Cycle II. 

However, as mentioned in the above, the files, which did not contain the 

comments and decisions made by the students, could not help the instructor to 

evaluate student progress and processes. To solve this problem, discussion with the 

instructor was added to Cycle II in order to provide an effective tool for the teacher to 

review student works.  

The instructor in Cycle II suggested that the learners use the Insert Comment 

function in Microsoft Word. Students would be able to write notes directly in the 

margins of the original file (draft file). The instructor would be able to read the notes 

to understand how the students made revisions. Moreover, this was the same tool 

already in use for peer response in Session 1: Written Peer response. With a familiar 

tool, it would be easy for the students to present their work. In order to record 

students’ use of comments and revision products, the Insert Comment function in 

Microsoft Word would be used for Cycle II.  

Division of Labor: Group Discussion on How to Use Comments 

In this session, horizontal labor (among within-group members) was the focus. 

After one week for revision, each group was required to turn in the final version. They 

were required to organize all the comments from the two teachers, seminars, and peers, 

and then conduct within-group discussions to make their decisions. Finally, they were 

to complete their final work and underline the revisions for the instructor.  

The students used both teacher and peer comments for the final revisions. 

However, the learners admitted that they might have missed some comments given by 

the seminar participants, as they simply did not have time for note-taking. As a result, 

not all the comments were kept. To provide an organizational framework for student 
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notes, a seminar sheet had already been suggested in the discussion on student 

note-taking on Session 2. It was decided that students in Cycle II would have to fill in 

a seminar sheet for their written responses.  

As mentioned above, of the ten groups, only four marked the revised translations. 

The instructor could not determine what parts had been revised in the other six files. 

Moreover, the degree of progress could not be shown. When asked why they did not 

mark the revisions, the students gave two reasons. Some wanted to present their final 

work without any marks. They thought underlining would make the text appear 

unfinished. Others said that they simply forgot to do so. They only remembered to 

make the final revisions and turn in the final translation.  

The first reason indicates student’s desire to see proof of their accomplishment. 

This need for achievement corresponds with Atkinson and Raynor’s Achievement 

motivation theory (1974). They showed that learners have an expectancy of success, 

incentive values, need for achievement, and fear of failure. The need for achievement 

is one positive influence in learning motivation. In other words, turning in a 

completed work gave learners a chance to see what they had achieved, which might in 

turn motivate their learning. In consideration of the learner’s need for achievement, in 

Cycle II, each translator group would be required to turn in a final version of the 

translation, without any marks.  

Moreover, to help the instructor to understand modification process and product, 

we decided that in Cycle II, each group would need to use their first draft file and, in 

the notes, place (1) all the collected comments; (2) their acceptance level; (3) final 

translation. Thus, the instructor would at least know what and how comments were 

used, and would be able to see their decision-making process. Having all of this 

information compiled in one file would enable the instructor to more easily compare 

versions and assess learner progress.  
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Modification of Session 5 for Cycle II 

To summarize the analysis of each component on Session 5, mediating artifacts 

and division of labor were considered the key factors that influenced the effects of the 

final revisions and the efficiency of the teachers’ evaluation.  

How students presented their response process and final works influenced how 

the instructor understood the students’ learning processes and the impact on the 

degree of student awareness of their own learning. Therefore, in Session 5 of Cycle II, 

the students would be asked to use both process-oriented and product-oriented 

methods in order to make both the instructor and the students more aware of the 

importance of the revision process. A summary of the above modifications is provided 

in Table 4.9.  

 

Table 4.9 Summary of Weaknesses in Session 5 of Cycle I and Modifications for 

Cycle II  

Activity 

Component 

Cycle I Weakness of Cycle I Cycle II ** 

1. Community  Translator group No notable 

weaknesses 

No changes 

2. Mediating 

Artifacts* 

Comments, 

word-processing 

software 

The instructor did not 

see the revision 

process.  

Comments, Insert 

Comment function 

in Word-Processing 

Software 

3. Division of 

Labor* 

Each group used 

comments, made 

revisions, and 

made final 

translation. 

The final work did 

not show the revision 

process or how the 

comments were used. 

Each group put (1) 

comments from the 

two teachers and 

peers, (2) their 

acceptance of 

comments, and (3) 

the final translation 

with notes in the 

draft file. 

(*This component is the main factor influencing the results of Session 5,)   

(**The weaknesses of Cycle II will be discussed in Chapter 5.)  
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Summary of Chapter Four 

 This chapter, in order to answer the first research question, shows the results of 

the five sessions in Cycle I and the problems to be solved for Cycle II. 

1. What were the results of implementing the first prototype of the Cooperative 

Translation Task (CoTT)? 

a. What were the results when Prototype I was implemented in Cycle I? 

b. How did the results from Cycle I facilitate the modification of Prototype I for 

Cycle II?  

Based on the analysis of the results of implementation of Prototype I, 

preliminary conclusions can be drawn.  

In Session 1, the mediating artifacts and division of labor needed to be modified. 

The peer response sheet was discarded because this sheet required the translator 

groups to go back forth between the draft and the sheet. The Insert Comment function 

in the word-processing software was chosen as a way to give comments. As for 

division of labor, peer groups seldom gave explanations for errors, which caused the 

translator group difficulty in decision making. Thus, peer groups would be required to 

identify, describe, and explain the errors in Cycle II.  

In Session 2, community, mediating artifacts, and division of labor needed to be 

changed. The discussion modes among the different community members did not 

successfully promote collaboration. To consolidate the interactive and cooperative 

relationships among community members, the translator group would send one 

member to the student seminar, and the two teachers would hold a teacher seminar for 

group discussion with the students. As for mediating artifacts, there was overlapping 

among the roles, so the roles were replaced with language-level roles to maintain a 

focus on translation. A seminar sheet was developed as an organizational construct for 

student note-taking.  
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In Session 3, there seemed to be a need to modify community and division of 

labor. To create a more interactive context in this session, the instructor would play 

the role of moderator to initiate interactions among different members. Because the 

translator group seldom gave responses and the other groups ignored peer comments, 

translator groups needed to be informed of their responsibility to respond, and each 

group would need to present the results of their discussions.  

In Session 4, community and division of labor needed some modification, as well. 

To avoid directing attention to other learning goals instead of translation, the 

instructor would play only the roles of translation evaluator and translation issue 

continuer, commenting on translation only.  

In Session 5, division of labor and mediating artifacts needed modification. As 

the final products did not show how the students used the comments, the students 

would be required to include in the final file the collected comments, acceptance level, 

and final translation, using the Insert Comment function in Microsoft Word. With this 

modification, the instructor would see both the translation process and product. The 

modifications above were made for Cycle II, and the results of the implementation 

and the analysis of these modifications will be discussed in Chapter 5.  
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 CHAPTER 5  

IMPLEMENTATION OF PROTOTYPE II OF THE CoTT 

 

The purpose of this chapter is to address research question 2: What were the 

results of implementing the second prototype of the Cooperative Translation Task 

(CoTT)? The implementation of Prototype II was conducted in another technological 

university in central Taiwan, a different school from that in Cycle I. The participants 

in Cycle II included 25 students who were majoring in applied English and two 

translation teachers. One teacher was the instructor of the class. The other teacher was 

the guest teacher, who participated in both Cycle I and II. In Cycle II, the researcher 

was not an instructor, but a participant observer. Based on the analysis of the results in 

Cycle I, some modifications were made to Cycle II. Table 5.1 presents the five 

sessions in the two cycles. Session 2 was changed from Within-group Discussion and 

Translator Seminar into Student Seminar & Teacher Seminar.  

Table 5.1 Five Sessions in Cycle I and Cycle II 

Session Cycle I Cycle II 

Session 1 Written Peer Response Written Peer Response  

Session 2 Within-group Discussion & 

Translator Seminar  

Student Seminar & Teacher Seminar  

Session 3 Oral Peer Response Oral Peer Response  

Session 4 Oral Teacher Response Oral Teacher Response  

Session 5 Final Revisions Final Revisions  

 

Unlike Chapter 4, this chapter presents and discusses only the results from the 

implementation of the modifications. Solutions for the remaining problems will be 

addressed in Chapter 6. 
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Pre-presentation Stage 

The Pre-presentation Stage was intended to prepare the translation students to 

participate in the activities in the next stage. This stage included only one activity, 

Session 1: Written Peer Response. Each session started with an introduction to its 

implementation process within the Activity Theory framework, and then the results of 

the implementation were analyzed according to three components: Community, 

Mediating Artifacts, and Division of Labor. The classroom interaction section, a 

summary of the class observation, provides an overview of the implementation 

process and results. After analysis, the remaining problems in each session are 

presented.  

Session 1: Written Peer Response 

 To teach all the students (the Subjects) how to give and use written peer response 

(Object), two randomly selected groups exchanged translations for peer editing 

(Rules). Each group gave comments and suggested translations on a peer response 

sheet (Mediating Artifacts) and returned it to the translator group by email (Mediating 

Artifacts). The translator group decided whether to accept the suggestions and made 

appropriate revisions (Division of Labor).  

The analysis in Chapter 4 has shown that mediating artifacts and division of 

labor were the keys factors that influenced the efficacy of written peer response and 

the feasibility of this activity. The mediating artifact in that session, a peer response 

sheet, did elicit a number of comments, but translator groups needed to go back and 

forth between the draft and sheet, which caused inconvenience. As for division of 

labor, the peer groups did not offer explanations for errors, which made decision 

making difficult. 

To solve these problems, some modifications suggested in Cycle I were made. In 

Cycle II, the instructor asked the peer groups to use the Comment function in 
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Microsoft Word (Mediating Artifacts) to insert written responses into the file. This 

enabled the translator groups to quickly spot the differences between the draft and the 

suggested translation. Peer groups were also required to identify, describe, and explain 

the errors they found (Division of Labor).  

Classroom Interaction 

I find that each group attempts to show how they use peers’ written responses in 

their presentations. Similar to the students in Cycle I, each group provides two 

versions of the translation in the PowerPoint slides, the first and revised draft, and 

explains how they took the advice of peers to arrive at the current version. If they 

agreed on a suggested translation, they adopted it directly, without any modifications. 

If only parts of the peer response were useful, they combined the useful parts with 

their original translation, or modified some parts of their translation in order to 

integrate the parts from their peers. If they did not think the peers’ responses were 

appropriate, they directly discarded the suggested translations and retained their 

original version. When they thought that neither their first draft nor the peer’s 

response was appropriate, they created a new translation. Finally, if they found they 

had completely miscomprehended the source text, they created a new translation. I 

find that their decision making is similar to that of the students in Cycle I.  

Among the five groups, no groups have directly adopted all peers’ suggested 

translation. Every group clarifies why they accepted or rejected some of their peers’ 

responses. It is interesting to note that when translator groups discuss their rejection of 

peers’ suggestions, they express it assertively. For example, during the presentation, 

Group 1 said, “This translation did not consider the status of the King and the way he 

talks, so we did not use it.” They also crossed out the suggested translation to show 

that they rejected it. Of the five groups, three employ similar methods to show their 

decisions (see Example 1). This group received a suggested title for the story, but they 
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believed the first one was better than the second, so they put an X in front of it.  

Example 1: A PowerPoint Slide from Group 3.  

Benjamin Bear and the Magic Jump Rope 

� 班傑明小熊與神奇的跳繩班傑明小熊與神奇的跳繩班傑明小熊與神奇的跳繩班傑明小熊與神奇的跳繩 

� 小熊班班與神奇小熊班班與神奇小熊班班與神奇小熊班班與神奇的跳繩的跳繩的跳繩的跳繩 

About half of the peer responses are utilized. The translator groups usually come 

up with another translation or modify the original ones instead of directly using the 

peers’ translation.  

Mediating Artifacts: Comment in the Word-Processing Software 

Based on the modification principle suggested in Chapter 4, instead of filling in a 

peer response sheet, each peer group used the Comment function in the 

word-processing software to place their written response in the translator group’s 

draft file. Overall, twenty-five students from the five groups produced 66 comments 

(see Table 5.2). All of the comments were made on disagreeable translations, and 

none on agreeable translations. Each group produced an average of 13.2 comments, or 

2.64 comments per individual.  

Table 5.2 Descriptive Statistics of Peer Response by Each Group 

Group 

number 

Member 

number 

Responses on 

agreeable 

translations 

Responses on 

disagreeable 

translations 

Total Average 

G1 5 0 13 13 2.6 

G2 5 0 18 18 3.6 

G3 5 0 8 8 1.6 

G4 5 0 15 15 3 

G5 5 0 12 12 2.4 

Total 25 0 66 66 13.2 

Average 5 0 13.2 13.2 2.64 
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From students’ draft files, it can be seen that most of the students had no 

problems in adding comments on the computer. In the survey, most of the students 

agreed to use Comment (M= 4.08) to give written responses. They even used different 

colors for different kinds of comments, and put their names in the comments to show 

their individual efforts. As the students had no problems with adding comments, there 

were no needs to make modification in mediating artifacts.  

Division of Labor: Inserting Written Responses with the Comment Function 

 In order to help the translator group to make decisions on revisions, the instructor 

asked each group to identify, describe, and explain the errors. However, none of the 

five groups offered their reasons. When asked why they did not provide explanations, 

Student Participant II-2 responded,  

 

It was not convenient to write both suggested translations and explanation. It 

took a lot of space in the margin, and we did not know how to give short 

explanations. Moreover, the major assigned job was to provide revised 

translations, so we just put translations in the notes and suggested translations 

for them. (classroom, 11/03/2009)  

 

From this student’s response, it can be inferred that giving explanations of errors 

was challenging for the students, especially in written form. With limited space, it was 

difficult to provide a short but clear explanation for the translator groups. They also 

believed that their main contribution was the suggested translation, not the 

explanation. It seemed that learners focused more on the product than the process. 

However, without the explanation, the translator groups could easily reject the 

suggestions, as they did not know the reviewing criteria of the peer groups. On a 

questionnaire investigating the extent to which peer response helped their revision 

(See Appendix F), the mean score was 3.96 out of 5. It seemed that they believed peer 

response was somewhat helpful. They also showed a preference for peer response (M 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

125 

 

= 3.92) and were willing to exchange their translations with peers again (M= 4.29). 

However, the mean of accepting a peer’s suggestion was slightly lower, 3.25. The 

results may indicate that students generally believed that peer response could help 

them with their revision, but there were still some doubts. Hence, as shown in the 

video, half of the comments were rejected by the translator groups. There is a need to 

consider how to encourage and train students to give explanations.  

Presentation Stage 

In the Presentation Stage, the teachers and students cooperated in reviewing the 

translations. Three activities were arranged, namely Session 2: Student Seminar & 

Teacher Seminar; Session 3: Oral Peer Response; and Session 4: Oral Teacher 

Response. As in the previous stage, each session started with a review of the 

implementation process and results in Cycle I, and its planned modifications for Cycle 

II. Then the results of the modifications in Cycle II analyzed within the framework of 

Activity theory.  

Session 2: Student Seminar and Teacher Seminar 

In Cycle I, to encourage face-to-face discussions between the translator group 

and their peers and among within-group discussions (Object), each group chose one 

member to go to the translator seminar table, and the rest prepared individual 

comments according to teacher-assigned roles (Rules). During seminars and 

discussions, students were encouraged by the instructor to keep detailed notes of peer 

comments, questions, and suggestions in their notebooks (Mediating Artifacts). The 

members who went to the translator seminar table were required to prepare at least 

one question for the translators, and the translators had the responsibility to answer 

questions (Division of Labor).  

Based on the results and analysis of Cycle I, all three components needed to be 

modified. In community, within-group discussion did not successfully increase student 
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engagement due to a lack of a mutual goal for group members. The two teachers did 

not elicit more discussion, as they were playing a passive role. In mediating artifacts, 

there were overlaps among the five roles, which attracted repetitive or similar 

comments from the learners. Students took notes to prepare comments, discussed the 

work with the translators, and kept records of their learning. However, there was not 

enough time for students to take organized notes. As for division of labor, it was 

found that students’ involvement in within-group discussion did not last long, and 

only a few students sought counseling from the guest teacher. 

Therefore, in Cycle II, a change was made in the community. To keep students 

more engaged in discussions and avoid within-group chatting, the within-group 

discussion was replaced with a between-group discussion for the Student Seminar 

(See Figure 5.1). In this class, there were five between-groups. Each group included 

one member from each translator group. For example, Between-Group 1 had the 

members from Translator Groups 1, 2, 3, and 4. Each member had an alphanumeric 

label such as S1-1. S refers to “student,” the first number represents the translator 

group number, and the second number is the number of the member. In other words, 

S1-1 was from Translator Group 1 and his/her member number was 1. Once the 

student seminar started, the translator group sent one member to each between-group 

table for further discussion. 
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Figure 5.1 Movement Pattern Chart for Student Seminar 

To encourage the students to consult the teachers, a teacher seminar was 

arranged to give them a chance to engage in face-to-face discussion and cooperation 

with the teachers. Two modifications were made to the mediating artifacts. 

Language-level roles were employed to help students to focus on reviewing the 

translation. A seminar sheet was developed as an organization construct for the 

students to take notes and list their suggestions.  

Classroom Interaction 

 Once the translator seminar starts, the instructor reminds the translator group to 

assign one member to each student seminar table. On each table, there is one seminar 

sheet for the participants. Students at each table start to work with the other members 

to find comments. The members take turns reading the handout offered by the 

translator group. After the first five minutes, almost no group members are reading the 

handouts. They start to work on the seminar sheets, or to talk with partners. At each 

table, at least one or two students are enthusiastically engaged in discussion.  

 I notice that the translator at each seminar table just listens to the seminar 

participants’ discussions. They talk only when the seminar participants ask them to 

give explanations. They lean forward to the other participants when they respond.  

Translator group (G5)     S5-1  S5-2  S5-3  S5-4  S5-5  

Between-Group 2  

S1-2 S2-2 S3-2 S4-2  

Between-Group 1  

S1-1 S2-1 S3-1 S4-1  

Between-Group 4  

S1-4 S2-4 S3-4 S4-4  

Between-Group 5  

S1-5 S2-5 S3-5 S4-5  

Between-Group 3  

S1-3 S2-3 S3-3 S4-3  
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 In contrast, students’ engagement level in the teacher seminar is high. Every 

student brings a notebook, and some take notes on the instructor’s comments during 

the seminar. The instructor is the one who initiates the discussion and shares opinions 

on the errors, and all the students listen very carefully. The guest teacher, sitting 

beside the instructor, keeps quiet most of the time, until the instructor invites her 

opinion. The guest teacher first invites the students’ opinions, and then gives hers. At 

the beginning, none of the students give comments, but once one student starts talking, 

the rest join in. In the ten-minute seminar, two or three issues are discussed.  

Community: Teacher Seminars & Student Seminar 

Division of Labor: Discussion in Teacher Seminars & Student Seminar 

As was noted previously, within-group discussion did not successfully promote 

discussions among members, and few students sought counseling from the guest 

teacher. Therefore, in Cycle II, within-group discussion was replaced with 

between-group discussion, the Student Seminar, borrowing the seminar form in the 

Translator Seminar, and a teacher seminar was held to allow face-to-face interaction 

with the two teachers to emphasize their counseling role.  

Student Seminar. In Cycle I, each group needed to send a member to the 

translator seminar, while in Cycle II, a translator group sent one member to each 

student between-group seminar table (see Figure 5.1, p. 125). For example, one 

member of a translator group, Student S5-1, went to Between-Group 1 for a student 

seminar. This seating arrangement made it possible for each between-group student 

seminar to have face-to-face communication with one of the translators, and they 

could cooperate to negotiate meaning and solve translation problems. 

In Cycle II, at student seminar tables, students were busily finding comments and 

filling in the seminar sheet. Each group attempted to read the language-level checklist 

first, and then they shifted their focus to the handouts from the translator group to find 
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comments. In the video, after the first five minutes, most of the groups started filling 

in the seminar sheets, or chatted with partners. The interview participants noted that 

they could finish the discussion quickly, but if the ten minutes included the time for 

filling in the sheets, it was not enough. Due to this lack of time, they admitted, they 

often used the time in Session 3: Oral Student Response to fill in the sheet. That was 

why they seldom listened carefully to their peers. 

The students’ seminar sheets demonstrated that the students wanted to show their 

effort in the seminars. Even though some of the students did not produce comments, 

their partners shared theirs and put down those students’ names. Two groups added a 

phrase ‘from the whole group’ beside the comments to inform the instructor that those 

comments were the product of group work, but the hand-written names under the 

whiteout revealed their secret. The comments were offered by certain members, not 

by every member. Students’ behaviors in filling in the sheet indicated students’ 

concern for presenting their efforts to the instructor, and they also tried to ‘protect’ 

their partners’ grades by sharing the credit for the comments.  

Based on three weeks of observation, it was found that student participants’ 

engagement level in the student seminar increased, but the translator in each group 

was not fully engaged in the activity. Learners claimed that the translators did not 

understand the role they should play in the seminars. They thought they only needed 

to listen to the other members’ discussions. Student Participant II-1 noted:  

 

The translator did not talk a lot. She did not know what she should discuss with 

us. When we asked questions, she said she did not know how to answer. She 

said that was her member’s translation, not hers, so she was unable to answer it 

and agreed with us that her partner’s translation was strange. (classroom, 

11/10/2009)  
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Another problem in discussions with the translator was that some student 

translators insisted on their translations. As a result, the discussion could not continue. 

Student Participant II-4 said, “She said their translation was better, so we could not 

reach any conclusion. Thus, instead of discussing our ideas with the translators, we 

turned to the partners from other groups” (classroom, 11/10/2009). It seemed that the 

attitude of the translator influenced the seminar participants’ intentions to interact 

with them. Without a flexible attitude and discussion skills, the cooperative 

relationship could not be established.  

With a between-group student seminar, it was expected that the heterogeneous 

grouping would stimulate wider perspectives and various comments. However, the 

participants who were interviewed noted that each student seminar produced similar 

comments. The reason was that they were unable to evaluate the translation in terms 

of different linguistic levels. They could only provide comments on the mechanics or 

vocabulary levels. Consequently, the comments presented by each group sounded 

similar. Student Participant II-5, representing sentence level, noted:  

 

We were not familiar with the sentence level. Maybe the vocabulary level was 

OK. We could only review the translation within our limited ability. Moreover, 

we thought each group’s translation was fine, so we only found the good 

translations, and the comments were similar. (classroom, 11/10/2009) 

 

From the interview data, it can be concluded that students were aware that their 

ability to review a translation was limited, and they were comfortable only with 

vocabulary-level evaluation. They noticed the agreeable translations, but not 

inappropriate ones, through this language-level analysis.  

However, students noted that their ability to review was improved by the 

experience of discussion. They found they identified more errors than before. The 
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participants who were interviewed addressed several reasons for identifying 

inappropriate translations. The first reason was their intention to exact revenge. 

During their presentations, their errors were found by other groups, so they wanted to 

point out these groups’ errors in return. The second one was they would like to learn 

to find errors as the teachers did. They were not satisfied with noting agreeable 

translations only. When they heard teachers’ discussions in the teacher seminar and 

their oral responses in Session 4, they were surprised that they had not found the 

errors found by the teachers. Thus, the motivation to learn how to identify errors was 

increased. The third one was they wanted to know if the errors they found were the 

ones which the two teachers found. If the teachers agreed on the errors and learners’ 

suggestions, students developed greater confidence in their own review and 

translation abilities.  

Teacher Seminar. In the teacher seminar, the instructor was the one who initiated 

discussion. She first invited students’ questions and shared her opinions, and then 

invited the guest teacher for her comments. The students were encouraged to share 

their comments as well. At first, most of the students kept silent and took notes while 

listening. They spoke when the instructor invited comments from them. The guest 

teacher often invited the students to talk first, as she believed that the students should 

be more actively involved instead of relying on guidance from the teachers. It was 

found that after one or two students started to contribute, the other students were 

willing to join the discussion.  

The student participants pointed out several advantages of joining the teacher 

seminar. First, teachers could help them solve the problems that the student seminar 

could not solve. Moreover, they learned that the teachers had different opinions on the 

same translation, and they were interested to know how teachers looked at the 

translation from different perspectives. They used to think that teachers had so-called 
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‘correct translations.’ The learners pointed out that the biggest problem in peer 

discussion was that it was easy for them to abandon their own opinions, especially 

when their classmates insisted on their opinions. The teachers’ discussion taught them 

that they could hold different opinions or argue with peers. The third advantage was 

that the teachers increased their confidence, and they became aware of their own 

abilities in translation. Student Participant II-2 mentioned her excitement during the 

teacher seminar:  

 

The discussion with the teachers was exciting. At the beginning, we dared not 

to express ourselves because the teachers did not point out any problems. It 

could have meant that the teachers thought the translation was acceptable. But 

when we pointed it out, it seemed that the teacher simply did not notice it, not 

that it was a good translation. (classroom, 11/10/2009)  

 

Student Participant II-2’s statements indicate students’ lack of confidence in 

describing errors. They believed the two teachers could notice every single error, so 

there should not be any others to discuss. When they found that the teachers simply 

did not find the errors, and complimented them on finding the errors, their confidence 

was increased.  

However, the student participants expressed that they did not really know why 

they needed to have seminars with the teachers. After the teacher seminars, they just 

went back to their tables and did nothing. In interviews, some of the students 

suggested that the instructor should tell the students the purposes of attending the 

Teacher Seminar. After the seminars, the instructor could give them about five 

minutes to share the results so that other members could learn from them and possibly 

improve their reviewing ability.  

 It may be concluded that students had a positive perspective on the Teacher 

Seminar, and several advantages have been pointed out:   
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(1) Solving the problems the learners cannot solve, 

(2) Learning to have different opinions, and 

(3) Increasing their confidence and becoming aware of their translation abilities. 

To summarize the analysis of the modification in community above, some 

problems still existed. In the Student Seminar, the seminar sheet extrinsically 

motivated learners to discuss the translation, but the students’ lack of experience in 

reviewing and limited reviewing ability made discussion difficult. Regarding the 

Teacher Seminar, the students expressed their positive perspectives, but they did not 

know the purposes of the seminar. Therefore, there was a need to modify Community 

and Division of Labor. 

Mediating Artifacts: Seminar Sheet 

In this session, each member in a student seminar was expected to produce more 

than one comment by using the language-level checklist (see Appendix E), and all 

members’ comments had to be put on a seminar sheet. Filling in the sheet, each 

member put down his/her student number and name, and placed their comments, 

either on agreeable or disagreeable translations, in the second part of the sheet. This 

sheet demonstrated both individual and group efforts.  

From the collected sheets, it can be found that there were an average of seven 

comments per sheet (see Table 5.3). Most of the group members put their names by 

their own comments, but two groups did not indicate individual efforts on the sheet. 

These two groups put a phrase ‘by the whole group’ on the sheet. It seemed that they 

wanted to show that all the members of the group had contributed to the task, or they 

were attempting to hide the fact that some students had not contributed. We may infer 

that they assumed that the instructor would grade individual efforts, so it would be 

better to demonstrate equal contributions from each member or by the whole group.  
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Table 5.3 Seminar Sheet for Students 

Language-level role: 

Student 

Number 

Comment 

 agreeable or disagreeable 

 

 In the video, we saw that each group worked seriously on filling in the sheet. 

However, the discussion seemed to last for only the first five minutes, and the 

remaining five minutes were used on completing the sheet. Learners even used time 

for the peers’ oral comment time to fill in the sheet. It seemed that students were too 

concerned with finishing the sheet, treating it as their priority goal in the learning task. 

To prevent students from taking the sheet too seriously, the seminar sheet needs 

modification.  

Session 3: Oral Peer Response 

In Cycle I, to give students (the Subject) a chance to present their discussion 

results (Object) in Session 3, after within-group discussion and translator seminars, 

one group was randomly selected by the instructor to give a public sharing. Each 

member gave comments on behalf of the roles they played (Rules). When each 

member spoke, other members stood beside him/her as supporters (Rules). They could 

bring their notes (Mediating Artifacts) with them. When they gave comments, the 

translator group could give responses to or argue with the comment-giver group 

(Division of Labor). The results of the implementation of this session are analyzed in 

Community, Mediating Artifacts, and Division of Labor below. 

The analysis of the implementation of Session 3 in Cycle I has shown that 

community and division of labor were the key factors in the success of the students’ 

oral response activity. One person who made this session significant to every student 
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was the instructor. With the instructor’s involvement, the comment-giver group 

provided more valuable comments, the translator group knew when to present 

arguments, and the audience saw the value for them in this session. Concerning 

division of labor, only the comment-giver group gave oral comments. The translator 

group seldom gave responses to or arguments against the comment-giver group. The 

negotiation relationship was not successfully established. The second problem was 

that the learners’ attention faded away once they knew it was not their turn to speak 

on the stage.  

Therefore, in Cycle II, the role of the instructor in the community was changed to 

that of moderator to create various interactions in this session. As regards the changes 

in division of labor, the translator groups should be informed of their responsibility to 

respond during the translator seminar. Finally, to give each group a chance to present 

their comments, each group was required to present their discussion results via one of 

the members.  

Classroom Interaction 

In this classroom, there is only one lectern and one microphone for the class. The 

translator group is standing on the left side of the platform, and the lectern, 

customarily for the instructor, is on the right (see Picture 5.1). The instructor informs 

the translator group that they can respond to the comment-giver group and tells the 

class that each speaker has to speak through the microphone. Each student seminar 

assigns one member to give comments. Almost every comment giver carries notes, 

but none read the notes to the audience. They stand in front of the class, facing the 

audience. They speak in confident voices, but they do not make eye contact with the 

audience. Their talks are typically short, lasting around 30 seconds, with one 

comment on an appropriate translation, and one for an inappropriate translation.  
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Picture 5.1 Classroom with One Lectern and One Microphone in Cycle II 

 

I find that some translator groups do not pay attention to the peers’ oral 

comments. Some members chat among themselves, and one walks back to her 

seminar table. The instructor sometimes needs to remind the translator groups to take 

notes on their peers’ comments. Only one translator group responds to the opinions 

from the comment givers. As there is only one microphone, this translator group can 

not present an argument with the microphone. This discussion takes place only among 

the comment givers and the translator groups, and the instructor. It is hard to hear 

their discussion in class.  

When the comment givers are giving their comments, I notice that most of the 

audience does not pay much attention to the speakers. They are filling in the seminar 

sheets or talking with fellow seminar members.  

The instructor in this session plays the role of moderator. She reminds each 

comment giver to come to the front. She lets each comment giver talk without any 

interruptions. She joins the activity only when the translator group argues back, and 

she attempts to offer her opinions on the errors.  

 

 

 

microphone 
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Community: Instructor as a Moderator 

Division of Labor: Translator’s Responding Accountability and Seminar Results 

Presentation 

 Based on the results of Cycle I, it was suggested that the instructor be involved 

as a moderator to initiate interactions between the translator group and the 

comment-giver group, and among students. However, the collaboration between the 

translators and the speakers was not established successfully in Cycle II, even though 

the instructor played the role of moderator. She asked a member of each seminar to 

come to the front to give comments, and attempted to ask the translator groups to 

respond. In the video, most of the translators did not pay attention to the peers’ oral 

comments. The instructor sometimes needed to remind the translators to take notes on 

their peers’ comments. Even though the instructor encouraged the translators to 

explain their choices or answers peers’ questions at the beginning of this session, most 

of the translators kept quiet. Only when the instructor interrupted to ask the translator 

group to respond did the translators attempt to provide explanations. It seemed that 

the participation of the instructor was a necessity, and the questions from the 

instructor had to be given to the translators, for interaction to be generated.  

 Similarly, the student audience did not pay attention to the peers’ comments, 

either. Most of the students were talking with their seminar members or filling in the 

seminar sheets. Student participants said they did not listen to the peers’ oral 

comments because it was more important to finish the sheet for the instructor. The 

only response they listened to was their partner’s. They believed that they should at 

least show their support for their partner. When asked why they focused on 

completing the seminar sheet, Student Participant II-3 claimed that this was the way 

they learned things. She noted, “This is how we learn things. We are used to being 

assigned jobs. When we finish the jobs, we don’t care about others. We just want to 
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finish the jobs” (classroom, 11/17/2009). Her assertion was supported by the other 

four interview participants. She pointed out a common learning attitude held by 

college students: Just finish the job. These students’ learning behaviors are 

extrinsically motivated, not intrinsically. When the rule was not related to their jobs, 

they chose to finish jobs first or just give themselves a break. Student Participant II-3 

added,  

 

Before going to the stage, we were trying to develop some comments. Every 

single activity gave pressure. We were not used speaking on stage. When a 

person decided to speak, she/he thought she was the one being sacrificed, so 

she/he did not need to make comments. When everyone finished their own jobs, 

they felt relieved and didn’t want to think about the others. I think it’s human 

nature. (classroom, 11/17/2009) 

 

Because giving public oral comments and filling in the seminar sheet were the 

‘must do’ jobs, student put all their energy into them. All the ‘must do’ jobs gave them 

pressure. To relieve that pressure, they tried their best to complete the assigned jobs. 

When pressure was eliminated, they thought it was time to take a break.  

It is interesting to note that the student participant used the word ‘sacrifice’ to 

describe the member who took the responsibility for oral comments. It seemed that 

students viewed oral comments as a barbarian ritual, with the student speaker as the 

sacrifice. This sacrifice even benefited the speaker, allowing him/her to ‘avoid’ the 

duty of discussion in the student seminar. The member responsible for presenting 

discussion results could read aloud the comments from her/his group without 

engaging in discussion.  

Another reason why the audience did not pay attention to their fellow students’ 

comments was doubts about the usefulness of peers’ comments. In interviews, 

students indicated that peers’ comments were not as useful as the teachers’, as their 
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comments were similar. They hoped their peers would provide more suggestions on 

the inappropriate translations that they had not noticed. If the quality of the peer 

response could be enhanced, they indicated, they would be more willing to pay 

attention to it.  

To summarize the results of the above analysis, some problems still existed in the 

community. Even though making the instructor a moderator initiated some 

conversations between the translator and the comment-giver group members, the 

desire to just finish their jobs and the translators’ depreciation of their peers’ 

comments distracted students from listening to them. In short, the power of a 

moderator may not be strong enough to motivate students who view finishing jobs as 

a top priority to appreciate their peers’ oral response. The instructor may need to play 

a role that can improve peer response and help the audience to see the value of 

listening to the peer response. With these changes, the peer response session would be 

meaningful and significant to each learner.  

Session 4: Oral Teacher Response 

In Cycle I, to help students (the Subjects) understand the teachers’ perspectives 

on their translations (Object), the two teachers provided oral comments. The guest 

teacher’s comments were given first (Rules) before the instructor. The two teachers 

marked the acceptable and unacceptable translations and wrote the comments on the 

handouts (Mediating Artifacts). The guest teacher only commented on translation, 

while the instructor needed to comment on both translation and other performances, 

such as oral performance and the comment-giver groups’ suggestions (Division of 

Labor).  

The analysis of the implementation of Session 4 in Cycle I showed that 

community and division of labor were the two key factors that influenced the effects 

of teachers’ comments, and both were related to the instructor. The instructor’s role as 
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students’ performance advisor distracted students from the goal of learning translation. 

Students regarded oral performance as their main learning focus. As for division of 

labor, having to comment on other areas of performance reduced the time available 

for the teacher to provide a translation-oriented evaluation.  

Therefore, to avoid distracting students from translation, the instructors’ roles 

were more translation-oriented, narrowed down to translator evaluator and translation 

issue continuer. In other words, the instructor’s comments focused only on translation 

in Cycle II. 

Classroom Interaction 

 The guest teacher gives oral comments from her seat due to the need to read her 

comments from her notebook computer. She first points out every acceptable 

translation, with accompanying compliments, and then moves on to inappropriate 

translations. For inacceptable translations, she first describes the errors, then gives 

explanations, and finally provides guidelines or suggested translations for the student 

translators. If the errors can be solved in multiple ways, she invites the instructor to 

give her opinion. When she points out either type of translation, the translator group 

shows the corresponding PowerPoint slides on the screen for the audience. However, 

since the guest teacher goes over the acceptable translations very quickly, the 

translations cannot be shown immediately for the audience.  

 After the guest teacher’s oral comments, the instructor stands up, facing the 

audience, and starts from the translation issues raised by the guest teacher. Similarly, 

she first describes the errors, then gives explanations, and finally offers some 

suggestions. Unlike the guest teacher, she does not go over each error on the handout. 

Instead, she prefers to point out global errors, usually one or two big errors, and 

attempts to explain the errors from different perspectives, such as linguistic and 

sociolinguistic levels.  
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 Most of the audience listens very carefully, especially to the instructor. Most of 

the students look at the front and do not speak to their partners. Two or three students 

at each table take notes on the teachers’ comments.  

Community: the Instructor Played Two Roles Related to Translation 

 In Cycle I, the instructor played three roles, with one role not related to 

translation evaluation, that of the performance advisor. Because this role gave the 

learners the impression that the instructor placed greater emphasis on oral 

performance, it was suggested that the instructor play only two roles: translation 

evaluator and translation issue continuer.  

Similar to their roles in Cycle I, the translator group and the audience were just 

listeners in this session. When asked for their perspectives on the two teachers’ roles, 

students were able to identify the roles the two teachers played. They found that the 

guest teacher pointed out more specific errors, while the instructor raised global 

translation problems and analyzed them in multiple ways. Even though there were 

some differences in the two teachers’ roles, the students expressed that they believed 

both evaluations had value.  

From the students’ responses, it can be found that they were aware of the 

differences in the natures of error types. The modification in the instructor’s role 

seemed to work. Students’ learning was not distracted to other aspects of performance, 

such as oral performance. Therefore, the two teachers’ roles in the community will 

remain the same in the future.  

Division of Labor: Evaluate Translation Only 

 Both the guest teacher and instructor gave students comments only on 

translations, mostly on inappropriate translations. In the video, because the teachers’ 

comments were all on translations, they produced more comments for all the students, 

as compared with the number of comments in Cycle I. Moreover, the issues raised by 
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the guest teacher could be continued by the instructor, as all the instructor’s comment 

time was devoted to translation evaluation. In other words, having the two teachers’ 

duties focused only on translation increased the number and quality of the comments. 

In the interview, students stated the values of the teachers’ comments. Student 

participant II-4 indicated that they liked the guest teacher’s comments because she 

pointed out some problems their peers had not noticed. Moreover, the teacher could 

find different types of errors. The peers’ opinions tended to be similar, mainly focused 

on agreeable translations. In addition to the comments and suggestions, student 

participants expressed that they liked the compliments from the guest teacher. Student 

Participant II-3 said,  

 

Even though the guest teacher did not speak facing us, we still wanted to listen to 

her because she usually started with praise on our good translations. When she 

gave compliments, we had a sense of achievement and gained more confidence 

in translation. Most importantly, we felt that our efforts were appreciated. 

(classroom, 11/03/2009)  

 

Student Participant II-1 pointed out the reasons why she liked compliments:  

 

I think I like to listen to compliments. The guest teacher today said, “I will start 

with good translations.” I thought she was so cute that I was willing to spend 

time listening to her, and I learned more than the previous week. I used to think 

that a good translation was what we should produce, but from the teacher’s 

mouth, I learned that if I were the translator, I might not translate as well as my 

classmates did. (classroom, 11/03/2009) 

 

 From the interview data, it can be inferred that compliments or praise on student 

works had good effects on learning. First, students’ motivation to listen to comments 

was raised. Second, compliments relieved pressure and tension in the translation 

criticism. The resistance to criticism could be lessened and the willingness to accept 
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comments could be increased. Finally, praise for their peers’ works made the students 

appreciate other peoples’ efforts and wish to learn from them. Thus, it is suggested 

that when a teacher gives comments, s/he begin with praise on agreeable translations 

before proceeding to inappropriate translations.  

 At the horizontal level, the two teachers did not give comments based on the 

team-teaching plan in the pre-activity meeting. According to the original plan, they 

were supposed to give comments, applying the language levels as evaluation criteria. 

The guest teacher was to be responsible for vocabulary and sentence level comments, 

while the instructor was to focus on the discourse and extralinguistic level. However, 

as can be seen in the video, the teachers did not give comments on the four language 

levels.  

They both pointed out their difficulties in using language-level criteria. The guest 

teacher stated that she tried to give comments on the vocabulary and sentence levels, 

but she sometimes found it was hard to categorize errors into these two levels. Some 

errors may contain problems from more than one level. Moreover, some translations 

did not have linguistic errors, but were expressed in an appropriate way. It was hard to 

classify the errors. The guest teacher found it easier for her to point out every error by 

page order. Similarly, the instructor found that she looked at problems from a holistic 

perspective, not just the two levels assigned to her. It can be concluded that translation 

evaluation is a complicated procedure needing multiple criteria for evaluation.  

To summarize the above analysis, some problems still existed in division of labor, 

at the horizontal level. The two teachers confronted the problems in job assignment. 

Language-level criterion was difficult to apply, as some errors contained more than 

one language-level problem. Moreover, it was also difficult to examine translation 

from only one or two perspectives, as the evaluation process incorporates multiple 

levels of analysis. Under time constraints, identifying errors at the same 
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language-level, while searching between pages, would consume much time. Therefore, 

there is a need to reexamine the effectiveness of language-level criteria for the 

teachers, and the efficacy of the criteria for team-teaching should be considered 

carefully.  

Post-presentation Stage 

In the Post-presentation Stage, the students were to use the oral comments 

gathered at the second stage and make final revisions. Similar to the previous two 

stages, each session started with a review of the implementation process and results in 

Cycle I, along with the planned modifications for Cycle II. Then the results of the 

modifications in Cycle II were analyzed within the framework of Activity Theory. 

Finally, all necessary modifications were summarized at the end of Session 6.  

Session 5: Final Revisions 

In Cycle I, to motivate the students (the Subjects) to use the comments from the 

two teachers and peers (Object), each group was required to use those comments 

(Mediating Artifacts) to make final revisions and to underline the revised translation 

for the instructor (Division of Labor).  

The analysis of the implementation of Session 5 showed that mediating artifacts 

and division of labor were the key factors that influenced the effects of final revisions 

and the efficiency of the teachers’ evaluations. In terms of mediating artifacts, 

learners turned in a final product without giving explanation of how they used the 

collected comments in the file. This hindered the instructor’s ability to identify the 

revisions, and it was impossible to determine the students’ response process and how 

the comments were used. As for division of labor, students showed a desire to present 

a finished accomplishment to the instructor, so they turned in a final version without 

marking the revisions. The result was that the instructor had no knowledge of the 

learners’ revision processes.  
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Therefore, students in Cycle II were asked to use both process-oriented and 

product-oriented methods in order to help raise awareness in both the instructor and 

the students of the importance of the revision process. Each group was required to use 

a new mediating artifact, the Comment function in word-processing software, to insert 

(1) comments from teachers and peers, (2) acceptance level of comments, and (3) the 

final translation.  

Translator Groups’ Final Revisions and Notes 

At the session, all five groups turned in their final products and showed how they 

had used the comments. They first inserted all the comments collected from teachers 

or peers, then noted their acceptance level, and finally revised the translations in the 

files. If they agreed on the comments, they just inserted the word ‘agree’ or ‘accept’, 

without further explanation. If they did not agree, they put ‘disagree’ or ‘Don’t accept’, 

but most of the students explained why they did not accept the comments. It was not 

surprising to note that students tended to disagree only with peers’ comments. They 

adopted almost all of the teachers’ suggestions. This indicates the high status of 

teachers’ comments and learners’ belief in teacher’s suggestions. However, we still 

saw evidence of learner autonomy in decision making, as some of the students still 

indicated disagreement with teachers’ comments and insisted on their own translations. 

The opportunity to accept or reject both teacher and peer comments made learners 

rethink whether they should directly accept all comments from others.  

Community: a Leader for Managing Final Revision Work 

 In Cycle I, the final product file did not allow the instructor to know what the 

revisions were and who was responsible for them. Therefore, the planned 

modification was to assign a group leader in each group to coordinate the job 

assignments and monitor the revision process and product. However, because the final 

revision work was not done in class, the researcher could not observe how the leaders 
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guided their groups to make final revisions. According to the student interviews, each 

group approached the revisions in their own way. Some groups did conduct a 

within-group discussion, while some assigned jobs and finished revisions individually, 

without any group discussion.  

The group interviewed had the within-group discussion and found solutions to 

each problem identified by the teachers and peers. However, they did not have a 

formal leader. Because each member had to revise his/her own parts in the first draft 

translation, there was no need to assign jobs again. Student Participant I-4 explained 

why they did not have a leader, as required by the instructor, saying, “We did not need 

a leader to lead us to do what we thought we were supposed to do. We clearly 

understood our responsibilities. Therefore, whether there was a leader or not was not 

very important to us” (Group 1, 06/22/2009).  

To summarize this group’s responses, we may have some understanding of the 

group’s work in revising the translation and of their perspective on having a group 

leader. When students were autonomous, their independence negated the need for a 

leader. If any group members wished to avoid individual responsibility, a leader might 

make sure each member completes his/her assignment, but the leader might not have 

enough influence to ensure that within-group discussion occurs. Some groups still did 

not hold a within-group discussion of the final revision. Thus, to ensure that learners 

make good use of the comments and make final revisions through a group negotiation 

process, an in-class discussion or alternative techniques can be considered.  

Mediating Artifacts: the Comment Function in Word-Processing Software 

 As discussed in the division of labor section, the students had no problems in 

using the Comment function in the word-processing software. Learners even used 

different colors to show different kinds of comments. The only weakness of using this 

function may be that it was hard to recognize the notes for specific texts in the 
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comment balloons, especially when there were too many balloons in the margin. To 

prevent this problem, the instructor may ask the students to put the comment and the 

acceptance level are placed in the Reviewing Pane instead of comment balloons.    

Summary of Chapter Five 

 This chapter answers the second research question, shows the results of the five 

sessions in Cycle II, and presents the remaining problems to be solved.  

2. What are the results of implementing the second prototype of the Cooperative 

Translation Task (CoTT)? 

a. What were the results when Prototype II was implemented in Cycle II? 

b. How did the results from Cycle II facilitate the modification of Prototype II 

for the latest version of the CoTT?  

In Session 1, the students had learned to insert responses with the Comment 

function in the word-processing software, but they still ignored the importance of 

providing explanations. None of them provided explanations, but they did suggest 

translations.  

In Session 2, the job of filling in the seminar sheet was taken too seriously by the 

students. They used the time in Session 3 to complete the sheet. Regarding the 

Teacher Seminar, they held a very positive attitude, but they did not know the purpose 

of this seminar. In the Student Seminar, the students were not acquainted with each 

other, and they lacked experience in reviewing, so the students did not engage in 

heated discussion.  

In Session 3, it was found that in addition to the role of moderator, the instructor 

may need to play an additional role, that of peer response promoter, to emphasize the 

importance of peer response. Thus, students might learn to appreciate the input from 

their peers.  
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In Session 4, the roles the two teachers played helped the students focus on the 

learning of translation. However, it was difficult for the teachers to divide the 

reviewing jobs in terms of language levels, as teachers reviewed the translations 

according to multiple criteria.  

In Session 5, the students showed no problems in using the Comment function to 

insert comments, acceptance levels, and the final product in one file. However, having 

numerous notes in the margins made reading the comments difficult. Thus, it was 

suggested that the translations be presented the Reviewing Pane instead of comment 

balloons. With this change, the corresponding comments will not consume too much 

space in the margins. Moreover, the need to assign a leader depended on how 

autonomous the group was.  

In order to construct the latest version of the CoTT, the problems in Cycle I and 

the remaining problems in Cycle II in each session will be discussed and analyzed 

together in Chapter 6. Table 5.4 provides a summary of the five sessions’ 

modifications and problems. 
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Table 5.4 Summary of the Modifications in the Five Sessions and Remaining 

Problems 

Session Activity component Cycle II Problem 

1 Division of Labor Students needed to 

give responses and 

explanations in notes. 

Students need to be 

encouraged to give 

explanations. 

Mediating Artifacts Multiple comments on 

a seminar sheet  

Students focused too 

much on finishing the 

sheet.  

2 

Community & Division of 

Labor 

Teacher Seminar & 

Student Seminar 

Students did not 

know the purpose of 

the Teacher Seminar. 

3 Community The instructor as a 

moderator 

Moderator could not 

help students to 

appreciate peers’ 

comments. 

Community Two teachers giving 

translation response 

Almost no problems 4 

Division of Labor Teachers assigned 

reviewing 

responsibilities in 

terms of 

language-levels  

It was hard for 

teachers to divide 

reviewing jobs in 

terms of language 

levels.  

Mediating Artifacts Notes in 

word-processing 

software 

The instructor could 

not recognize notes 

for specific texts.  

Community A group leader for 

assigning final 

revision jobs 

Some groups did not 

need a leader. 

5 

Division of Labor 1. All collected 

comments 

2. Acceptance level 

3. Final translation 

Almost no problems 
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION 

 

 The purposes of this chapter are to analyze the results of Cycle I and II, find 

solutions to the remaining problems in Cycle II, and construct the latest version of the 

Cooperative Translation Task (CoTT). The first section of this chapter deals with 

domain theories, which describe the learning situations in both cycles involving 

students, teachers, learning environments, and interactions. The second section 

reviews the remaining problems and incorporates the domain theories to generate a 

Design Framework, the solutions to the problems in the design. The third section 

depicts how the researcher used the Design Framework to construct the latest version 

of the CoTT. Each session of the CoTT is illustrated with an activity theory triangle, 

and design methodologies are presented as implementation guidelines and principles 

for translation teachers.  

Domain Theories 

 A design-based study generates theories through studying the application of the 

innovation in the original and subsequent educational contexts. The first kind of 

theory this study generated is domain theories, which describe learning situations 

involving students, teachers, learning environments, and their interactions (Edelson, 

2002). These domain theories can help the researcher to see if the design matches the 

learning situation and reexamine the efficacy of the design of the CoTT. The final 

modifications of this cooperative translation task are based on the domain theories.  

To generate domain theories on the learner’s nature, learners’ behaviors in Cycles 

I and II were analyzed and discussed. The natures of the two teachers were explored 

by looking at the roles the teachers played in Cycles I and II. With regard to 

classroom interaction, the six interaction modes found in Cycles I and II were 
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discussed. Finally, how the learning context influenced the effectiveness of the CoTT 

was examined through close examination of the mediating artifacts utilized in the two 

cycles.   

Nature of Learners 

Session 1: Written Peer Response 

 The features found here are based on analysis of the results of implementation in 

Cycles I and II. Two characteristics of the learners were found in Session 1.  

Using peers’ responses with some reformation. Translator groups did not use 

written peers responses without some reformation. They started with analysis of the 

peers’ suggested translations and decided whether to directly adopt them, or to adapt 

them (see Figure 4.3, p. 75). Students adopted fewer peer comments than teachers’ 

oral responses. This may reflect students’ greater trust in teacher responses than in 

peer responses, which is consistent with previous studies comparing the use of peer 

feedback and teacher feedback. In Tusi and Ng’s study (2000), learners used 

significantly more teacher comments than peer comments in revisions. The learners 

believed teacher comments to be higher in quality and more specific. Similarly, Miao, 

Badger, and Zhen (2006) found that learners incorporated both teacher and peer 

comments into their writing, but favored teacher feedback, since they believed it 

would bring about greater improvement. The learners in the present study appeared to 

hold similar attitudes toward the use of peer and teacher responses. They trusted 

teacher responses more than peer responses.  

However, this distrust in peer responses seemed to make students into 

autonomous problem solvers, which is one of the main translation teaching objectives 

proposed by González Davies (2004). She believes that the activities, tasks, or 

projects included in the translation curriculum should make students into more 

autonomous problem solvers in order to overcome possible personal and professional 
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constraints. Because the students in the present study did not fully trust their peers’ 

responses, they spent time analyzing the peers’ suggestions, talking with group 

members, and finally making decisions on whether to use the suggested translations. 

This process increased students’ autonomy and decreased the amount of reliance on 

teacher responses.  

Finding errors in mechanics and vocabulary. In Cycle II, students used a 

language-level checklist to evaluate peers’ translations. The analysis of students’ 

corrections showed that students were able to find more errors at the mechanics and 

vocabulary levels, but none at the discourse and extralinguistic levels. This may be 

due to students’ lack of experience in reviewing and the inefficacy of the checklist, as 

this was the learners’ first time reviewing a translation. They may have been able only 

to correct errors in mechanics such as punctuation or to suggest other words by using 

their native language intuition.  

In addition to learners’ limited reviewing experience, the interview responses 

from the students indicated the inefficacy of the language-level checklist in translation 

review. Students complained that there were too many items to check for one 

language-level evaluation. In a ten-minute seminar, they had to rush to find errors by 

checking five to seven items. Moreover, not all the translation works included the 

problems mentioned on the checklist. In the discourse and extralinguistic levels, they 

found that they could identify only a few problems on the checklist. As a result, they 

could only point out errors that were noticeable for them, mostly in vocabulary.  

Session 2: Student Seminar & Teacher Seminar 

The activities of Session 2 in Cycles I and II were different. In Cycle I, two 

activities were held: Within-group discussion and Translator Seminar. In Cycle II, the 

two activities were Teacher Seminar and Student Seminar. The characteristics of the 

learners will be discussed in terms of students’ learning behaviors in each seminar.  
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Translator seminar in Cycle I. 

1. Having a desire to express themselves and to be accepted 

Learners’ engagement in the translator seminar was quite the opposite of that in 

the Within-group Discussion. Every seminar participant enthusiastically participated 

in the seminar with the translators, while learners in the within-group discussion 

gradually withdrew their engagement. One key factor leading to the success of the 

translation seminar was seminar participants’ desire to express themselves and to be 

accepted. Seminar participants expressed that when they went to the seminar, they 

expected to provide their best opinions for their classmates, and at the same time 

expected that their opinions would be accepted by the translators. They found that 

when the translator groups accepted their advice, their self-confidence was reinforced. 

They had more confidence to give suggestions to the next translator group. However, 

some translators strongly insisted on their original translations, which stopped others 

from giving critiques. It seemed that when translators had a more flexible attitude 

toward their comments, their peers were more willing to give comments.  

2. Increased engagement in face-to-face asking and answering mode  

The face-to-face asking and answering mode seemed to increase the participants’ 

engagement. According to the participants, they were more willing to express 

themselves when they could interact with the translators face-to-face. Questions or 

suggestions could be given in a more private setting instead of a public context, in 

which they would be more reticent. Student participants also found that translators 

acted more professionally than they did on the stage, as they gave more detailed 

explanations for their questions. One student even felt that the translators spoke like 

teachers when answering her questions. Student translators attributed this professional 

behavior to the absence of pressure. As Student Participant I-5 explained, “I think [it 

was that] we did not feel so nervous. When we were on the stage, we were trying to 
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finish the presentation or speech as soon as possible” (Group 1, 06/22/2009). We may 

infer that the pressure of a public speaking context decreased translators’ willingness 

to interact further with their peers. In the face-to-face seminar, there seemed to be less 

pressure, and this short-distance interaction increased the exchange of ideas between 

the interlocutors.  

3. Lacking the courage for individual face-to-face interaction with the guest teacher 

Not many students held discussions with the guest teachers individually. Students 

said in the interviews that they were not confident in their prepared questions and had 

no skills in opening conversations with the guest teacher. It seemed that students 

avoided consulting the guest teacher not because they lacked the desire to discuss 

their work or held a negative perspective on the discussion with the guest teacher, but 

because they lacked self-confidence the value of their questions and their skills in 

communicating with an authority. The face-to-face discussion with the guest teacher 

seemed to cause more stress that the discussions with the translators.  

The design of an individual face-to-face contact with the guest teacher in Cycle I 

was based on an assumption that physical closeness can encourage students to interact 

with the teacher. Dörnyei (1997) believed that physical closeness, or proximity, is one 

important factor that contributes to positive interdependence. However, shorter 

physical distance means close contact with the teacher, which may be hard for shy or 

introverted students.  

Examining the features of the students who held discussions with the guest 

teachers, we found two kinds of students who chose to participate in the discussion 

with the guest teacher. The first kind was students who were active in their groups, 

and the second kind was students who were diligent. Not all of them were extroverted 

or outgoing. Some students were considered quiet students in their groups, but they 

belonged to the diligent group, which usually performed better than the other groups. 
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It is interesting to note that these two kinds of students seemed to have different 

purposes in consulting the guest teacher. The ‘active’ students wanted to share their 

opinions and confirm with the guest teacher if their comments or evaluation criteria 

were ‘correct.’ This was more likely a confirmation check and self-confidence 

building process. According to the guest teacher, many of the students came to her to 

ask if their suggestion was appropriate or not. She also found that the ‘active’ students 

would give new comments if she demonstrated some disagreement on their 

suggestion. In contrast, the diligent students showed an aggressive attitude toward 

learning from the guest teacher. They prepared questions for the teacher instead of 

their own suggestions. It seemed that their main purpose was to learn from the teacher, 

not to negotiate a translation with the teacher.  

Within-group discussion in Cycle I. 

1. Giving similar responses due to homogenous grouping and indistinguishable 

roles 

In Cycle I, each group was formed by students themselves, so it is possible that 

students chose fellow group members with whom they could work comfortably or 

shared a similar working style. However, this type of grouping, which is usually 

homogenous, might have its weakness. It was found that two or three students from 

the same group tended to express similar opinions, especially when they were giving 

compliments on the translator groups’ performance. In analyzing the roles they played, 

some overlaps were found.  

Two possible reasons can be derived from the analysis. First, because the groups 

were formed by the students, we were unable to avoid some commonality among 

members, including ways of thinking. This was especially possible because the 

students shared notes and comments. Without their own opinions, they might have 

just used their partners’, leading to responses that all sounded similar. This is why 
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many scholars advocate heterogeneous grouping. Hilke (1990) argued that students 

should not form groups based on friendship or cliques. Effective grouping should 

have sufficient heterogeneity (Johnson & Johnson, 1994) such as language 

proficiency (to promote peer tutoring).  

The second reason may lie in the overlapping characteristics among the roles for 

students to play. As mentioned above, two roles, the Appreciator and the In-group 

Assessor, gave compliments on the translator group, so students tended to repeat each 

other’s responses. In reexamining the five roles, we found that the Appreciator was 

more likely to repeat others’ comments, as s/he could compliment any aspect of 

performance, such as oral performance or translation. The In-group Assessor was not 

supposed to repeat the other roles’ comments, but because s/he tended to give 

suggestions to his/her own group based on the translator group’s good performance, 

the content overlapped with the Appreciator’s. In other words, because the other roles 

did not just point out inappropriate parts, but also appropriate ones, it was more likely 

that they would repeat the Appreciator’s comments. From the analysis above, we may 

say that if we want to ask the students to play roles in a discussion, it is important to 

give distinctive roles, roles that share no commonality or similarities, so that students’ 

responses will not be restated.  

2. Friendship or classmate relationships as bonds to link group members 

Students noted that they were very pleased to help their partners because they 

were friends and classmates. Students shared notes and made comments for their 

partners during discussions. It seems that friendship or a classmate relationship was a 

bond to link group members. As Dörnyei (1997) suggested, the affective domain plays 

an essential role in the success of cooperative learning. He attributed this positive 

interaction to the interrelated roles in group dynamics. His suggestions for enhancing 

group cohesiveness are similar to those of Johnson et al. (2002) for increasing positive 
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interdependence, as discussed in Chapter 2 (Dörnyei, 1997, p. 485-6). He emphasized 

the need for team building for team members to know each other and develop the trust 

and skills to work together. This is especially true when a group is formed by the 

teacher or at random, and not by the students.  

Student seminar in Cycle II. 

1. Nodding acquaintance a hindrance to discussion 

Nodding acquaintance with the members from other groups seemed to hinder 

discussion in the seminar. Because the learners had not cooperated before, they did 

not know how to work with the new partners. Student Participant II-3 indicated the 

problem in cooperating with members from the other groups:  

 

It was hard to ask them to talk. We did not have a long-term cooperative 

relationship, so we did not know how to motivate them to talk. If they said they 

did not have suggestions or advice, all we could do was to accept their responses. 

We did not dare to complain or directly tell them what we needed. If they were 

our partners, I would directly assign jobs to them and require them to take 

responsibility. However, they were not my partners. (classroom, 11/03/2009)  

 

 It seemed that a lack of long-term working relationship and the resultant group 

dynamics demotivated the new partners from active participation. This problem seems 

to support the idea of team building by Dörnyei (1997) and Kagan (1995). Dörnyei 

(1997) talked about the need for team building for groups to know each other and 

develop the trust and skills to work together. Kagan (1995) urged that team-building 

activities be done at regular intervals. As shown in the present study, because the team 

relationship had not been built, they were not equipped with the skills to cooperate 

with each other, and there were no group dynamics to force members to contribute.  
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Teacher seminar in Cycle II.  

1. Teachers’ encouragement needed in teacher-student collaboration  

 We noted that the students who participated in the teacher seminar did not 

actively initiate discussion, preferring to listen very carefully to the instructor’s 

opinions and take notes. They spoke only when the instructor invited comments from 

them. It seemed that they did not know they had an equal status in sharing and 

negotiating the translation with the instructor. The students generally believed that 

they were supposed to learn from the two teachers, instead of sharing and working 

with the teachers. In the interviews, students expressed the belief that this seminar 

helped them to solve the problems they could not solve without help, gave them a 

chance to hear various opinions, and increased their confidence. It is obvious that 

students expected to benefit from the teacher seminar, not to contribute their opinions. 

They hoped that the teachers would solve their problems and compliment their work, 

which would strengthen their confidence. Reliance on the teacher can be seen in the 

learners.  

In this seminar, the guest teacher, who wanted to give the dominant role to the 

students, kept silent most of the time in order to solicit more student talk. She asked 

the learners to share their opinions before she gave hers. This action did stimulate 

students to talk first and talk more. According to Student Participant II-1, because the 

guest teacher asked them to talk first, they found that the questions they raised were 

very valuable, questions that the teachers had not considered before they pointed them 

out. Students began to develop the awareness that they could also raise valid issues 

for discussion. We may say that the guest teacher stimulated more talk from the 

students to some extent by being silent and encouraging the students to initiate 

discussion.  
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Session 3: Oral Peer Response 

Distrusting student responses. In this session, we found that the students paid 

attention to peers’ oral comments when the instructor participated, especially when 

the comment-giver group raised interesting issues and the instructor interrupted and 

asked for further explanation, or the audience was asked to vote on alternative 

translations. However, when the instructor did not participate in this session, most of 

the audience did not pay attention to the peers’ oral responses. Based on the 

interviews with the audience, one reason why they did not want to pay attention was 

that they did not believe they could learn from their peers’ comments. They trusted the 

teachers’ suggestions more, so they only paid attention to their peers’ comments when 

the instructor participated. This attitude resembles past studies in student preferences 

for teacher or peer responses. Students tend to prefer teacher responses to peer 

responses (Nelson and Carson, 1998; Zhang, 1995). This preference was shown in all 

five sessions of the CoTT. Students doubted the value of their peers’ oral comments, 

so when their peers were giving comments, students turned their attention elsewhere.  

Finishing jobs to relieve pressure. Another reason for not listening to the peers’ 

oral responses was that the learners were trying to finish assigned jobs as soon as 

possible in order to relieve pressure. They did not care about their peers’ oral 

comments because they had a more important job to do: finishing the seminar sheet. 

According to the interviewed students, every job was one source of pressure, and they 

wanted to relieve the pressure as soon as possible. Therefore, their top learning 

priority was to complete the seminar sheet.  

We might expect that students would turn their attention to their peers upon 

finishing the seminar sheet. On the contrary, students confessed in interviews that 

once they finished the jobs and eliminated the pressure, they wanted to take a break. 

They still did not pay attention to their peers. This finding is consistent with the 
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common results of extrinsic learning. The extrinsic motivation from pressure and the 

desire to please the instructor tend to motivate students only to finish assigned jobs; 

once the jobs are completed, the motivation to learn is diminished.  

Learners’ extrinsic motivation may be formed from their learning background, 

experience, and context. From elementary school, Taiwanese students are extrinsically 

motivated under parents’ and society’s values and wishes. Tests and exams are 

imposed on students with no consultation of the students themselves (Brown, 2007). 

Because schools often teach students to please teachers and authorities, students’ 

internalized thirst for knowledge and experience is not developed (Brown, 2007). As 

the student participants noted in Chapter 5, they could not help but learn this way 

because this was how they were taught. They were used to this kind of learning--that 

is, learning in order to meet teachers’ or parents’ expectations.  

Asking instructor’s permission to argue. The translator group tended to ask for 

the instructor’s permission to argue with the comment-giver group. They believed that 

this session belonged to the comment-giver group and that interrupting might be 

impolite. This behavior differed greatly from the students’ behaviors in the Translator 

Seminar in Session 3 of Cycle I, in which the translator group directly argued in 

defense of their translation, sometimes even in an impolite manner. Closely 

examining the differences in these two kinds of communications, we found that the 

translator seminar was a face-to-face interaction, while the peer oral comments were 

given in public. The translator group did not want to cause a loss of face before the 

entire class by interrupting them. Moreover, without the instructors’ permission, the 

translator group did not know whether the interruption would be seen as impolite by 

the instructor.  
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Session 4: Oral Teacher responses 

Trust of teacher responses. Students in both cycles trusted the teachers’ 

comments greatly. They listened to the teachers’ comments very carefully and took 

notes. They especially paid considerable attention to the guest teachers’ advice when 

the guest teacher complimented them on their acceptable translations. Even though 

the two teachers produced different comments on the same translation, students 

believed that this was due to the teachers’ different professions. They never doubted 

the two teachers’ abilities to review and evaluate their work.  

This trust seemed to have two opposite effects on students’ treatment of peer 

responses. First, because the learners did not trust peer responses, they did not directly 

adopt peer responses without careful examination of the quality of each suggestion. In 

contrast, students more frequently directly adopted teachers’ suggestions without a 

second thought, which could contribute to the development of over-reliance on 

teachers’ corrections.  

Session 5: Final Revisions 

Preference to show a final product. Students seemed reluctant to show the 

revision process. Only four of the ten groups marked the revisions for the instructor in 

Cycle I. The interviewed students said they preferred to produce a final product and 

claimed that they needed a sense of achievement from seeing the final work. They 

thought underlining or marks would make the text appear unfinished. Thus, they had a 

tendency to revise the translations without marking the revisions for the instructor. 

This desire to turn in a final product, instead of a document with their revision process, 

indicates a need to show a completed translation product, which is consistent with 

Atkinson and Raynor’s (1974) theory of achievement motivation. It is believed that 

achievement motivation is determined by conflicting approach and avoidance 

tendencies. The positive influences are the expectancy of success, the value of 
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successful task fulfillment, and the need for achievement. The negative influences are 

the fear of failure, the incentive to avoid failure, and the probability of failure. 

Students in the present study seemed to seek the value of task fulfillment and gain a 

sense of achievement by turning in a translation product that looked finished.  

Using more teacher responses. Students employed both teachers’ and peers’ 

comments, but they showed a definite preference for teacher comments. This result is 

line with studies on peer response in the literature. Miao, Badger, and Zhen (2006) 

found that learners incorporated both teacher and peer comments into their writing, 

but with teacher responses favored, since they brought about greater improvement. 

These findings show students’ preference for teacher responses, but this does not 

necessarily mean that students view peer responses negatively. Students claimed that 

even though they used more teachers’ comments, they still took their peers’ comments 

into consideration when making their final revisions. The reason why they used peers’ 

comments was that those responses, especially in written form, were also very 

specific and constructive. Because the two teachers seldom provided suggested 

translations, their peers’ suggestions could be very good resources or references. This 

attitude shows a positive reaction to peer responses, when such responses are specific.  

However, because they still harbored doubts about the value of their peers’ 

responses, students showed disagreement only with peers’ comments. It can be 

inferred that students had more trust in the teachers’ suggestions and did not dare to 

challenge the teachers’ comments. This reaction was the same as the attitude they held 

when considering whether to use the peer responses in Session 2. The students did not 

use suggestions from their peers without reexamining the quality of each one. Table 

6.1 gives a summary of the characteristics of the learners in Cycle I and II in the five 

sessions.  
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Table 6.1 Summary of the Characteristics of Learners 

Session Characteristics of Learners 

Session 1: Written Peer 

responses 

1. Using peers’ responses with some reformation 

2. Finding errors in mechanics and vocabulary 

Translator Seminar in Cycle I  

1. Having a desire to express themselves and to be 

accepted 

2. Increased engagement in face-to-face asking and 

answering mode  

3. Lacking the courage for individual face-to-face 

interaction with the guest teacher 

Within-group Discussion in Cycle I  

1. Giving similar responses due to homogeneous 

grouping and indistinguishable roles.  

2. Friendship or classmate relationships as a bond to 

link group members. 

Student Seminar in Cycle II  

1. Nodding acquaintance a hindrance to discussion 

Session 2 

Translator Seminar 

Within-group Discussion 

Student Seminar 

Teacher Seminar 

Teacher Seminar in Cycle II  

1. Teachers’ encouragement needed in teacher-student 

collaboration  

Session 3:  

Oral Student responses 

1. Distrusting student responses 

2. Finishing jobs to relieve pressure 

3. Asking instructor’s permission to argue  

Session 4:  

Oral Teacher responses 

1. Trusting teacher responses 

 

 

Session 5:  

Final Revisions 

1. Preference for showing final product 

2. Using more teacher responses 

 

Emerging Issues from the Nature of Learners 

 Three issues that emerge from the analysis deserve discussion: (a) Status of Peer 

Response and Teacher Response; (b) Different attitudes toward face-to-face 

student-student & teacher-student interactions; and (c) Learners’ review system.  
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Status of peer response and teacher response. Students’ preference for and trust 

in teacher responses is obvious. They more readily accepted the teachers’ advice and 

suggested translations for their final revisions. In contrast, when considering using 

peer responses for revision, learners first analyzed a suggested translation and then 

modified the translated text or directly adopted it. They seldom utilized peer 

suggestions without analysis or discussion.  

Even though learners preferred teacher responses, only peer responses stimulated 

learners to analyze their source and target texts and to evaluate the appropriateness of 

the peers’ suggested translation. In other words, peer responses seemed to intrinsically 

motivate the learning in text analysis, evaluation of peer responses, decision making, 

and translation revision. The trust in teacher responses, on the other hand, usually led 

to a direct adoption without analysis or thorough consideration. Independent 

self-monitoring and decision-making ability may not be built through a single teacher 

response task. How learners treat peer and teacher responses is illustrated in Figure 

6.1. When students receive peer responses, they begin a process of analyzing the 

suggested translation and decision-making on how to treat the translation. They may 

adopt, adapt, retain, or reform the translation. As for teachers’ responses, learners tend 

to directly adopt a suggested translation.  

The findings on learners’ use of peer and teacher response have some 

pedagogical implications. First, both kinds of responses are necessary in a cooperative 

translation classroom. Peer response stimulates more translation analysis and decision 

making, while teacher response satisfies learners’ needs for teacher feedback. Second, 

if we hope learners will use peer response, these two types of response should go to 

different texts. As Lui and Hansen (2005) suggested, peer feedback and teacher 

feedback should be given on different drafts so that learners will not ignore their 

peers’ input. Since learners value peers’ specific comments more, it is important to ask 
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learners to give specific responses and suggestions. Finally, to prevent direct adoption 

of teachers’ comments, it is suggested that teachers give revision principles instead of 

suggested translations. As such, students are given a chance to practice creation in 

translation.   

  

 

 

 

Figure 6.1 Learners’ Use of Peer Response and Teacher Response 

 

Different attitudes toward face-to-face student-student & teacher-student 

interactions.  Learners’ attitudes toward face-to-face student-student and 

teacher-student interactions were different. The influential factors in student-student 

interaction are illustrated in Figure 6.2. Between two sides, there are two important 

factors found in the present study: Asking & answering communication mode and 

Acquaintance (2A).  

It is found that a clear communication mode is crucial for successful 

communication in the CoTT. Learners on the two sides can clearly know their roles in 

discussion: question asker or answer provider. Once learners know their responsibility, 

they can immediately start conversations with peers. However, an asking and 

answering mode alone may not lead to successful cooperation among peers. 

Acquaintance should be taken into consideration and group cohesiveness built in 

order to build learner’s intrinsic motivation to help peers and create a supporting 

network within the group.  

Apart from the two factors, we should not neglect the importance of the students’ 

value systems. Student-student interaction built on extrinsic motivation, such as 
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teachers’ directions, may not facilitate independent learning. Their engagement may 

not last long. Therefore, it is important to build up a positive perception or value of 

peer cooperation. When learners believe they can help and learn from each other, their 

engagement can be increased, and they need no monitoring from the instructor.  

To sum up, when a translation teacher intends to hold a student-student 

discussion or activity, it is important to prepare students by building up group 

cohesiveness for effective negotiation. To help students clearly understand their roles 

in discussion, the asking and answering communication mode is suggested. Most 

importantly, the value of peer cooperation should be raised progressively through the 

practice of peer activities so that students can become aware that they can benefit 

from this activity and their engagement can last longer.                         

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Figure 6.2 Factors Influencing Face-to-Face Student-Student Interactions 

 

 When faced with individual face-to-face student-teacher interactions, learners 

held mixed feelings. On the one hand, learners desired contact with the instructor for 

individual learning. On the other hand, they were afraid to interact face-to-face with 

the teacher. Learners’ mixed feeling can be demonstrated in Figure 6.3. Learners 

wanted the teacher’s counseling or a confirmation check to understand their own 

ability in reviewing and translation. However, they also felt anxious about interacting 

with the teacher, as they did not have enough self-confidence in their own questions 

 

Student’s 

Value 

System 

 

Student’s 

Value 

System 

Asking & Answering 

Acquaintance 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

167 

 

and communication skills. They worried that they would ask, in the students’ words, 

‘stupid’ questions, and they did not know how to communicate with an authority such 

as a teacher.  

 Based on learners’ reactions to the face-to-face student and teacher interactions, 

some factors have to be considered in order to develop effective cooperation between 

teachers and students. First, to eliminate the pressure of raising so-called stupid 

questions, which would reveal their weaknesses, the instructor can ask students to 

raise questions for peer translators instead of presenting their own. As a result, they 

will not feel that they need to take responsibility for the questions. Second, the 

individual contact can be changed into a group interaction, as with the teacher seminar 

in Cycle II. With companionship of their peers, learners will not need to worry about 

how to communicate with a teacher, as the instructor will usually take the initiative 

role in a discussion. Finally, a cooperative relationship between teacher and students 

needs the instructor to create a pleasant and pressure-free climate. Inviting and giving 

compliments on students’ questions and comments can increase students’ confidence 

in expressing opinions.  

 

 

 

Figure 6.3 Students’ Mixed Feelings Toward and Away from the Teacher 
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Learners’ review system. The present study found that learners pointed out more 

errors in mechanics and vocabulary than in sentence, discourse, and extralinguistic 

levels. This indicated learners’ limitations in reviewing. However, learners’ 

corrections in vocabulary revealed their ability in translation creation, and they made 

good use of their native language intuition to evaluate their peers’ translations.  

When it came to their response types, they had a tendency to focus on errors, 

rather than the segments that they agreed with. Therefore, they seldom gave 

compliments to their peers. The learners’ review system can be represented with a 

triangle, as shown in Figure 6.4. When performing linguistic-level evaluation, 

students provided more comments on mechanics, followed by vocabulary and 

sentences. As for the types of responses, they mainly focused on the identification of 

translations and provision of suggestion translations, with some compliments on 

agreeable translations. They seldom gave explanations for agreeable or disagreeable 

translations.  

Explanation        Sentence 

 

Compliment                Vocabulary 

 

              Errors                            Mechanics                    

                                                 

 

 

Figure 6.4 Learners’ Review System 
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Based on this learners’ review system, the instructions for peer response can be 

planned. Since learners, while reviewing, mainly focused on mechanics and 

vocabulary, explicit instruction can be given in the evaluation of sentence, discourse, 

and extralinguistic levels. The language-level checklist can serve as teaching materials 

in language-level evaluation. Second, as explanation for the identified agreeable and 

disagreeable translations is the indicator for decision making, it is important to train 

students to give explanations in their written peer responses. It is expected that with 

explicit instruction in the above-vocabulary level evaluation and in giving 

compliments and explanations, the learners’ review system can be changed from a 

triangle into a square, representing that learners can provide evaluations on various 

language levels, and present the evaluation results with constructive suggestions and 

explanations. Table 6.2 summarizes the three emerging issues above and the learners’ 

characteristics that formed the issues.  

Table 6.2 Summary of the Emerging Issues 

Issue Nature of Learner  

Status of Peer 

Response and 

Teacher 

Response 

1. Distrust of student responses 

2. Trust for teacher responses 

3. Using more teacher responses 

4. Using peers’ responses with some reformation 

Different 

attitudes toward 

face-to-face 

student-student & 

teacher-student 

interactions 

Student-student interaction 

1. Enhanced engagement in face-to-face asking and answering 

mode  

2. Nodding acquaintance a hindrance to discussion. 

 

Teacher-student interaction 

3. Lacking the courage to have an individual face-to-face 

interaction with the guest teacher. 

4. Teachers’ encouragement needed in teacher-student 

collaboration  

Learners’ review 

system 

1. Finding errors in mechanics and vocabulary  

2. Giving similar responses due to homogenous grouping and 

indistinguishable roles  
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Nature of Teachers 

There were two teacher participants in the present study, the instructor in Cycle 

II and the guest teacher in both cycles. From the analysis of the results, it is found that 

several roles were played by this instructor: activity moderator, translation evaluator, 

and discussion initiator. As she was the instructor of the class, she tried to familiarize 

her students with the task. For example, she reminded the translator group to assign 

one member to each seminar table. Secondly, she was the translation evaluator for 

each group’s translation. She continued the issues raised by the guest teacher and 

shared her opinions. She also initiated the discussion in the teacher seminar. Since 

many students did not actively speak up during the seminar, she assumed the 

responsibility for eliciting students’ comments and invited students and the guest 

teacher to share their opinions.  

 The guest teacher mostly played the role of translation evaluator and translation 

issue raiser. Her role was more passive in nature than that of the instructor. She did 

not conduct any classroom management. She had a belief in student-teacher 

collaboration, so she encouraged the students to initiate discussion. She played the 

role of a counselor, not of a guide. She believed that unless the role of discussion 

leader was given to the students, it would not be possible for them to actively get 

involved in the discussion and enjoy the process.  

As the students were very much used to teacher-centered learning, they probably 

did not understand the teacher’s role in a student-centered classroom, or their own 

roles. Thus, there may be a need to raise students’ awareness of the teacher’s role and 

their roles. For example, after the seminar, the instructor can ask the participants to 

describe what they observed about the teacher’s behavior and what roles s/he 

probably played. Through this, learners can gradually sense the differences in their 

teacher’s roles and discard their beliefs about the authoritative roles teachers play.  
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Nature of Learning Setting 

1. Equipment which shows a formal speaking position promotes a serious learning 

attitude. 

 The characteristics of the learning setting were determined through the analysis 

of the mediating artifacts. We found that having a classroom equipped with lecterns, 

microphones, and a platform is important for the CoTT. In Cycle I, the students’ 

teacher-like performance in public speaking and serious attitude toward the audience 

were mainly influenced by the learning environment, according to the interviewees. 

The two lecterns for the translator group and the comment-giver group in the 

e-classroom demonstrated their speaking positions in the debate. This environment 

created a formal climate, which reminded the translator and the comment-giver 

groups to maintain formality. 

 On the other hand, in Cycle II, there were only one lectern, one microphone, and 

one platform in the classroom. None of the translator groups used the lectern. All of 

the translator groups chose to speak from the platform, not from the lectern. Without 

the lectern, the translator group’s speaking and arguing positions could not be easily 

perceived by the translator and the audience. Moreover, the learners’ attitudes were 

not as serious as those of the learners in Cycle I. When giving responses to the 

comment givers, they did not maintain a formal and serious attitude.  

 It seems that the attitude toward giving and listening to oral public responses was 

influenced by the classroom equipment. Therefore, when implementing a cooperation 

translation activity such as the CoTT, teachers should find a classroom equipped with 

at least two lecterns and two microphones so that interactions between translators, 

comment givers, and the audience can be created.  

To create a formal and real setting, it is suggested that the professional world be 

brought into the classroom by inviting professional translators, bilinguals with an 
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aptitude for translation, and professionals from different fields (González Davies, 

2004). She proposed several actions that are intended to help students become 

familiar with the professional world: (a) include professional or real world activities; 

(b) evaluate not only from the pedagogical perspective but also from a professional 

one; (c) include authentic translation projects with non-profit organization (NGOs); (d) 

organize seminars with professional practitioners and with field experts, and (e) ask 

professional translators and field experts to evaluate the students’ work. With the 

professional world brought into the classroom, students will be more willing to treat 

the lessons seriously and learn to appreciate their peers’ evaluations.  

Nature of Interactions 

 Interaction is one of the main features in a cooperative classroom. Understanding 

the natures of the interaction modes in Cycles I and II was crucial to choosing the 

interaction modes to be included in the CoTT. In the two cycles, six kinds of 

interaction modes were found, including within group, between group, translator 

group and comment-giver group, instructor and students, guest teacher and students, 

and instructor and guest teacher.  

Within-group Interaction. In Cycle I, the group members played a support role to 

help the other members to find comments. They shared notes, discussed, and 

brainstormed suggestions for each other. The continuity of the discussion often 

depended on if their partners needed help or not. If no one needed help, they turned 

their attention to their own business. Because individual comments were required, 

there seemed to be no mutual goal for each group member. Therefore, when the 

individual needs had been satisfied and no members needed help, the discussion came 

to an end.  

 From the results of the implementations, it can be inferred that a mutual goal and 

friendship are important factors influencing the effectiveness of the within-group 
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discussion. A mutual goal can be seen as generating interdependence in cooperative 

learning, which is the most important element. Members in a group will contribute to 

the group or to other members when positive interdependence exists. In order to 

encourage peer cooperation, more positive interdependence should be created. 

Johnson and Johnson (1994) have suggested goal interdependence, resource 

interdependence, task interdependence, role interdependence, and reward 

interdependence. Students in the same group should have a mutual goal, and they 

need to share their own resources or materials with group members, take 

responsibility, assign complementary roles, and receive a joint reward (Johnson and 

Johnson, 1994).  

 As for the motivation to help group members, it is clear that friendship plays an 

important role. Friendship can be seen as a social attraction for grouping. The benefits 

of this grouping are that students with similar linguistic and cultural backgrounds will 

show a strong preference to be in the same group for peer support because social 

attraction usually comes from perceived similar backgrounds, proximity, and 

emotional ambience (Lui & Hansen, 2005). These similar backgrounds, attitudes, or 

viewpoints will be likely to promote affiliative feelings (Deutsch, 1962). In Cycles I 

and II, students showed a strong preference for forming groups based on friendship or 

a pre-existing cooperative relationship. Students in Cycle II were confronted with 

difficulty in working with the members from other groups in the student seminar, as 

they had not cooperated before. They did not how to stimulate the other members to 

contribute their opinions.  

This finding is contradictory to the common view that heterogeneous grouping is 

more likely to increase the depth of understanding, the quality of reasoning, and the 

accuracy of long-term retention. One key reason may be the time constraints. Because 

within-group discussion was limited to only five to ten minutes, the lack of a 
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pre-existing cooperative relationship made it difficult for them to brainstorm 

comments. Thus, if the CoTT is conducted under time constraints, it is suggested that 

the teacher allow students to form groups based on friendship, acquaintance, or their 

previous cooperative experience so that the learners may generate more comments in 

a short discussion time.  

Between-group discussion.  In Cycle I, the between-group interaction took 

place in the translator seminar. Each seminar participant brought their questions to the 

translator group and engaged in discussion with them. The two parties’ engagement 

was deep because they knew their own roles. The translator group played a defendant 

role, trying to give explanations and convince the participants to keep the original 

translation. The seminar participants played the roles of facilitator and translation 

negotiator in an attempt to help the peers to revise and also find better translation 

solutions to the problems. They had a cooperative relationship in the seminar.  

 In Cycle II, the between-group interaction took place in the student seminar. The 

members came from separate groups, and they were all assigned one language level 

for review. The discussions were not as smooth as those in within-group discussions, 

as the students were not acquainted with each other. Moreover, having no leader to 

initiate discussion, sometimes they did not know how to start. With a lack of 

acquaintance and group cohesiveness among members, there were no established 

group dynamics to increase members’ engagement. None of the students dared to 

accuse others of avoiding responsibility, for they did not want to damage their 

friendships. If members were acquainted each other, it would be easier for members to 

negotiate the job assignments and responsibilities.  

It can be inferred that for success in between-group discussion, complicated 

activities should be avoided, as students usually become confused about their roles in 

the task. Complicated tasks generally require division of labor among group members, 
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so if the cooperative relationship has not been formed previously, it will be hard for 

group members to help each other. This situation may worsen when there is no leader 

and members have similar roles in the discussion. Some students may try to avoid 

responsibility, as the other members can finish the task just as well without their 

contributions. Even though they might care for their friendships, those students may 

still act very passive, acting more as listeners. For situations like this, it appears that 

the principles of the Discussion Group, one of the cooperative learning activities, can 

provide some help in solving this problem.   

In a Discussion Group, it is important to give students a well-defined aim, and a 

leader should be assigned by the teacher or chosen by the members. This leader’s 

main responsibility is to ensure member participation and engagement. Here, in the 

CoTT, it is suggested that this group leader confirm that all members understand their 

roles, the task they should complete, and the flow of the discussion. Slavin (1997) 

suggested three ways to ensure student participation: asking members to write down 

opinions, assigning certain parts of a topic, and giving sufficient time. If incorporating 

Slavin’s suggestions, a translation teacher can ask each group to take notes of what 

has been discussed, ask the leader to assign responsibilities, and give more discussion 

time or ask a group member to play the role as time-controller. Moreover, to ensure 

that all group members are participating, one main feature in CL can be employed: 

individual accountability. Students should take individual notes, and the notes should 

be turned in by the group, so that individual accountability contributes to the grade on 

group performance. The leader should be responsible for asking the members to finish 

their own jobs in order to ensure that every member contributes a fair share.  

Translator group and comment-giver group interaction.  The interactions 

between the translator group and comment giver group were similar in both cycles. 

Generally, the comment-giver group gave comments politely for fear that the 
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translator group might lose face, and they attempted to protect their friendship. 

However, their comments became more critical with practice in giving oral comments. 

It is interesting to note that one reason for being critical was that students wanted to 

exact revenge for being criticized by one group. Because their face had not been 

saved, they felt that they did not need to be concerned about face. Thus, their remarks 

were more critical, with a slightly impolite tone. Critiquing is a face-threatening act, 

and we can see that most of the students in two cycles tried hard to save face for their 

classmates in order to protect their friendship. This attitude continued in Prototype II, 

where they felt they were ‘under attack’, and they wanted to ‘fight back.’ This finding 

was consistent with the results of my studies in translator seminars in 2009. Students’ 

arguments gained in strength, from mild to strong, when they heard more arguments 

against them, and they started getting used to debating. Even though some students 

were slightly impolite during discussions, it seemed that students had learned the 

skills to argue and support their assertions.  

As most Taiwanese students have little experience with discussion and debate, 

teachers should provide as much experience as possible, even though some strong 

arguments may develop when students become more critical. Teachers should stir 

their students and help them discover their potential for critical thinking by 

experiencing different developmental stages. However, rude or impolite behavior has 

to be dealt with by the instructor. Some social and communication skills should be 

taught during the training of peer responses so that some conflicts can be avoided.  

Second, the translator groups did not actively respond to the comment giver 

groups, as they believed the speaking time belonged to the comment givers. To 

interrupt or argue with them might offend them. Thus, they did not talk until the 

instructor encouraged them to talk or gave them permission to speak. In other words, 

students were trying to protect their friendships, and being polite to both the comment 
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giver group and the teacher. To improve this situation, the teacher should act as a 

mediator to remind that the translator group that they can argue in favor of their 

opinions and encourage debate.  

Instructor and student interaction.  The interactions between the instructor and 

the students in Cycles I and II were similar. Students usually relied on the instructor’s 

instructions to complete the tasks. The instructor’s talk seemed authoritative to 

learners. Whenever the instructor joined the discussion or interrupted the presentation, 

the audience’s attention was drawn. When the instructor asked the comment giver 

group questions or the translator group to respond to the comments, or asked the 

audience to vote for alternative translations, most of the students were attentive to 

what was happening on the stage. The authority conferred on the teachers in the 

students’ minds is obvious, and the students got used to being extrinsically motivated 

by the instructor.  

To alter these perceptions of teachers’ roles, their awareness of the roles of the 

teachers may need to be raised. It can be done right after the discussion in the teacher 

seminar. The instructor can ask the seminar participants what they have observed 

about the teachers’ roles and their roles in the seminars, and what they have learned 

from this activity. The students will be able to see the value of the teacher seminar and 

their contributions to their own learning.  

If students are used to teacher-centered learning, the teacher should shift the 

approach gradually. A sudden change may make students feel insecure, and they may 

even believe that the teachers are lazy. The scaffolding should be drawn little by little 

until students are accustomed to student-centered discussion.  

Guest teacher to student interaction.  The guest teacher took part in both 

cycles and held a similar attitude toward the students, expecting more active 

participation from them. She gave the power to the students and let them initiate 
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discussion. If she found the students did not actively ask questions or raise questions 

for discussion, she invited one or two students to start, and listened to their opinions 

first. However, not many of the students in Cycle I had the courage to speak 

face-to-face with the guest teacher. They were afraid that they would bring up ‘stupid’ 

questions and did not know how to start a discussion with a teacher. In other words, 

personal contact with a teacher and a lack of self-confidence caused them stress.  

Therefore, the first priority for positive interaction between the guest teacher and 

students is to help students believe in the role the guest teacher plays. The teacher can 

play a more supporting role and act more like a group member. Instead of expressing 

professional suggestions, the guest teacher should first invite more opinions and listen 

to students first, and then guide students to think more deeply from multiple 

perspectives. The teachers’ suggestions can be drawn inductively by the students. 

Instructor to guest teacher interaction.  The interactions between the instructor 

and the guest teacher demonstrated the advantages of team-teaching in a translation 

classroom. First, the two teachers’ different comments on the same translation raised 

the students’ awareness of alternative translations. The students in both cycles 

discarded the belief that there was a ‘correct translation.’ Second, the negotiation 

process between the two teachers helped students understand that a better translation 

is achieved through negotiation, especially when the guest teacher raised translation 

problems and the instructor continued the issues. The students observed the discussion 

process and later might imitate the process in their own discussion. Finally, the 

translation can be discussed based on the two teachers’ professions, and validity and 

reliability of teacher reviews can be achieved.  

 The clear benefits of team-teaching in reviewing translations are found in the 

present study. However, in reality, teachers may find it difficult to invite a guest 

teacher for regular translation exercises. It is herein suggested that the team-teaching 
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be conducted for midterm or final evaluations only. The target teacher can be another 

translation teacher in the same department, or ideally one from another school, as in 

the present study. These two teachers can work together on the translation evaluations 

of two classes.  

Design Framework 

 With the domain theories on students, teachers, learning environment, and 

interactions, it is now possible to reexamine the problems of each session in Cycle II 

and propose better solutions to the problems. A design framework is a “design 

solution” that provides a set of “design guidelines for a particular class of design 

challenge” (p. 114). In order to construct the theories of the design framework for the 

Cooperative Translation Task, the following section will review the remaining 

problems in each session, incorporate the domain theories in the previous section, and 

finally propose the final solutions to each problem. The latest version of each session 

will be illustrated in an activity-theory triangle. The implementation guidelines will be 

provided as well.  

Session 1: Written Peer responses 

In Session 1, two modifications were made. First, the students needed to fill in a 

peer responses sheet in Cycle I, while the students in Cycle II needed only to place 

responses and explanation in the notes. The students did not have problems in using 

notes in the word-processing software, but they seldom provided explanations for the 

translator groups. Without explanations, the translator groups might not be persuaded 

to use peers’ responses, and they might find it difficult to make decisions on how to 

use the comments. Thus, there is a need to impose this labor upon the peer group, and 

giving explanations should receive particular emphasis. Second, the peer response 

sheet has been changed into notes in the word-processing software. This modified 

Mediating Artifact increases the efficiency of revision works, and the students did not 
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state any difficulties in using this tool. In addition, none of translator groups 

complained of problems with reading the comments in the file.  

Design Framework for Remaining Problems in Session 1 

In this session, only one problem remained. That is, peer groups did not offer 

translator groups explanations for errors. Generally, learners did not provide 

explanations for two reasons. One was that they felt it was time-consuming to give 

explanations. The other was they did not know how to give clear and brief 

explanations in the notes. To deal with the issue of time, we may start by increasing 

the learners’ willingness to put time and effort into giving explanations. Among all the 

learner characteristics in the study, one specific characteristic of the students may be 

taken into consideration: individual efforts. It was found that the students who put 

their names in the notes provided more comments than the other partners. We may 

infer that asking for individual efforts may stimulate more individual comments, as 

learners will know that both the instructor and the translator groups will notice their 

revision efforts. Therefore, if students are asked to write down their names by their 

explanations, they will probably devote more time and energy to providing 

explanations.  

However, not every student cares to show individual efforts to the instructor or 

his/her peers. There may be a need to consider other characteristics. In Cycles I and II, 

one perspective held by the students may provide more intrinsic motivation for giving 

explanation. That is, they may perceive helping as a partner’s responsibility. All the 

students in Cycle I and II were pleased to help their classmates because they believed 

they were helping friends. Their devotion was especially deep for individual contact. 

However, when written peer response was a group task, rather than an individual one, 

the intimacy distance between translators and peers seemed larger than that in the 

translator seminar. In other words, if we expect more effort from individuals, we need 
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to shorten the intimacy distance between the response giver and recipient. In order to 

shorten the intimacy distance between the translators and peers, we can ask the 

translator group to write their names by the translations for which they were 

responsible. In this way, each peer will know who is responsible for a specific 

segment of text and to which classmate their responses will go. The above two 

principles are congruent with one key feature of cooperative learning, individual 

accountability. When students are aware of their personal responsibility to their mates, 

and to the response receiver, they will contribute (Johnson & Johnson, 1994). 

As for the problem that students do not know how to give concise explanations, 

training in giving explanations can be provided before a written peer response session. 

Many scholars have found that students who have training in peer response can make 

useful suggestions (e.g., Berg, 1999; Hedgcock &Lefkowitz, 1992). Training in 

describing and explaining errors can help students to become aware of the 

characteristics of errors and their underlying reasons. This also develops students’ 

metacognitive strategies in translation learning. The instructor can first ask students to 

give peer responses on a translated text, and then guide students to describe errors and 

to explain why they think they are errors. The instructor can later give comments on 

students’ descriptions and explanations, and rephrase them into a more appropriate 

statements. Finally, the whole class can practice using their own words to rephrase the 

instructor’s paraphrase. A time limit can be set to show that giving descriptions and 

explanations does not consume much time.  

To sum up, there are three main principles for encouraging explanation. The first 

one is to ask peer members to write their names in the notes to show individual efforts. 

The second one is to ask the translators to write their names by translations for which 

they are responsible. The last one is to provide training in describing and explaining 

errors. It is expected that students will be more willing to provide explanations for 
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their classmates when they are given chances to present their individual efforts in 

translation and review, and are trained in the skills of describing and explaining 

errors.  

Session 2: Student Seminar & Teacher Seminar 

In Session 2, two modifications were made. First, the Within-group Discussion 

and Translator Seminar were changed to a Teacher Seminar and a Student Seminar in 

order to increase the collaboration between students and teachers, and among students. 

The students in Cycle II held a very positive attitude toward the Teacher Seminar, as 

they could have a face-to-face discussion with the teachers and an opportunity to 

express their opinions. However, they did not clearly understand the purpose of 

participating in the Teacher Seminar. In contrast, the students held slightly negative 

perspective on the Student Seminar. The main problems lay in the difficulty of 

reviewing a translation on various language levels, and their nodding acquaintance 

with their co-members diminished their willingness to engage in serious discussion. 

Therefore, there is a need to reconsider the difficulty level of the reviewing task and 

group formation.   

Second, instead of taking notes in the within-group discussion or translator 

seminar in Cycle I, each individual student in Cycle II needed to put multiple 

comments on a seminar sheet. The seminar sheet helped students to organize their 

comments and record their discussion. However, it was found that the students paid 

all their attention to filling in the sheet. This job became their priority, and discussions 

with the translator and listening to the other peers’ oral comments were neglected. 

Therefore, there is a need to reconsider a new rule and tool to motivate students to 

discuss, while at the same time helping them to organize their notes.  
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Design Framework for Remaining Problems in Session 2 

The heterogeneous grouping in Cycle II proved that under time constraints, this 

kind of grouping cannot successfully elicit discussion. Because the members were not 

acquainted with each other, it was hard for them to quickly get into a discussion. It 

was found that within-group discussions in both cycles generated more useful 

comments, as the participants knew how to make good use of the time in discussion 

with partners with whom they had pre-existing relationships. Hence, the 

between-group Student Seminar will be changed back to a within-group student 

seminar. In this seminar, there will be one translator and a group of student 

participants. However, the problem of similar comments mentioned in Cycle I may 

still exist. To prevent similar or identical comments from members of the same group, 

the group work of filling in a seminar sheet was changed into individual work. Each 

participant will have a seminar sheet to fill in, but they will still work with their group 

members to find more questions and solutions for the translator.  

The second problem in this session was the students did not understand the 

purpose of joining the Teacher Seminar. As the students preferred the teachers’ 

comments to the peers’, which is a demonstrated learner characteristic, it may be a 

good idea to have students share the teachers’ comments in the student seminar. After 

a presentation by a translator group, a translator will go to a student seminar table. 

When all the seminar participants know which segments this translator is responsible 

for, they will send one member to the Teacher Seminar. This member will be 

responsible for asking questions and getting suggestions for this translator from the 

teachers and peers from other groups. The Teacher Seminar will finish five minutes 

earlier than the Student Seminar, allowing time for this member to go back to his/her 

table to share the material with the members and the translator. This modification is 

based on Jigsaw I, designed by Aronson, Blaney, Stephan, Sikes and Snapp (1988). 
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The member who is sent to the teacher seminar is joining the so-called ‘expert group’ 

in Jigsaw I. Students return to their original groups to teach their group members 

about the teacher’s comments and suggestions. This sharing forms interdependence 

among members and translators. Other group members may be curious about the 

teacher’s comments, and the translator hopes to use teacher feedback to make 

revisions. By connecting the purposes of joining the Teacher Seminar to those of the 

Student Seminar, students will see the value of Teacher Seminar, and the members in 

the Student Seminar will appreciate what this member shares with them.  

As mentioned above, another problem was that students focused too much on 

filling in the seminar sheet. It is important to understand why students made it a 

priority job. Based on the interview data, the students desired to finish the assigned 

jobs as soon as possible in order to relieve the task pressure. They forgot the 

objectives of discussion: to help the translator to revise the translation. However, 

without keeping records of the results of the discussion, students cannot record their 

own learning process and results, as noted by students in Cycle I. Thus, there is still a 

need to find another method for taking notes on the discussion. In order to make the 

notes meaningful to each student and prevent students from giving the discussion 

work to the other members, each student in a group will need to take personal notes. 

One factor which led to the success of the Translator Seminar in Cycle I was that 

when each student participant went to the seminar, he/she brought individual 

questions and took personal notes. These personal notes were more closely related to 

themselves, which would be more meaningful to them. Therefore, a new seminar 

sheet for individual students has been constructed (see Appendix G). The first part of 

the sheet is for the learner’s name and student number, the translator group number, 

and the name of the translator the student reviews. The second part is for the questions 

and responses for the translator. The third part is for the responses from the translator. 
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Finally, the responders need to write down the solutions or revised translations.  

Table 6.3 Seminar Sheet for Individual Student (simplified version) 

Name:            Student Number:  

Translator group number: 

Translator: 

Questions you raised for this translator: 

Responses you got from this translator: 

Translation solutions you found together:  

 

As shown in Table 6.3, the responses are given to only one translator. This 

change is intended to make this translator seminar more meaningful to each translator. 

The translators in this seminar in Cycle II acted very passively and played the role of 

listener. They seldom actively engaged in the seminar with the student participants. It 

seemed that what the seminar participants discussed had nothing to do with them. 

Moreover, it was found that many translators were not familiar with their own 

translations, so they were not able to answer questions related to their partners’ 

translations, which made them reluctant to speak in the seminar. Therefore, to help the 

translator clearly understand their role in the seminar, the questions on the sheet are 

only for one translator, not for a whole group. As such, the translator has a clear goal: 

These seminar participants are trying to help him/her to solve problems and improve 

the translation. The translator will be more willing to work with the seminar 

participants, and a cooperative, not defensive, relationship between translator and 

peers can be built up. As Nelson and Murphy (1992) addressed, one constraint of peer 

responses on the affective level is that a defensive relationship may be formed when 

students’ work is criticized by their peers. Moreover, with limited time, making 

individual notes for only one translator is possible. Creating a helpful, supportive 

context in a translator seminar can prevent students from holding a negative 
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perspective toward their peers and the activity itself. They may be more willing to 

participate in similar tasks, making it possible for the instructor to employ the CoTT 

as a regular activity in the translation classroom.  

Session 3: Oral Peer responses 

In Session 3, two modifications were made. First, the instructor played the role 

of moderator to initiate the interaction between the translator group and the 

comment-givers. However, it was found that the students focused too much on 

finishing the seminar sheets and distrusted their peers’ comments; as a result, they did 

not want to listen to those comments. The problem of their distrust in their peers’ 

comments also needs to be attended to.  

Design Framework for Remaining Problems in Session 3 

There were two main reasons why students ignored peers’ oral comments. First, 

some student participants complained in the interviews that peers’ oral comments 

were generally similar and not as constructive as the teachers’. They claimed that they 

only listened to their group member’s oral comments to show their support. In other 

words, they only cared for their own suggestions. Second, the suggestions were not 

directed to their own translation, but to the translator group. When they had finished 

their parts, they did not need to be concerned about other peers’ suggestion. To find 

the underlying implications from these two reasons, we may notice that students only 

pay attention to others when the content is closely related to themselves. Thus, it is 

necessary to develop a new way of sharing translator peers’ comments, one which is 

meaningful for everyone, including the translator and the student participants.  

First, we need to rethink who cares about the comments. Generally, the translator 

group will care the most. If we ask the translator group to present all the suggestions 

collected in the student seminar, then translators will pay much closer attention to the 

student participants’ comments. The seminar participants working with this translator 
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will care about their comments, as they will be the contributors of these suggestions. 

To raise the status of each peer oral comment and make the audience all appreciate 

these comments, the instructor can ask the translator to present the comments and give 

credit to the contributors.  

This is based on one of the learners’ characteristics. Learners tend to care only 

about their own work, partners, and efforts. Thus, translators’ appreciation for specific 

peers can not only draw seminar participants attention but also build up a climate of 

sharing and appreciating, which will consolidate the group cohesiveness of the 

translator and participants. Naming the contributors can also have some effects on the 

audience, who usually do not pay attention to peer oral comments. In both cycles, the 

audience only paid attention to interactions between translators and comment-giver 

group, or between the instructor and students. The translator’s presentation of both 

contributors’ names and their suggestions will make an ‘invisible’ interaction between 

translator and his/her seminar participants. It can be expected that this interaction will 

attract the audience’s attention, especially when they hear specific classmates’ names.  

Another important factor that influences students’ involvement is the instructor’s 

involvement. The audience took the instructor’s involvement as instruction, and did 

not see the session as a presentation given by the translators or peer group. Therefore, 

when the translator group is presenting the collected comments, the instructor should 

seize upon good chances to ask further questions from the individual students and also 

require the translator group to respond. The translator group will not need to worry 

about interrupting the comment-giver group’s talk, as the instructor will initiate the 

debate.  

Having the translator groups present their collected peer comments will not only 

draw the attention of the seminar participants and audience but also relieve the 

pressure on the student participants inherent in public speaking. As a result, they will 
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be able to focus only on asking questions and giving suggestions, without worrying 

about the filling-in jobs and public speaking. It will also save the instructor’s energy 

for training on giving oral comments. The translator group can present just the 

comments and their translation solutions. Most importantly, in this session, the 

instructor will create a real friendly, cooperative, and appreciative learning 

atmosphere wherein the students can learn from each other.  

Session 4: Oral Teacher Responses 

In Session 4, two modifications were made. The instructor played multiple roles 

in Cycle I, and these roles sometimes distracted her students from the study of 

translation. Thus, in Cycle II, the instructor played only the roles of translation 

evaluator and translation issue continuer. This helped the students focus on the 

teachers’ corrections. The interviewed students indicated that they were aware of the 

differences between the two teachers’ corrections. Hence, there will be no more 

changes in the instructor’s roles. As for division of labor, the two teachers attempted 

to share reviewing responsibilities in terms of language levels, two levels for each 

teacher. However, the teachers found it hard to correct errors just within the two 

assigned levels. When they corrected errors, they tended to use multiple criteria 

simultaneously. Moreover, distinguishing errors at different levels was difficult for the 

teachers, as some errors had more than one language-level problem. Therefore, job 

assignment in the team-teaching requires further discussion.  

Design Framework for Remaining Problems in Session 4 

Taking a closer look at the underlying criteria utilized by the two teachers, we 

may observe that they were mostly related to their own professions. However, they 

also changed criteria when they evaluated translations in various text types. It seems 

that a multiple-criterion reviewing method is more consistent with the teachers’ 

review behaviors. As Kupsch-Losereit (1985) suggested, a sound evaluation should go 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

189 

 

beyond intuition to achieve objectivity and accuracy. Al-Mijrab (2005) proposed a 

product-based analysis and encouraged multiple criteria for evaluation, including the 

frequency criterion, the generality criterion, the intelligibility criterion, the 

interpretation criterion and the naturalness criterion. Al-Mijrab (2005) claimed that 

translation analysis should not be determined in terms of a rigid typological division 

of skills, but on the basis of their impact on the meaning of the text, so the entire 

translation should be checked, with all the criteria taken into account. Based on these 

scholars’ suggestions, we propose that translation teachers can flexibly utilize 

multiple criteria to analyze and explain the errors in light of the texts. Moreover, for 

effective assessment of errors, teachers should deal with identification, description, 

and explanation of the students’ errors.  

However, students may not learn systematically through multiple criteria review. 

In the video, it was clear that the students could only listen to the teachers’ comments, 

without organizing all the input from the teachers as the teachers pointed out the 

errors by page number. Students may not induce the underlying criteria for future use. 

Thus, it is suggested that when the instructor is given the flexibility to examine errors 

from different perspectives, in multiple criteria, the teachers need to scaffold students 

to induce or determine the criteria they employed, and then present them as new 

guidelines for the next task. Accordingly, it will be possible for students to acquire 

reviewing competence from the teachers’ error analysis.  

Session 5: Final Revisions 

In Session 5, three modifications were made. In Cycle II, the students made two 

files. One was for final product, and the other one was to show how they used the 

comments they had received, including all the collected comments and their 

acceptance level. The students also gave their reasons for why they did not take their 

peers’ or teachers’ advice. As the students clearly helped the instructor to understand 
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their response process and product, no changes appear necessary. As for mediating 

artifacts, students were required to insert comments in the margins in the draft file so 

that the instructor could see their progress. However, long notes took up a great deal 

of space in the margin, which made reading difficult. Therefore, the presentation of 

the notes requires further discussion.  

Design Framework for Remaining Problems in Session 5 

It was found that the comments can be hidden by using Reviewing Pane, which 

makes reading easier. Therefore, to make reading easier without making changes in 

the process of using notes, the instructor can require the translator group the comment 

and the acceptance level are placed in the Reviewing Pane instead of comment 

balloons.  

The Latest Cooperation Translation Task and Design Framework 

 After the final modifications, the latest version of the Cooperation Translation 

Task (CoTT) is constructed. Table 6.4 shows the six sessions in three stages. Each 

session will be presented in an activity triangle for better understanding of the 

interactions among components in each activity.  

Table 6.4 Six Sessions of the Latest Version of the CoTT 

Stage Session  

Pre-presentation Session 1: Training in describing and explaining errors 

Session 2: Written Peer Response 

Presentation Session 3: Student Seminar & Teacher Seminar  

Session 4: Translator’s Sharing of Collected Comments  

Session 5: Oral Teacher Response 

Post-presentation Session 6: Final Revisions 

 

Session 1: Training in describing and explaining errors (one week or more) 

 The instructor provides the students training in describing and explaining errors. 

The instructor shows a sample translated text containing errors on various language 
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levels and gives hints on which sentences are agreeable or disagreeable. Each group is 

expected to have a within-group discussion and share their discussion results. For the 

same sentence, the instructor should ask at least two groups to describe and explain 

the errors so that the instructor can comment on their input and the class can learn to 

distinguish the weaknesses and strengths of the description and explanation. Finally, 

the instructor gives his/her suggested description and explanation and asks each group 

to paraphrase the instructors’ suggestions in their notebook.  

Implementation Guidelines 

There are two guidelines for implementing Session 1. First, the commonly used 

error analysis procedure should be familiar to the learners, and the habit of identifying, 

describing, and explaining errors should be formed. Subsequently, when it comes to 

giving peer response, they will automatically provide the description and explanation. 

Second, learners should be reminded that not only errors or disagreeable translations 

should be described and explained, but agreeable ones as well. Learners can see 

which translations have been perceived as appropriate and indirectly increase their 

self-confidence.  
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Figure 6.5 Latest Version of Training in Giving Description and Explanation 

(Session 1) 

 

Session 2: Written Peer Responses (one week) 

Each translator has one week to translate a part of the source text. S/he needs to 

place his/her name at the end of the text for which s/he is responsible for the peer 

group to know who translated the text. The translator group has a within-group 

discussion and group members help each other make revisions. All of the translator’s 

translations are combined into one file, which is sent to the peer group and the two 

teachers. The peer group assigns one translator’s work to one member. Each member 

uses the Insert Comment function in the word-processing software to identify, 

describe, and explain agreeable and disagreeable translations. The comment givers’ 

names have to be placed in the notes as well. The file with the peer group members’ 

responses is then sent back to the translator group for the second revision after one 

week of editing work. 

Subjects: students 

Mediating Artifacts:  

a sample of translated text 

Object:  

Learn to give explanation. 

Rules:  

1. Each group gives 

description and 

explanation for both 

agreeable and 

disagreeable translations.  

Community: 

1. instructor 

2. translator group 

Division of Labor (horizontal & 

vertical) 

Vertical: (instructor to class) 

1. The instructor gives comments 

on students’ description and 

explanation.  

 

Horizontal:  

1. Describe and explain agreeable and 

disagreeable translation orally. 

2. Paraphrase and put down in the 

notebook.  
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Implementation Guidelines 

 There are two guidelines for implementing Session 2. First, the instructor should 

remind students to describe and explain errors, as they tend to neglect this job. Second, 

to encourage students to give constructive comments to their peers, individual 

responses, rather than group responses, are required. Because each comment giver 

knows whom s/he is helping and responsible for, s/he will try to provide useful 

comments for the translator.  

 

Figure 6.6 Latest Version of Written Peer Responses (Session 2) 

 

Session 3: Student Seminar (10-15 min) & Teacher Seminar (5-10 min) 

After the presentation of the translation, each member of the translator group 

goes to one student seminar, as illustrated in Figure 6.7. 

Subjects: students 

Mediating Artifacts: e-mail, insert 

comment in word-processing software 

Object:  

Learn to give written peer 

responses. 

Rules:  

1. Each translator puts down 

name at the end of the 

responsible translation. 

2. Two translator groups 

exchange translation. 

3. Each peer reviewer gives 

suggestion and put down 

his/her name.  

Community: 

1. each translator 

2. each written peer 

response giver 

Division of Labor (horizontal & vertical) 

Vertical: (translator group to instructor) 

1. The translator group emails translation 

to teachers.  

 

Horizontal: (translator group to peer 

group) 

1. Each translator puts down name for 

responsible translation.  

2. Each peer responses giver needs to 

place suggestion, compliments and 

explanation in Insert Comments.  

3. After revision, each written peer 

responses giver puts down his/her 

name.  

4. Written peer group sends the file back 

to the translator group.  
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Translator Group  ○S1   ○S2   ○S3   ○S4   ○S5   

 

 

  

 

 

Figure 6.7 Movement Pattern for Student Seminar 

 

The translator first tells the student seminar group which segments s/he was 

responsible for, along with his/her translation problems that have not been solved. The 

student seminar group assigns one member to the teacher seminar to ask questions for 

this translator. The rest of the participants ask the translator questions and put down 

the translator’s answers on the individual seminar sheets. The seminar participants are 

expected to help the translator to find appropriate translation solutions for the 

translation errors and problems. The translator takes notes of the participants’ 

questions and suggestions on his/her handouts.  

 In the teacher seminar, the member from each group asks the two teachers 

questions for the translator in his/her seminar. Instead of directly giving opinions, the 

two teachers first initiate discussion among the students and invite student participants 

to provide alternative solutions. Finally, they provide their suggestions. The teacher 

seminar finishes five minutes before than the student seminar, allowing the member 

from each group time to return to his/her seminar table to share the teachers’ 

responses with his group.  

  

Group 4 

Group 5 

G3 

Group 1 

Group 2 
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Implementation Guidelines 

 There are five guidelines for implementing activities in Session 3. First, it is 

important to help students understand their roles in the seminars. Each translator 

should play two roles: seminar leader and question giver. The instructor should clearly 

tell the translator that s/he is the leader of the discussion. If no seminar participants 

ask questions, s/he has to actively invite questions and give answers. Each seminar 

participant has a responsibility to raise questions and give the translator suggested 

translations for the final revision. When the Teacher Seminar is finished, it is 

suggested that the instructor go to each seminar and have a short talk with them. The 

instructors’ engagement can motivate and lengthen students’ attention in the seminar 

discussion, based on the nature of the learners in Cycle I and II.  

Third, in the Teacher Seminar, students may not know when to express their 

opinions or be fearful of speaking in front of the teachers. The instructor should 

encourage them to speak or require them to ask at least one question so that the 

students have a chance to cooperate with the teachers. The control of the teacher 

seminar should be gradually shifted to the students. When students give useful 

comments, the instructors should take the chance to give compliments and encourage 

the other students to share theirs. Based group seminars are suggested instead of 

between-group seminars. Based groups are long-term groups that last at least a 

semester, and preferably for a number of years (Johnson & Johnson, 1994). As it takes 

more time to negotiate translation products, how quickly each member can join in the 

discussion under time constraints influences the effectiveness of the seminar. Thus, it 

would be better to have a base group seminar, which has a long-term cooperative 

relationship. Finally, the instructor should support students’ alternative translations 

instead of rigid ones. For those opinions, the instructor can use multiple criteria to 

judge the quality of the comments, not personal intuition, so that students can learn 
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how to judge their own opinions.  

Figure 6.8 Latest Version of Student Seminar & Teacher Seminar (Session 3) 

 

Session 4: Translator’s Sharing of Collected Comments (10 min) 

The object of this session is to share translators’ collected comments with the class. 

Each translator in each student seminar brings peers’ comments on a handout to the 

front of the class. Each of them speaks with their partners standing beside them. When 

each member presents comments, s/he tells the class who contributed each comment 

and the final solution reached by the student seminar. If there is an issue worthy of 

discussing with the whole class, the instructor can ask the translator group further 

questions and ask individual seminar participants to provide suggestions.  

Implementation Guidelines 

There are five guidelines for implementing activities in Session 4. First, when the 

translator group is presenting peer’s comments, the instructor can remind them to 

Subjects: students 

Mediating Artifacts:  

handouts, seminar sheet 

Object:  

Learn how to review peers’ 

translation. 

Rules:  

1. One translator goes to one 

within-group student seminar.  

2. Each student seminar table sends 

one member to teacher seminar.  

3. Discuss only for this translator’s 

translation.  

4. Teacher Seminar finishes earlier.  

Community: 

1. individual translator 

2. within-group members 

3. the instructor 

4. the guest teacher 

Division of Labor (horizontal & vertical) 

Vertical (in Teacher Seminar) 

1. Teachers encourage students to ask Qs.  

2. Teachers answer Qs from participants.  

 

Horizontal (In Student Seminar) 

1. Each participant asks the translator Qs.  

2. The translator answers questions and give 

explanation.  

3. Each participant fills in an individual seminar 

sheet.  

4. Each translator takes notes in the handouts.  
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thank their peers for individual comments. Peers’ comments can be better appreciated 

and valued by the whole class. Second, the interaction among the translator group, the 

individual peer responses, and the audience require the instructor’s guidance. Because 

students do not actively initiate public discussions, the instructor should play the role 

of mediator to bridge the communication gap among groups. Third, when one 

translator is presenting comments, the instructor can ask his/her partners to stand 

beside him/her, so that s/he may feel supported, and the pressure of public speaking 

can be relieved. Fourth, it would be better to ask the translator to present his/her ideas 

on the platform and speak with a microphone to create a formal and professional 

context in order that every student in class will take this learning activity seriously. 

Finally, to increase the engagement level of the audience, instead of asking for 

suggestions from a group, the instructor can randomly ask individual students for 

suggestions.  

 

Figure 6.9 Latest Version of Translator’s Sharing of Comments (Session 4) 

Subjects: students 

Mediating Artifacts:  

collected comments 

Object:  

Share peers’ comments  

Rules:  

1. Each member of the translator 

group presents the comments in 

his/her student seminar.  

 

Community: 

1. each member of the 

translator group 

2. the instructor 

3. the audience 

Division of Labor (horizontal & vertical) 

Vertical (instructor, translator group, 

audience) 

1. The instructor acts as a public discussion 

initiator.  

Horizontal: (Each translator to the class) 

1. Presents each comment from the seminar 

participants. 

2. Indicates the names who contribute 

comments. 

3. Share discussion results. 
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Session 5: Oral Teacher Responses (10 min) 

The two teachers provide their professional comments in Session 5. The guest 

teacher’s comments can be given before the instructor’s, thus allowing the students to 

compare them quickly and find the differences between them. Both teachers need to 

point out acceptable and inacceptable translations, with acceptable translations 

addressed first. It is important that the teachers should compliment the students on 

their work to increase their confidence and reinforce their performance. For 

inappropriate translations, it is necessary to identify, describe, and explain the errors. 

The two teachers can identify the errors by handout page order, and it is suggested 

that they use multiple criteria to analyze and explain errors. To give students a more 

organized learning approach, the teachers should help the students to induce the 

criteria they use. By doing so, the students can acquire the ability to review a 

translation by employing the evaluation criteria from the teachers. 

Implementation Guidelines 

There are four guidelines for implementing Session 5. First, if there is a guest 

teacher, the instructor can let him/her speak first so that the students hear alternative 

opinions first. Later, when they listen to the instructor, they can compare the 

differences in the comments by the two teachers and become more aware that there is 

no ‘Ideal Model Translation.’ It would be better if the two teachers have a discussion 

on what roles they play for this session before class so that they know how to help 

each other to meet the intended instructional goals. For example, in this study, the 

guest teacher is a translation issue raiser, while the instructor is an issue continuer. 

Third, the instructor should give compliments before critiques. Students need the 

teachers’ compliments to know if they have made progress and to learn to appreciate 

the other groups’ work. Therefore, this is a part which should not be neglected. The 

complimentary language and attitude should clearly demonstrate the instructors’ 
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appreciation and praise. Finally, the instructor should avoid giving comments on other 

aspects of performance, such as oral presentation. As the time for comments is very 

limited, the suggestions on other aspects of performance can be given in the following 

lesson. Making the learning closely related to the study of translation can help 

students pay attention to the primary goal of the course.  

 

Figure 6.10 Latest Version of Oral Teacher Response (Session 5)  

 

Session 6: Final Revisions (one week) 

 The object of Session 6 is to have students make final revisions to their 

translations. The community includes the translator group only. The translator group 

needs to use the Comment function in word-processing software to insert the collected 

comments and indicate their acceptance level. To prevent too many notes from being 

placed in the margin, the comment and the acceptance level are placed in the 

Reviewing Pane instead of comment balloons. Individual translators need to rest the 

Subjects: students Object:  

Learn from teachers’ 

comments.  

Rules:  

1. Both teachers should point 

out both acceptable and 

inacceptable translation. 

2. Responses in translation only. 

3. Guest teacher comments 

before the instructor.  

 

 

Community: 

1. the instructor 

2. the guest teacher 

3. the audience 

4. the translator group 

 

Division of Labor (horizontal & vertical) 

Horizontal: Two teachers  

1. Compliment on acceptable translation.  

2. Use multiple criteria to analyze 

students’ errors. 

3. Help students to induce the criteria 

teachers use.  

4. The tutor initiates the public 

discussion.   

Mediating Artifacts:  

handouts 
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insertion point over the balloon to display the name of the reviewer. The translator 

group is required to send two files to the instructor: the final translation without 

comments, and the one with comments.  

Implementation Guidelines 

 There are three guidelines for implementing activities in Session 6. The 

instructor should remind students to insert the comments they have collected, along 

with their acceptance level, in the reviewing pane. Most importantly, they need to 

clarify why they accept or reject the advice so that the instructor can understand how 

students use the comments. Second, to avoid only one or two students taking 

responsibility for the job of final revision, the members who make revisions should 

place their names in the notes. Finally, it is necessary to encourage the translator 

groups to have one more within-group discussion of the final revision. This activity 

can be conducted in class. If the instructor does not want to expend one class meeting 

for final revision discussion, s/he can ask the translator groups to keep records of their 

discussion process with audio recordings or text records of online discussions.  

 

Figure 6.11 Latest Version of Final Revision (Session 6) 

Subjects: students Object:  

final revisions   

Rules:  

1. Each translator group uses 

comments gathered from class 

to make final revision.  

 

Community: 

1. translator group 

Division of Labor (horizontal & vertical) 

Horizontal labor (the translator group)  

1. Place comments and their acceptance in 

notes in the Reviewing Pane.  

2. Another file for final product. 

Mediating Artifacts:  

Insert Comment function in 

Word-Processing Software, comments 
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Summary of Chapter Six 

 This chapter constructs the latest version of the CoTT by incorporating the 

domain theories and design framework generated from the results of the two 

implementations. Each session and its design methodologies are provided for 

translation teachers to adopt.  

 In Session 1, training in describing and explaining errors is conducted. The 

instructor gives students a translation with different types of errors and asks each 

group to identify and describe the errors. The learners are asked to give explanations, 

and the instructor comments on their explanations. Finally, each group learns to write 

down descriptions and explanations of errors.  

In Session 2, a peer group gives written responses for the translator group to 

make revisions. To encourage students to give explanations to their own peers, 

individual accountability is included. Each comment giver has to review one 

translator’s work. Both of them need to place their names so that the other knows who 

is responsible for the translating and editing. The peer group uses the Comment 

function in the word-processing software to identify, describe, and explain the 

agreeable and disagreeable translations.   

In Session 3, a student seminar and a teacher seminar are conducted 

simultaneously. To help students take organized notes on the results of their 

discussions, and to prevent students from not accepting responsibility in the 

discussions, an individual seminar sheet is given to each student. They need to ask the 

translator in the seminar questions and write the answers from the translator on the 

sheet. The member who is sent to the teacher seminar is responsible for asking 

questions for the translator. The teacher seminar finishes earlier than the student 

seminar so that the members can return to the original seminar and share the teachers’ 

suggestions with the group.  
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In Session 4, the translator group needs to present the comments from each 

seminar. Each translator needs to present his/her comments from the seminar 

participants and two teachers. S/he reads out the participants’ names and thanks them 

for their contribution. The agreed translation solution is presented as well.  

In Session 5, the two teachers should provide their professional opinions and 

suggestions. The two teachers can use multiple criteria for error analysis. For more 

organized learning, the teachers can guide the students to induce the criteria utilized 

by the teachers, and encourage students to use these criteria when self-editing.  

In Session 6, each translator group needs to utilize their peers’ and teachers’ 

responses to make final revisions. Translator members use the Comment function in 

the word-processing software to insert collected comments, their acceptance level, 

and the reasons why they accept or reject each suggestion. To make the notes more 

reader-friendly, the comment and the acceptance level are placed in the Reviewing 

Pane instead of comment balloons. All translators need to rest the insertion point over 

the balloon to display the name of the reviewer to show their efforts in revision work. 

Each group needs to turn in the final product, one copy with and one without the 

comments, to the instructor.  
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CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

 This chapter provides conclusions of the findings reported in the previous 

chapters. First, research questions are addressed. Second, implications are discussed. 

Finally, limitations of the present study and suggestions for future research are 

presented.  

Main Findings of the Present Study 

 There were three research questions whose answers will be addressed 

respectively in the following.  

1. What were the results of implementing the first prototype of the Cooperative 

Translation Task (CoTT)? 

a. What were the results when Prototype I was implemented in Cycle I? 

b. How did the results from Cycle I facilitate the modification of Prototype I for 

Cycle II?  

The answers to the first research question are presented in the order of session. 

Each session starts with the objectives of each activity, followed by its 

implementation results, and how the results facilitated the modification of Prototype I 

for Cycle II.  

Session 1: Written Peer Response 

 Session 1 was the session in which two groups gave written comments to each 

other for revisions. It was found the students made various and specific written 

comments for partner groups. These comments were solicited by a peer response 

sheet, which required individual efforts. However, because the sheet did not include 

the draft translation, the translator group needed to go back to their original translation 

and compare it with peers’ suggested translations. Student translators complained 
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about the inconvenience in using the comments on the sheet. To increase the 

efficiency of giving and using comments, in Cycle II, the Comment function in the 

word-processing software was utilized as a tool for students to give response. Each 

group placed their comments and suggested translations in the margin of the draft file 

so that the translator group could immediately compare their draft and the peers’ 

advice and finally make revisions. Moreover, the peer group did not offer 

explanations for errors, which made making decisions on revisions difficult. 

Therefore, peer groups in Cycle II were required to indentify, describe, and explain 

errors in the comments.  

Session 2: Within-group Discussion & Translator Seminar 

 After one group’s presentation of their translation product, a within-group 

discussion and a translator seminar were held. In the within-group discussion, each 

member prepared oral comments for Session 3: Oral Peer Response. At the same time, 

each group assigned one member to the translator seminar to ask them questions 

about their translation. The guest teacher joined the translator seminar, answering 

questions from the seminar participants. It was found that the students in within-group 

discussion only spent a small amount of time in discussion. They either chatted with 

their partners or turned their attention elsewhere. In contrast, all the participants, 

including the translator group and the seminar participants, were highly involved in 

the translator seminar. The analysis showed that a face-to-face asking and answering 

mode seemed to play an important role. To increase the students’ engagement and 

avoid friendly chatting, in Cycle II, within-group discussion was replaced with 

between-group discussion, the Student Seminar. The translator group assigned one 

translator to one seminar (the student seminar), giving learners a chance for 

face-to-face contact with a translator. To make the student seminar closely related to 

translation, the roles students played were changed into language-level roles, 
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including vocabulary, sentence, discourse and extralinguistic levels. Moreover, to 

increase the interaction between the students and the two teachers, a teacher seminar 

was held as well. The students were expected to ask questions and cooperate with the 

two teachers to find solutions to translation problems. For students to take organized 

notes, a seminar sheet was provided.  

Session 3: Oral Peer Response 

After the within-group discussion and seminar, the instructor randomly chose a 

group to give oral comments. Most of the groups gave fluent and specific comments 

on behalf of their teacher-assigned roles. However, there were few interactions 

between translator group, comment-giver group, and the audience. It is suggested that 

the instructor act as a moderator to solicit interactions among students. Because 

learners turned their attention to their own business when they knew it was not their 

turn to speak on stage, in Cycle II, each group was required to assign one member to 

give oral comments and present discussion results. With this change, each group’s 

discussion efforts could be shared with the whole class.   

Session 4: Oral Teacher Response 

 The two teachers’ oral comments were given after the students’ oral comments to 

avoid repetition of the teachers’ comments. It was found that the students paid close 

attention to the two teachers and noticed that the two teachers sometimes held 

different perspectives toward the same translation. The instructor’s comments ranged 

from not only translation but also other aspects of performance, such as oral 

presentation, which led to a mistaken impression that she focused more on oral 

performance. To avoid this misleading impression, in Cycle II, the instructor gave 

comments only on translation.  
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Session 5: Final Revisions 

 After class, each translator group needed to make final revisions based on the 

suggestions given by the two teachers and their peers. In order to help the instructor to 

understand what had been revised, the students were asked to underline the revised 

texts and turned in their final translation product. However, only four groups marked 

the revisions for the instructor. The other groups submitted the final work only. The 

instructor had no knowledge of what had been revised. Moreover, how the students 

used the comments and how they made revisions could not be observed by reading the 

files. Thus, in Cycle II, the translator group was required to place the collected 

comments in the margin of the draft file with the Comment function in the 

word-processing software. The notes were to include the suggestions from the two 

teachers and the peers, the acceptance degree of the suggestion, and the final 

translation. Provided with the above information, the instructor could better 

understand the students’ revision process and product.  

2. What are the results of implementing the second prototype of the Cooperative 

Translation Task (CoTT)? 

a. What were the results when Prototype II was implemented in Cycle II? 

b. How did the results from Cycle II facilitate the modification of Prototype II 

for the last version of the CoTT?  

Similar to the answers to the first research question, the answers to the second 

question are presented in the order of session. Provided are the objectives of each 

activity, its implementation results, and how the results facilitated the modification of 

Prototype II for the latest version of the CoTT.  

Session 1: Written Peer Response 

 In Cycle II the peer group placed their comments and suggested translations in 

the margin of the draft file. The translator group compared the suggested translations 
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with their original translations and decided whether to accept the peers’ advice or not. 

It was found that the students did not have problems with inserting comments in the 

word-processing software, but they did not provide explanations as required by the 

instructor. Without explanations, the translator group might not be convinced to use 

the peers’ responses. To make the responses more meaningful to the translators and to 

require more individual responsibility, both translators and peers need to put down 

their names showing their responsibilities. Each translator needs to put down his/her 

name for the responsible target translation, and there will be a peer who is specifically 

responsible for reviewing this translator’s work. By doing this, these two students 

clearly know their individual responsibilities and know for whom they are responsible. 

It is hypothesized that with a shorter intimacy distance, peers are more willing to 

make more constructive responses for translators, and translators will appreciate 

peers’ efforts and seriously consider taking peers’ advice.  

Session 2: Student Seminar & Teacher Seminar 

 In Cycle II, a student seminar was held by the students who were assigned the 

same language-level roles, and a teacher seminar was led by the two teachers. After 

the presentation of translation, one member of a translator group went to one student 

seminar and engaged in discussion with the student seminar participants. All the 

members in the seminar needed to write down their individual comments on a group 

seminar sheet. It was found that because seminar participants were not acquainted 

with each other, student participants could not easily initiate discussion. The 

translators showed a lack of interest in answering questions, as they did not clearly 

understand their responsibilities. In the teacher seminar, both teachers and the students 

were deeply involved in the discussion. However, some students indicated that they 

did not know the purpose of the teacher seminar.  
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To better involve the students in the seminar activities, a within-group student 

seminar can be held, in which the students are asked to take notes on an individual 

seminar sheet. The sheet requires each seminar participant to put down the questions 

for the translator, the responses from the translator, and the solution to translation 

problems. The discussion is directed to only one translator, so this translator will take 

peers’ advice seriously. The member who is assigned to the teacher seminar will be 

responsible for asking questions for this translator. The teacher seminar will be 

finished before the student seminar, allowing the teacher seminar participant to return 

to their student seminar to share the teachers’ responses with the other members.  

Session 3: Oral Peer Response 

 In Cycle II, each seminar table assigned one member to give oral comments in 

front of the class. As only one member presented the discussion results, some 

members tried to avoid responsibility in the seminar discussion. As for the audience, 

most of them did not listen to their peers’ oral comments because they were preparing 

their own comments and filling in the group seminar sheet.  

To increase students’ involvement in seminars and to make peers’ oral comments 

significant to individual students, each translator in the student seminar will present 

the comments collected from seminar participants. The translator will first point out 

each comment giver’s name and thank each participant for his/her contribution. Then 

the seminar discussion results and conclusion will be shared with the whole class. 

With this process, both translator groups, seminar participants, and the audience will 

notice the significance of oral peer responses.  

Session 4: Oral Teacher Response 

 In Cycle II, the guest teacher first praised the students’ work and then identified 

inappropriate translations. She also raised issues for students and the instructor to 

think about. Following the guest teacher, the instructor first shared opinions toward 
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the previously raised issues and then discussed other translation problems. All the 

students listened to the teachers carefully. The only problem for the teachers was in 

employing evaluation criteria on a language-level list. The two teachers stated that 

they tended to use multiple criteria instead of one or two language levels. They 

suggested that the CoTT allow teachers to employ multiple criteria in terms of their 

own professions.  

Session 5: Final Revisions 

 In Cycle II, each translator group placed the collected comments, their 

acceptance level, and the final translation in the margin of the draft file. The instructor 

could see how learners used the comments by reading both the original translation and 

notes. However, these notes crowded the margins and made reading difficult. To avoid 

this situation, it is suggested that the translator group places the comment and the 

acceptance level in the Reviewing Pane instead of comment balloons.  

3. What was the latest version of the CoTT, following the second prototype and its 

implementation guidelines? 

The latest version of the CoTT and its guidelines was constructed based on the 

results and discussion in Chapter 6. It is hoped that these guidelines can help 

translation teachers to effectively conduct the CoTT and enhance students’ translation 

competence. Each session and its implementation guidelines are provided below.  

Session 1: Training in describing and explaining agreeable  

and disagreeable translations 

 The instructor gives students training in describing and explaining agreeable and 

disagreeable translations. The instructor shows a sample translated text containing 

errors on various language levels, and students have within-group discussions on 

identifying, describing, and explaining agreeable or disagreeable translations. The 

instructor gives comments and helps learners to distinguish the weaknesses and 
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strengths of the descriptions and explanations. Finally, the instructor gives his/her 

suggested descriptions and explanations. Each group practices paraphrasing the 

instructors’ suggestions in their notebooks.  

Suggested Guidelines 

1. Remind students to identify, describe, and explain not only agreeable but also 

disagreeable translations.  

2. Give specific teacher feedback on students’ descriptions and explanations.  

Session 2: Written Peer Response 

 The translator group first sends the draft translation file to the peer group. Each 

member is assigned one translator’s work. Each member uses Comment in 

word-processing software to place (1) descriptions of agreeable and disagreeable 

translations, (2) explanations of agreeable and disagreeable translations, and (3) 

his/her name. The draft with individual peer members’ notes will be sent back to the 

translator group for revisions.  

Suggested Guidelines 

1. Remind students to give specific, not general, explanations. 

2. Encourage students to identify not only disagreeable but also agreeable 

translations and to show their appreciation.  

Session 3: Student Seminar & Teacher Seminar 

After the presentation, one member of a translator group goes to one 

within-group student seminar. This seminar assigns one member to the teacher 

seminar to ask questions for the translator. The rest of the participants asks the 

translator questions and record the translators’ answers and the results of their 

discussion on the individual seminar sheet. The translator puts the participants’ 

questions and suggestions directly on his/her handouts. In the teacher seminar, the 

member from each group asks the two teachers questions for the translator in his/her 
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seminar. The teacher seminar will finish five minutes earlier than the student seminars, 

allowing the member from each group to return to his/her seminar table to share the 

teachers’ responses with the group.  

Suggested Guidelines 

1. Invite a translation teacher or, preferably, a native speaker of English to join the 

Teacher Seminar. 

2. Encourage students in the teacher seminar to speak, or require them to ask at 

least one question. 

3. Give learners compliments.  

4. Encourage students to give divergent opinions. 

5. Help students understand their active roles in the seminars.  

6. Go to each seminar and have a short talk with the group after the teacher seminar 

is finished.  

Session 4: Oral Translator Response 

Each translator member brings their collected comments to the front of the class. 

S/he presents the collected comments, tells the class who contributed each comment, 

and their discussion decisions. If there is an issue worthy of discussing with the whole 

class, the instructor can ask the translator group further questions and ask individual 

seminar participants to provide suggestions.   

Suggested Guidelines 

1. Remind students to thank their peers for individual comments.  

2. Create the interactions among the translator group, the individual peers, and the 

audience.  

3. Ask the translator’s partners to stand beside him/her as supporters.  

4. Ask the translator to present at the lectern to create a formal and professional 

setting.  



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

212 

 

Session 5: Oral Teacher Response 

The two teachers share their oral comments with the class. The guest teacher 

comments before the instructor. Both teachers first compliment the students on 

acceptable translations, and then move on to unacceptable parts. The two teachers can 

use multiple criteria to analyze and explain errors. The teachers help students to 

induce the criteria they use.  

Suggested Guidelines 

1. Have a discussion with the guest teacher on what roles they will play before 

class.  

2. Give compliments before critiques.  

3. Have the guest teacher comment before the instructor to encourage alternative 

opinions.  

4. Give comments by page order.  

5. Encourage students to use the criteria employed by the two teachers.  

Session 6: Final Revisions 

 The translator group needs to use the Comment function in word-processing 

software to show their revision process and product. They need to send two electronic 

files to the instructor. The first one is the draft file, which includes the collected 

comments and their acceptance level. To avoid having too many notes in the margin, 

the comment and the acceptance level are placed in the Reviewing Pane instead of 

comment balloons. Individual translators need to rest the insertion point over the 

balloon to display the name of the reviewer. The second file is the revised final 

product, without notes. With these two files, both the revision process and the product 

can be reviewed by the instructor.  
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Suggested Guidelines 

1. Ask students to clarify why they accept or reject the advice.  

2. Encourage students to reject teachers’ comments if they have better solutions to 

the problems.   

Implications 

 The present study used the Design-Based Research (DBR) method to design the 

CoTT and to generate three kinds of theories: domain theories, a design framework, 

and design methodologies. The domain theories, which describe learning situations 

involving students, teachers, learning environments, and interactions, raised three 

important issues which bear important theoretical and pedagogical implications in 

translation instruction.  

Status of Peer Response and Teacher Response 

 Students have a tendency to trust and use the teachers’ comments. In Session 1, 

learners did not adopt peer’s written suggestions without analysis and modification. 

They listened carefully to the teachers’ oral responses, but frequently ignored peers’ 

oral responses. When making final revisions, they seldom rejected the teachers’ 

comments, but often rejected those of their peers. These behaviors revealed that the 

learners had a higher level of trust for the teachers’ comments. This result is 

accordance with studies on students’ preferences for different kinds of response. 

Students prefer teacher response, then peer response, and finally self-response 

(Nelson and Carson, 1998; Zhang, 1995). The situation that students use more 

teachers’ comments is similar with Tusi and Ng’s (2000) study of students’ use of 

responses for writing. They found that learners incorporated significantly more 

teacher comments. It seems that teacher feedback is an inevitable element for 

Taiwanese college students. Learners’ attention to teachers’ responses and disregard 

for peer responses has made the teacher response the only input for learning. Teacher 
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feedback also promised learners’ efforts in revision labor. Learners at least revised the 

translations that had been noted by the teachers. However, teacher response did not 

promote students’ independent decision making and translation creation. Learners 

tended to directly adopt teachers’ suggested translation without considering 

alternative translation options. This reliance has been addressed by Liu and Hansen 

(2003), who found that over-reliance on teacher feedback may reduce learners’ 

self-correction.  

 In contrast, peer feedback increased students’ autonomy. When learners used 

peer written and oral response for revision, they underwent a process of analysis of 

the suggested translations and reformation of the translation. Because they did not 

fully trust peers’ suggestions, they stopped to think about the appropriateness of peer 

feedback. These processes helped students to use their high-level thinking and 

independent decision-making abilities. Moreover, when rejecting peers’ responses, 

they provided the reasons for not taking their peers’ advice, while there were no 

explanations for accepting advice from the teacher. These explanations helped 

students to spot translation problems and find solutions to the problems with their 

own reasons.  

 The implication from the above discussion is that both teacher feedback and peer 

feedback should be included in a cooperative translation task. Teachers’ comments 

should be included in a translation task because it is more valued by Taiwanese 

college students. It is one source of learning input and an extrinsic motivation to make 

revisions. Without teacher’s responses, students may devalue the translation learning 

task and feel that they do not learn from the activity. However, teacher feedback 

increases learners’ reliance on the teacher and does not foster learners’ responsibility, 

independence, and ability to see alternatives. As Malmkjær (2004) suggested, 

undergraduate translation students’ activities should train students to be more 
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autonomous problem solvers and to develop skills in problem-spotting and solving. 

Therefore, peer response should be included, as it increases learner autonomy. The 

doubts about or some distrust of peer responses stimulate learners to rethink how to 

use suggestions or how to develop alternative translations. With two kinds of response, 

students can hold a belief that they can learn from teachers in a cooperative translation 

activity, and the instructor can successfully offers students a chance to foster 

independence, problem-solving, and creation in translation.  

When including the two kinds of response, it is important to distinguish the roles 

of these two responses. As Kiraly (1995) suggested, the teacher’s responsibility is to 

help students to see alternatives and the range of possible translations. Thus, teacher 

response should be in the form of principles, instead of suggested translations, so that 

students are still given a chance to reform or recreate their translations. As peer 

response is generally considered vague and unhelpful (Leki, 1990; Mendonça 

&Johnson, 1994; Tsui & Ng, 2000), it is important to ask students to give specific 

explanations and suggested translations. The value of peer response can be seen when 

the feedback is concrete and can be immediately employed. To prevent learners from 

ignoring the peer response when they have two kinds of response, Liu and Hansen 

(2003) suggested that these two types of feedback be given on different drafts. As 

shown in the present study, learners employed more peer written response when it 

was the only source of suggestions for revision. Therefore, when implementing a 

translation revision activity, the teacher’s and peers’ advice should go to different 

translation drafts.  

Different Attitudes toward Face-To-Face Student-Student  

& Teacher-Student Interactions 

 Learners’ attitudes toward face-to-face student-student and teacher-student 

interactions were different. The influential factors in student-student interaction are an 
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Asking and Answering communication mode and Acquaintance (2A), and students’ 

values in peer response. It is found that the asking and answering communication 

mode helps learners on both sides clearly understand their roles in discussion and the 

process of negotiation: Question asker and responder. However, an asking and 

answering mode alone may not lead to successful cooperation among peers. 

Acquaintance has to be taken into consideration, as it is a key to group cohesiveness 

and the success of discussion. The present study found that the members who are not 

acquainted with each other or did not have a pre-existing cooperative relationship 

could not quickly enter into discussion, as they were not familiar with members’ 

discussion strategies and habits. Finally, we should not neglect the importance of the 

students’ value systems. The level of trust in peer response greatly influences how 

learners value the whole cooperative activity and the effects of the above two factors. 

If students do not see the value of peer response, even acquaintance may not motivate 

them to accept their peer’s comments. Therefore, it is important to build up a positive 

perception or value toward peer cooperation.  

The implication here is that when conducting a student-student discussion, the 

instructor should consider the students’ beliefs about peer response, communication 

mode, and group cohesiveness. In order to raise the status of peer response, training in 

giving peer response can be conducted to build up students’ confidence in their peers’ 

responses and their own suggestions. A number of researchers have found that 

students who have had training in peer response can make useful suggestions (e.g., 

Berg, 1999; Hedgcock and Lefkowitz, 1992; Paulus, 1999; Stanley, 1992; Villamil 

and Guerrero, 1998). If students become aware that peers’ responses are constructive 

and useful to their revision, it is possible to change learners’ attitude toward peer 

response. Second, it would be better to choose a communication mode that can be 

easily followed and help students to know their individual roles in the discussion. 
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Third, even though heterogeneous grouping has been advocated by several scholars 

(Hilke, 1990; Johnson & Johnson, 1994; Slavin, 1997), the present study has found 

that acquaintance is the key to cooperation among Taiwanese college learners in a 

discussion activity. A successful discussion needs the members to work comfortably 

and to share their ideas with each other.  

As for student-teacher interaction, learners held mixed feelings toward it. 

Learners wanted to have contact with the instructor for individual counseling, but they 

felt anxious about meeting with the teacher. They worried that they would ask ‘stupid’ 

questions and utilize an inappropriate communication way to discuss their work with 

such an authoritative role as a teacher. This ambivalence made students hesitate to 

either approach or move away from the teacher. It was found that this was due to 

students’ lack of self-confidence in their own review ability and experience in 

cooperating with teachers.  

It is suggested that to remove the pressure of raising so-called ‘stupid’ questions, 

which would expose their weaknesses and threaten their face, the instructor can ask 

students to raise questions for peer translators instead of for themselves. The 

individual contact can be changed into a group interaction so that they have the 

support of their group members. Finally, a cooperative relationship between teacher 

and students needs the instructor to create a pleasant and pressure-free climate. 

Inviting and giving compliments on students’ questions and comments can increase 

students’ confidence in expressing opinions.  

Learners’ Review System 

When giving a linguistic-level evaluation, students provided the most comments 

on mechanics, then comments vocabulary and sentences. As for the types of responses, 

they focused mainly on the identification of translations, provision of suggested 

translations, and some compliments on agreeable translations. They seldom gave 
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explanations for either agreeable or disagreeable translations. This indicated students’ 

limited reviewing ability and responding skills. This limitation is similar to the 

constraints in L2 writing classrooms. Leki (1990) found that students focused only on 

surface concerns instead of semantic or textual ones. For learners, identifying errors 

and giving suggested translations is easier than providing explanations, as 

explanations require clear evaluation criteria to identify the weaknesses and strengths 

of the translation. To improve students’ reviewing ability and advance the status of 

peer response, explicit instruction in evaluating various linguistic levels and giving 

explanation should be given. Even though learners have limited reviewing ability, 

their responses can help their peers to first correct basic errors and understand a 

‘reader’s perspective,’ which can develop students’ communicative translation 

competence (CTT). As Zou (1997) pointed out, translation is getting more 

customer-oriented, taking customers’ needs as priorities. Therefore, student translators 

need to practice choosing the final translation product and techniques by considering 

the effects on the users of the translation. Taking peer response as the views of the 

users of the translation will be good practice in the development of CTT.  

 The latest version of the CoTT has attempted to solve the problems in Cycles I 

and II, and to consider the nature of learners and interactions mentioned above. 

Compared with the traditional translation classroom, the CoTT utilizes a variety of 

learning activities suggested by the MOE’s official syllabus for English Translation (I) 

and (II), which encourages more interaction and collaboration among students 

through peer correction, error analysis, and translation criticism. However, the MOE’s 

instructional guidelines only emphasize translation errors. The present study has 

proved the importance of compliments and a success-based evaluation. Both peer and 

teacher response should include compliments on agreeable or acceptable translations.  

As for teachers’ roles, the role of guardian or “truth-keeper of the correct translation” 
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is not easily changed into a guide, counselor and evaluator, as suggested by Kiraly 

(1995, p. 99), as Taiwanese learners are used to teachers playing an authoritative role. 

They had a mixed attitude toward the teachers’ cooperative roles. To deal with stress 

in facing the teacher individually and their lack of self-confidence, the CoTT tries to 

create a more face-friendly context for learners. Teachers play the role of counselor 

for students to ask questions for their peers, not for themselves. To relieve the stress of 

individual contact with teachers, group counseling is conducted. This counseling is 

intended to satisfy students’ needs for help from an authoritative role.  

 In addition to satisfying students’ needs, the CoTT expects the teachers to avoid 

students’ heavy reliance on the teacher, as in a traditional translation classroom, by 

inviting all the members to share their opinions and suggestions in the teacher seminar. 

It is hoped that through this student-teacher interaction, teachers can help students to 

notice their own translation process, translation styles, and problem-solving 

approaches. Even though learners tend to distrust peer response, training in 

identifying, describing, and explaining will raise the quality of peer response, which 

in turn should encourage more use of peer response.  

 The circular modification to the features of the cooperative learning in the 

CoTT has revealed the importance of individual accountability and positive 

interdependence. Taiwan college students need a mutual goal to cooperate with each 

other, but without individual accountability in the activity, avoidance of responsibility 

cannot be avoided. The combination of these two features is a necessity to help 

students to see the value of cooperative and individual learning.  

 The most important feature in the CoTT is the emphasis on helping the student 

translators. Student translators look highly on peers’ responses only when they receive 

individual and specific suggestions because personal response shortens the intimacy 

distance between the translator and the comment-giver, which makes taking advice 
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and giving suggestions meaningful to both sides. When the focus of the reviewing 

activity is on helping the translators, we may create a more pleasant, cooperative 

relationship, rather than a defensive one. Moreover, peer members are more willing to 

help their classmates, and translators begin to appreciate their peers’ efforts, as all the 

goals of the sessions focus on the improvement of their work. With a tendency to care 

more about themselves, a cooperative task which focuses only on learners’ own 

translation work can advance the value of the CoTT.  

Limitations and Suggestions for Further Research 

 The present study is subject to the following limitations, and several suggestions 

are proposed for further research. The first concern is the number of participants in the 

two cycles. The two teachers’ class sizes were different, so there was a difference in 

the total student populations, with 56 students in Cycle I and 25 students in Cycle II. 

Some classroom interactions in a big class might not be shown in a small class, and 

vice versa. Therefore, further empirical studies can be conducted in two classes with 

similar subject populations.  

 Second, as the main purpose of the present study was to design a cooperative 

translation task, the effects of the task on students’ translation learning are not the 

focus of the present study. The effects of this task in different groups of subjects, such 

as English majors as well as non-English majors with low- and high-proficiency level, 

will be conducted in the future.  

 The third limitation lies in the difficulties in the analysis of audio data recorded 

during group discussions. In either within-group or between-group discussion, the 

participants talked simultaneously in the audio-recordings. Moreover, some 

interference from the other group discussions could not be avoided. The researcher 

could hardly distinguish the speakers and the content of their discussions. Therefore, 

conversational analysis of the discussion was not conducted. The understanding of 
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how each group conducted their discussion was based on the analysis of the interview 

data.  

 The final limitation is rooted in time and energy constrains. Even though the 

design of the CoTT has been tested in two classes at two different schools, in different 

semesters, to make the Cooperative Translation Task more applicable and feasible, it 

can be implemented in a different educational milieu and for different subjects in the 

future.  

Conclusions 

 In recent years, translation learning has become a popular area for students 

majoring in English. More and more English-related departments offer 

translation-related courses. However, studies on translation instruction are rare in the 

literature. Many translation teachers confront the difficulty of how to teach, and there 

are not many alternative teaching methods to follow. As a result, teachers still adopt a 

transmissionist approach to translation teaching, which is teacher-centered and 

product-oriented. This approach does not consider student interactions and class 

dynamics. Students lack motivation to learn and are not aware of their learning and 

translation styles. Therefore, the present study attempts to design a cooperative 

translation task, the CoTT, for teachers to adopt or adapt into their own class.  

To have a circular innovation and modification to the design of the CoTT, its 

Prototypes I and II were implemented in different settings, including the researcher’s 

own class and another instructor’s class in another university. The latest version of the 

CoTT was constructed based on the results of implementing these two prototypes.  

To make this task easy to implement, the implementation guidelines are provided 

for teachers. The nature of translation learners shown in the two cycles is also 

discussed, which can help teachers understand learners’ translation learning 

characteristics. In conclusion, the present study not only provides some pedagogical 
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implications and application, but also theories on the natures of learners, teachers, 

learning context, and interaction. 
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APPENDIX A  

 

The Teaching Guidelines of the MOE’s English Translation I. Technological 

and Vocational Education Curriculum (技職體系課程綱要)。(2005)。課程綱

要。2009 年 5 月 26 日取自 http://course.tvc.ntnu.edu.tw/download/課程綱要

/web/main.html  

教育部課程英文翻譯Ⅰ教學要點 

教材編選 (Materials) 

1. 所編選之教材宜多樣化，依學生程度與興趣為原則，並與實際生活應用結

合，以激發及增進學生之學習與參與興趣。(Choose various materials in terms 

of students’ level and interests. The materials are related to students’ lives in 

order to promote students’ learning motivation and involvement.) 

2. 所編選之教材與翻譯習作範本（長度與難易度等）應配合翻譯技巧之演練，

培養學生熟悉與應用翻譯技巧之能力。(The selected materials and the 

translation exercises (length and difficulty level) should provide chances for 

students to use the translation skills taught in class.) 

教學方法(Teaching methods) 

彈性運用各種教學方法，如分組討論與報告、相互訂正、錯誤分析、譯作評

析、對比分析等，以系統性的方式啟發學生結合理論與實務，訓練學生解決翻譯

問題的能力。(Utilize various teaching methods flexibly, such as group discussion and 

presentation, peer revisions, errors analysis, translation analysis, and contrastive 

analysis. The instruction should be imparted in a systematic way to inspire students to 

incorporate theory and practice to solve translation problems.)  

教學評量(Evaluation) 

期中、期末考測驗、隨堂即席翻譯、課後作業以及課堂參與等方式。(Midterm, 

final tests, quiz, assignments, and class participation.)  

教學資源(Teaching resources) 

多利用實際翻譯市場的資源，並結合資訊科技與多媒體等應用至教學上。

(Should make good use of the resources in translation markets and incorporate 

information technology and multimedia.) 

教學相關配合事項 (Others) 

1. 學校應配合教師各單元主題之介紹、製作教具或購買教學所需之軟硬體設

備。(School should provide teaching aids, software, and hardware for teachers.)  

2. 宜採小班教學，以提升教學成效。(It is suggested to have small classes in order to 

promote the teaching efficiency.) 
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APPENDIX B 

 

Consent Form  

(參與研究同意書) 

親愛的同學，您好：  

感謝您參與本次的研究。此研究之主要目的在於了解應用外語系同學對合作式翻

譯學習任務(CoTT)的學習過程及觀感，以協助研究者提出更適合科技大學應用外

語系同學的翻譯課程，並建議更有效的翻譯教學方法 。(Thank you for agreeing to 

participate in this study. The purposes of this study are to explore college students’ 

learning processes and perspectives toward the Cooperative Translation Task (CoTT).  

The researcher will provide suggestions on the syllabus and effective translation 

teaching methods based on the results of the study. ) 

本研究過程有錄影、錄音的紀錄，所有的學習成果亦會作為了解同學在課堂中真

實的學習狀況的資料，影片絕不會對外公開播放，但所有資料的分析過程及結果

會呈現於論文中。論文不會評論同學學習行為的好壞，而是希望站在學習者角度

評鑑學習活動。(During the research, the interaction in the classroom will be 

videotaped, and any other learning assignments will be collected in order to 

understand the real learning process and classroom interaction.  None of the 

videotapes will be played publicly, but the results of the analysis of the videotapes 

will be presented in the dissertation.  Students’ learning behaviors will not be judged 

because the purpose is to evaluate the task from students’ perspectives).  

 

基於我們對於您個人權益的尊重，本研究對您有以下的承諾：  

I guarantee that the following conditions will be met: 

※本研究之結果，僅供學術使用，將不做其他用途；您的所有資料將被匿名保密，

請您放心！ (Your real name will not be used at any point of information collection, 

or in the dissertation) 

※您有權在本研究結束後知道研究結果。 (You have the right to know the results 

of the study. ) 

※如有任何疑問，您可隨時與研究者進行聯絡。 (You are encouraged to ask any 

questions at any time about the nature of the study and the methods that I am using.  

Please contact me at any time at the phone number listed below.) 

如您同意參與本研究，請簽上您的姓名與聯絡方式。 (I agree to the terms) 

參與者簽名(participant signature)：_____ 聯絡方式(phone)：__________________ 

日期(Date)：_____________  
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APPENDIX C 

 

A Sample of Student-chosen Story for Translation 

 

William Tell 

The people of Switzerland were not always free and happy as they are today. Many 

years ago a proud tyrant, whose name was Gessler, ruled over them, and made their 

lot a bitter one indeed. One day this tyrant set up a tall pole in the public square, and 

put his own cap on the top of it; and then he gave orders that every man who came 

into the town should bow down before it. But there was one man, named William 

Tell, who would not do this. He stood up straight with folded arms, and laughed at 

the swinging cap. He would not bow down to Gessler himself.  

When Gessler heard of this, he was very angry. He was afraid that other men 

would disobey, and that soon the whole country would rebel against him. So he 

made up his mind to punish the bold man. William Tell’s home was among the 

mountains, and he was a famous hunter. No one in all the land could shoot with bow 

and arrow so well as he. Gessler knew this, and so he thought of a cruel plan to make 

the hunter’s own skill bring him to grief.  

He ordered that Tell’s little boy should be made to stand up in the public square 

with an apple on his head; and then he bade Tell shoot the apple with one of his 

arrows. Tell begged the tyrant not to have him make this test of his skill. What if the 

boy should move? What if the bowman’s hand should tremble? What if the arrow 

should not carry true? “Will you make me kill my boy?” he said. “Say no more,” said 

Gessler. “You must hit the apple with your one arrow. If you fail, my soldiers shall kill 

the boy before your eyes.”  

Then, without another word, Tell fitted the arrow to his bow. He took, aim, and 

let it fly. The boy stood firm and still. He was not afraid, for he had all faith in his 

father’s skill. The arrow whistled through the air, it struck the apple fairly in the 

center, and carried it away. The people who saw it shouted with joy. As Tell was 

turning away from the place, an arrow which he had hidden under his coat dropped 

to the ground. “Fellow!” cried Geesler, “what mean you with this second arrow?” 

“Tyrant!” was Tell’s proud answer, “this arrow was for your heart if I had hurt my 

child.” And there is an old story, that, not long after this, Tell did shoot the tyrant with 

one of his arrows; and thus he set his country free. 
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APPENDIX D 

 

Peer Response Sheet 

Group number:                      Excellent: 4   Good: 3  Fair: 2   Poor:1 

level Student 1 Student 2 Student 3 Student 4 

Grammar     

Vocabulary     

Comprehensibility     

Fluency     

Target text Translation 

errors/Appropriate translation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(1) Suggested translation/praises 
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APPENDIX E 

 

Language-level Checklist 

單位 姓名 討論方向 (原文是英文，譯文是中文) 

詞彙

字義 

 1. 是否有意思錯誤的詞彙翻譯?或只按字面意義翻，不顧上

下文的詞彙翻譯? 

2. 是否漏譯原文詞彙的褒貶之意?或譯為相反義?或太中

性? 

Pity意思為「可憐」時，具有貶義。 

Guts意思為「勇氣」時，具有褒意。 

3. 譯文中是否有專有名詞或讀者不易理解處，應該以註解

解釋的譯文? 

4. 是否漏譯原文的慣用語、成語、俚語等?或沒有譯出正確

的意思? 

5. 原文的定冠詞(the)，是否應該譯成「這」、「那」、「這些」、

「那些」，卻沒有譯出? 或應該省略以符合上下文及中文

慣用，卻有譯出「這」、「這些」等字? 

6. 原文中的感嘆詞是否被譯成實質意思? 或譯成不合中文

慣用的譯文? 

例：Oh, boy. That’s fascinating.  

�喔~男孩。這真是太棒了。(誤譯，boy 在此是與 oh連

用，無實質意思的感嘆詞) 

�哇! 這真是太棒了。      (對) 

7. 原文情態助動詞(should, could, can, must, may, might, 

ought to) 是否在譯文中的語義表達不恰當?  

例：She will not allow anyone to question her proposal.  

她將不會允許任何人質疑她的計畫。(錯) 

在此的 will 不是將未來式，而是語氣上的堅持，因此翻

譯上要加上中文的強調詞：根本、就是、非~不可。 

她根本不允許任何人對她的計畫提出異議。 

詞彙

使用 

 1. 譯文是否刻意使用華麗的辭藻，而忽略原文的語言特色? 

2. 譯文是否有詞彙翻譯與前後文的搭配不合中文慣用? 

3. 譯文是否有多譯的原文複數詞? (應當省略) 

例：make up your minds� 下定決心 (無需譯複數詞) 

4. 譯文是否有多譯的原文代名詞?(應當省略) 

5. 譯文是否有不合乎中文慣用的擬聲詞? 

英文鴨叫聲：quack� 譯成「咯咯」，是不合乎中文慣用。 
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6. 譯文是否有應採音譯的詞彙，如人名 (Mary)、路名

(Wallstreet)卻以其他方式翻譯的譯文? 

句子  1. 原文的被動句是譯成主動句?還是被動句?是否有不合乎

上下文及中文慣用的譯文? 

2. 譯文是否忽略原文句子中的重心(即想強調的關鍵詞)? 

或譯文的重心不合乎中文慣用? 

例：It is you that should take the responsibilities. (you 為重

心)。譯：就是你要負責。(你為重心) 

3. 譯文句子的表達，是採用正說還是反說? 是否有不符合

上下文及中文慣用之處? 

正說� He’s indecisive他很優柔寡斷 

反說� 炸彈沒有擊中目標。 

4. 原文子句的譯文是採用順序、倒序、或重新組合? 譯文

是否有不合乎上下文及中文慣用的? 

5. 譯文的句子是否有翻譯腔或原文句型的影子，不合中文

慣用?  

Salad or soup? Decide! 

I’ll have whatever she is having.  

我會吃任何她正在吃的東西。(翻譯腔)。 

她吃什麼我就點什麼! (符合上下文及中文慣用) 

6. 譯文是否句子太長或太短，而應使用分句或合句翻譯技

巧?  

分句� 一長句分成小句。 

合句� 數小句合成一長句。 

7. 原文中對仗的句子，是否沒有譯成對仗的譯文? 

What a beautiful weather! What a wonderful day! 

對仗的譯文：多好的天氣啊!多棒的一天啊! 

語篇  1. 朗讀譯文後，用中文語感判斷是否「句」之間沒有連慣

性? 

2. 朗讀譯文後，用中文語感判斷是否「段」之間沒有連慣

性? 

3. 是否有不合乎文體特性的譯文? 如新聞體應該選用新聞

體常見的句型及套語，如~的參加人數再創新高。 

4. 整篇譯文的正式度是屬正式、中性、不正式? 是否有不

符合原文的內容、文體類別的譯文? 

5. 整篇譯文是以口語體為主，還是書面體為主?是否有不符

合原文內容、正式度、文體類別的譯文? 
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語言

外 

 1. 出版社和作者是否有其權威形象?兩者的地位關係孰高?

如出版社高，是否譯文的正式度有符合其權威地位? 如

作者高，是否譯文有保留作者的語言風格及寫作風格? 

2. 譯文是使用何種「媒體」發行? 是書籍、報紙、網路? 是

否有譯文的語言特色、正式度、語體(口語或書面)不符

合其發行的方式? 

3. 原文內容講述的年代與發行年代是否相同或接近? 相同

的話，譯文是否有使用此年代普遍的用詞? 不同的話，

譯文是選擇原文講述的年代，還是發行年代的用詞? 選

擇原文講述年代是否會造成讀者理解困難?  

4. 譯文是以讀者理解為主，還是以保留作者風格為主? 就

翻譯目的而言，譯者選擇的方向適當嗎? 

5. 譯文是以讀者熟悉文化，還是原作者所撰寫的文化為主?

就翻譯目的而言，譯者選擇的方向適當嗎? 
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APPENDIX F 

 

Post-Task Survey 

訓練及選材訓練及選材訓練及選材訓練及選材  (Training and Material)       標明標明標明標明 1-5 (低低低低-高高高高) (Degree 1-5) 

1. 「翻譯評析能力」訓練的必要性? 

The importance of translation reviewing 

training 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. 「口頭報告能力」訓練的必要性? 

The importance of oral comment training 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. 你喜歡自選翻譯題材的程度? 

The degree of your preference for the 

materials chosen by yourself 

1 2 3 4 5 

組別交換譯文組別交換譯文組別交換譯文組別交換譯文 (Peer Feedback)            標明標明標明標明 1-5 (低低低低-高高高高) (Degree 1-5) 

4. 你覺得組別交換幫助你「修正」的程度? 

The degree of the assistance from peer 

feedback in revision 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. 你「喜歡」組別交換訂正的程度? 

The degree of preference for peer 

feedback 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. 你了解他組「訂正內容」的程度? 

The degree of comprehension of peer 

feedback 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. 你採用他組「建議」的程度? 

The degree of accepting peer feedback 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. 你「願意」再與他組交換譯文的程度? 

The degree of willingness to have peer 

feedback activity 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. 你喜歡使用「加註的書面評析」的程度? 

The degree of your preference for giving 

feedback by using notes 

1 2 3 4 5 

各組研討會各組研討會各組研討會各組研討會 (Student Seminar)            標明標明標明標明 1-5 (低低低低-高高高高) (Degree 1-5) 

10. 與他組討論，幫助你「修正」的程度? 

The degree of the assistance from peer 

discussion in revision 

1 2 3 4 5 

11. 你「喜歡」研討會的程度? 

The degree of your preference in 

translator seminars 

1 2 3 4 5 
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12. 你希望報告者能夠更「投入討論」的程

度? 

Your expectation of the translators’ 

involvement in discussion 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. 你希望再有研討會的程度? 

How much do you want to have translator 

seminars again? 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. 你覺得報告者應該「發講義」的程度? 

Do you think translators should give the 

audience a handout? 

1 2 3 4 5 

15. 你覺得你們那桌討論的「熱烈」程度? 

The degree of involvement at your 

seminar table 

1 2 3 4 5 

教師研討會教師研討會教師研討會教師研討會 (Teacher Seminar)            標明標明標明標明 1-5 (低低低低-高高高高) (Degree 1-5) 

16. 你覺得與教師的面對面研討幫助你「修

正」的程度? 

The degree of assistance from the Teacher 

Seminar in revisions 

1 2 3 4 5 

17. 你「喜歡」教師研討會的程度? 

How much do you like the Teacher Seminar? 

1 2 3 4 5 

18. 你希望再有教師研討會的程度? 

How much do you want to have a Teacher 

Seminar again? 

1 2 3 4 5 

19. 你覺得在教師桌討論的「熱烈」程度? 

The degree of involvement in the Teacher 

Seminar 

1 2 3 4 5 

評析能力評析能力評析能力評析能力 (Comments)                   標明標明標明標明 1-5 (低低低低-高高高高) (Degree 1-5) 

20. 依這次的經驗，你相信老師建議的程度? 

The degree of your trust in the teachers’ 

advice 

1 2 3 4 5 

21. 依這次的經驗，你相信同學建議的程度? 

The degree of your trust in your peers’ 

advice 

1 2 3 4 5 

22. 你覺得同學的評析能力進步的程度? 

The degree of progress in commenting 

1 2 3 4 5 

23. 你覺得自己的評析能力進步的程度? 

The degree of your progress in 

commenting 

1 2 3 4 5 
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24. 你覺得經過同儕、教師評析修改後的譯

文進步的程度? 

The degree of the improvement in 

translation by taking the teachers’ and 

peers’ advice 

1 2 3 4 5 

教師評量教師評量教師評量教師評量 (The Instructor’s Comments)     標明標明標明標明 1-5 (低低低低-高高高高) (Degree 1-5) 

25. 校外教師的評量幫助你「修正」的程度? 

The degree of the assistance from the 

guest teacher 

1 2 3 4 5 

26. 你「喜歡」校外教師訂正的程度? 

How much do you like the guest teacher’s 

comments? 

1 2 3 4 5 

27. 你了解校外教師「訂正內容」的程度? 

The degree of comprehension of the guest 

teacher’s advice 

1 2 3 4 5 

28. 你希望再有校外教師評量的程度? 

How much do you want to have a Teacher 

Seminar again? 

1 2 3 4 5 

個人給這個評析活動的總體感想及建議：(可寫於背後)。 

Please write down your feelings toward this Cooperative Translation Task and any 

suggestions on it.  
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APPENDIX G 

 

Seminar Sheet for Individual Student 

 

Name:            Student Number:  

Translator group number: 

Translator: 

Questions you raised for this translator: 

 

 

 

 

 

Responses you got from this translator: 

 

 

 

 

 

Translation solutions you found together:  

 

 

 

 

 

 


