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 Feedback as the key component of formative assessment was studied 

extensively in the context of the acquisition of the foreign language 

productive skills by different categories of learners. Similarly, this paper 

aimed at the investigation of the optimal design of the feedback loop in 

teaching translation to undergraduate students. A mixed-methods research 

involved 40 sophomores of Poltava University of Economics and Trade and 

was conducted during 2018–2019 academic year. It examined the efficacy of 

four feedback response types from both quantitative and qualitative 

perspectives. Sample Group 1 had to study the received teacher feedback 

arbitrarily and consider it, while working on their further translations. 

Sample Group 2 was required to prepare a written free-form self-reflection 

report on the teacher feedback. Sample Group 3 was supposed to resubmit 

their corrected translations to the teacher. Finally, Sample Group 4 had to 

accompany their self-reflection reports with the corrected translations. The 

obtained data showed statistically significant difference between the acquired 

levels of the translation skills by the students of the four sample groups. The 

highest results were achieved due to the combination of self-reflection 

reports and translation correction. The questionnaire on the students’ attitude 

to these practices proved the received statistical data. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Efficient assessment is considered one of the most challenging issues of modern didactics. It 

requires the development of the integrated network of the diversified assessment tools and techniques to 

comply with the specific educational aims and needs. They should ensure both reliable and objective 

information on the improvement of students’ skills and training outcomes, provide the evidence of their 

professional development, monitor and promote learning and teaching systematically, and arrange university 

education process on a daily basis. The prevalence of one of the assessment functions listed above determines 

its type: 1) Summative assessment (assessment of learning); 2) Sustainable assessment (assessment as 

learning); 3) Formative assessment (assessment for learning) [1]-[4]. According to Kelly [5], formative 

assessment includes any grading, correcting or commenting of the students’ product to provide them with the 

detailed feedback on their learning or particular task performance. It is directed to the improvement of their 

current training outcomes. This type of assessment stresses rather on quality than quantity, dynamics than 
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statics, and causes necessary changes in teaching and learning processes. It distinguishes what the students 

already can do and what they need to learn and understand in order to make progress and perform better [6]. 

Formative assessment is put into effect with the help of either alternative, or conventional assessment tools 

and techniques accompanied with indispensable feedback.  

In the context of undergraduate translators’ training, formative assessment of their translation 

performance grows in its importance and appears to be quite promising [2], [7]-[13]. Since it promotes 

students’ learning, delivers qualitative information on teaching efficiency, and reflects real-life peculiarities 

of translation service provision. A prevailing professional practice of correcting a target text (TT) according 

to reviewer’s and editor’s comments proves its authenticity as well. Moreover, formative assessment strongly 

supports social constructivist approach to teaching any specific translation type through and by doing. It 

gives the opportunity to involve students into the solution of real-life translation tasks and problems but 

reserves enough space for some kind of guidance and assistance. In case of formative assessment, they can 

naturally come in the form of a teacher corrective feedback. Different forms of feedback were primarily 

suggested and commonly used for teaching foreign language writing [14]-[20] and speaking [21], [22] to 

different categories of learners. To our mind, these findings can be righteously extended to teaching different 

types of translation as well. In its turn, the research of feedback application in undergraduate translators’ 

instruction is focused on several aspects only. Južnič [8] studied the discrepancy and congruity between 

trainers’ and trainees’ feedback perception at Slovenian universities. Alfayyadh [9] compared feedback 

functions in American and Saudi Arabian educational environments. Neunzig and Tanqueiro [12], Yang, et 

al. [23] dealt with the peculiarities of feedback delivery in terms of computer-assisted translators’ training. 

Washbourne [13] defined the features of the productive written feedback on students’ translation 

performance according to dialogic and iterative approaches. Pietrzak [10] developed the design of group 

feedback exchange for the translation course. Lee [11] and Lim [24] singled out some feedback types in 

interpreters’ training. 

Despite the wide range of relevant studies, there is some space for further research. In our opinion, it 

should be concentrated on the development of the efficient feedback loop design to be applied in translation 

training and assessment at university level. Since this problem has not been studied yet from the perspective 

of the students’ expected responses closing feedback loop and their impact upon learning and teaching 

outcomes. Therefore, the given paper aims at the development and verification of different feedback loop 

designs, which stipulate multiform types of the students’ expected responses on the varied teacher feedback. 

In this context, the following research questions are addressed: 1) What type of expected response closes the 

feedback loop better and, as a result, promotes students’ learning? 2) What is the students’ attitude to the 

suggested and implemented feedback loop designs? 

According to Barker and Pinard [25] iterative feedback is more helpful. Since it provides students 

with the opportunity to reflect on their performance and urges them to improve its quality. Moreover, any 

feedback serves its formative purpose only when it is actively used by the students in their further training 

[18], [20], [26]. In such a way, the assessment procedure converts into the two-channel dialogue loop [13], 

[27]. So, in order to close the feedback loop as the continuous productive process translator trainers should 

arrange iterative students’ responses on the given feedback (correction, resubmission, and preparation of 

either oral or written response on feedback). That is why, the given research makes a novel attempt to 

compare the viability of different feedback loop designs and determine the most efficient one for 

undergraduate translators’ training. Its findings will provide highly needed empirical evidence about the 

types of the students’ expected responses, which promote their translation skills development, prove 

feedback importance in translation training and appeal contemporary students’ attitudes. Consequently, this 

research will contribute to the advancement of the formative assessment practices used in the translation 

classroom. 

 

 

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

Feedback as the key component of formative assessment relates to the information provided by an 

agent to a learner concerning certain aspects of their performance [28]. Its main purpose is closing the gap 

between the current task performance and planned teaching and learning outcomes [7], [28]. To this end 

qualitative corrective feedback, represented in the form of either written verbal, or symbolic/coded 

comments, comes into play. Primarily, Lyster and Ranta [29] developed one of the most common corrective 

feedback taxonomy in modern applied linguistics. It is based on explicit/implicit and input-providing/output-

prompting dimensions. This corrective feedback taxonomy comprises six categories, including explicit 

correction, recast, metalinguistic feedback/cue, elicitation, repetition and clarification request [29]-[31]. 

According to the objects they address, all corrective feedbacks can be divided into focused or intensive 

(concentrated on a particular aspect of the TT or even error type) and unfocused or extensive (devoted to the 
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assessment and improvement of the general quality of the TT) [32], [33]. Unfocused corrective feedback is in 

agreement with the synthetic nature of translation performance and comprehensive assessment of its product 

in the training process. Later, Yang and Carless [27] represented feedback characteristics with the help of so 

called “feedback triangle”. It contains three interrelated components or dimensions: 1) Cognitive (the content 

of the feedback); 2) Social-affective (the interpersonal negotiation of the feedback); 3) Structural (the 

organization of the feedback provision). Cognitive dimension reveals feedback actual content. In this vein, it 

outlines students’ performance aspects; pinpoints applied and required translation strategies and techniques, 

specify possible ways for translation problem solution, and identify the directions of the feedback 

employment for the sake of the improvement of their translation skills. To our mind, it completely correlates 

with the corrective feedback classification by Lyster and Ranta [29] and incorporates its two aspects of 

explicitness implicitness and input-provision output-prompt. Social-affective dimension provides feedback 

interpersonal negotiation. It represents relevant roles (assessor/assesse) and their functions in training 

environment and involves some emotional background [34]. Structural dimension concerns the organization 

of feedback presentation in terms of timing, delivery channels, form, sequencing, expected responses as well 

as the ways of formative assessment management in general. It should be stressed here, that the last two 

dimensions are not reflected in the classification discussed above. Therefore, the combination of these two 

concepts allows us to develop more comprehensive feedback taxonomy for the formative assessment in the 

translation classroom. In this paper, we will consider the dimensions and aspects relevant to its focus only. 

As for cognitive dimension, it entails feedbacks of different cognitive load. For instance, the explicit 

correction requires fewer students’ efforts to be processed and employed than the clarification request. In this 

vein, we distinguish feedbacks of low, medium and high cognitive load. Feedbacks of low cognitive load 

usually supply students with clearly identified problem and ready-made or easy-to-use correction solutions. 

They include direct or explicit error/mistake correction by the assessor accompanied with relevant comment 

or explanation; direct or explicit error/mistake correction only, without any comments or explanations given; 

error/mistake locating in the TT with the help of highlighting, underlining or stressing, accompanied with 

several direct or explicit suggestions how to correct it. Feedbacks of medium cognitive load usually demand 

more thinking activity from the students. They guide their reflection and correction, but still grant some kind 

of free judgement and decision-making. Feedbacks of medium cognitive load comprise error/mistake 

locating in the TT with the help of highlighting, underlining or stressing, accompanied with its type 

identification (vocabulary use, syntactic structure application); error/mistake locating in the TT with the help 

of highlighting, underlining or stressing, accompanied with a leading question; out of text comment, listing 

all the errors/mistakes made and providing comprehensive instructions how to correct them. Feedbacks of 

high cognitive load usually engage students into full-scale reflection and correction process; since they 

provide some vague directions only. Consequently, feedbacks of high cognitive load involve error/mistake 

marking in the TT with either a question, exclamation mark or some emoji; out of text comment, listing all 

the mistakes and providing leading questions; standard general comments like: “Congratulations, you’ve 

managed to perform quite an acceptable translation. However, it still needs some review in terms of the 

source text sense reproduction” or “your translation would benefit a lot if you corrected some 

stylistic/grammar/spelling mistakes.”  

Regarding the objectives of our research, structural dimension of the feedback is primarily 

manifested in the type of the expected response. We range it from latent feedback studies without any 

external response, feedback studies and self-reflection report preparation, feedback-based correction of the 

TT segment or modification of the full TT to feedback-based correction of the TT preceded with a self-

reflection report preparation. The influence of these different types of the expected response upon the 

efficiency and formative power of the assessment, in general, and feedback, in particular, in undergraduate 

translators’ training is verified with the help of the research method. 

 

 

3. RESEARCH METHOD 

3.1. Research design 

A mixed research design was employed in this survey. The descriptive qualitative research method 

shed the light on the multi-dimensional nature of the effective feedback in undergraduate translators’ 

university training. The four types of students’ expected response on the teacher written feedback were 

verified in terms of their impact on the students’ translation skills development. The quantitative research 

method consisted in the processing and comparing of the dynamics of the undergraduate translators’ grades 

received for the pre-test translation, 14 independently performed and submitted translations of English 

popular-science articles in Business Administration into Ukrainian during the spring term of 2018–2019 

academic year and post-test (summative) translation. This method was also applied to conduct the statistical 
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analysis of the obtained data with their further qualitative interpretation. To get more insights into the 

correlation of the students’ learning outcomes and variable responses on the feedback, we used qualitative 

research in the form of students’ questionnaire on their vision of the effective feedback arrangement and their 

attitude to the gained feedback experience. 

 

3.2. Research participants 

In total 40 second-year students, mostly females (32 female and 8 male respectively), aged from 17 

to 19 years, majoring in Translation volunteered to take part in this research. It was conducted at Poltava 

University of Economics and Trade during the spring term of 2018–2019 academic year. The students have 

just started their first professionally oriented Translation Practice Course in the second term of their second 

bachelor year. The participants made up four sample groups (SG) of 10 students each. They studied in 

parallel groups and had taken the same basic foreign and native language courses before. The students’ 

English language proficiency level ranged from B1+ to B2+ according to the CEFR scale. None of them was 

previously exposed to any translation training. 

 

3.3. Research instruments and procedures 

Taking into account limited contact hours for Translation Practice Course at Ukrainian universities 

and the volumes of learning materials and training activities, the students performed their translations out of 

class and submitted them to the teacher’s correction and grading on a weekly basis. During the term, they had 

to prepare 15 translations. In general, we divided our research into five stages and described them in details 

in Table 1. 

All the delivered translations during the whole research were graded and commented on by the same 

teacher according to 100 score analytical scale for the assessment of abstract translation modified from 

Shevelko [35] and given in Table 2. The selected criteria correlate with the essential skills of this type of 

translation and indicate their level of formation. 

The presented criteria were implicitly reflected in the teacher feedbacks delivered to the students in 

terms of the errors/mistakes located, identified or corrected. The first translation was considered as a pre-test 

and its results were used as a benchmark for the further evaluation and interpretation of the received research 

data. 

 

 

Table 1. Research structure 
Research stage Time period Research objectives 

Preliminary stage: introduction lecture 
and practical lesson 

Week 1, Term II, 
2018-2019 

Providing the students with the theoretical information on the 
trained type of translation, its performance algorithm and 

received TT quality assessment criteria; practising particular 

aspects of translation performance. 
Pre-test in the trained type of translation 

(translation 1 performed out of class 

and assessed by the teacher) 

Week 1, Term II, 

2018-2019 

Determining the income level of the students’ translation skills 

development after preliminary stage, delivery and processing of 

the first written teacher feedback. 
Treatment session 1 (translations 2–5 

performed out of class and assessed by 

the teacher) 

Week 2-5, Term II, 

2018-2019 

Developing the students’ translation skills through independent 

translation performance, formatively assessed with the help of 

the teacher feedback of low cognitive load and closing the 
feedback loop with the chosen expected response. 

Treatment session 2 (translations 6–10 

performed out of class and assessed by 

the teacher) 

Week 6-10, Term II, 

2018-2019 

Developing the students’ translation skills through independent 

translation performance, formatively assessed with the help of 

the teacher feedback of medium cognitive load and closing the 

feedback loop with the chosen expected response. 

Treatment session 3 (translations 11–15 
performed out of class and assessed by 

the teacher) 

Week 11-15, Term II, 
2018-2019 

Developing the students’ translation skills through independent 
translation performance, formatively assessed with the help of 

the teacher feedback of high cognitive load and closing the 

feedback loop with the chosen expected response. 
Post-test in translation (summative 

translation performed in class and 

assessed by the teacher) 

Week 15, Term II, 

2018-2019 

Determining the outcome level of the students’ translation skills 

development after the treatment sessions with different feedback 

types, processing and interpreting the received statistical data 
(quantitative research aspect). 

Post-treatment questionnaire on 

students’ attitudes and experience 

Week 15, Term II, 

2018-2019 

Studying the students’ opinion on the feedback loop arrangement 

during the treatment sessions (qualitative research aspect). 
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Table 2. Analytical scale for the assessment of abstract translation [35] 
Criterion Examples of potential mistakes Maximum score 

Adequate compression and 
rendition of the source text 

(ST) in the TT 

The lack of the main idea formulation; The lack of the secondary concepts 
presentation; The lack of the author’s conclusions rendition; The 

misinterpretation of the idea status in the ST; The insufficient compression of the 

ST ideas and concepts. 

30 

TT structure, cohesion and 

coherence 

The lack of the relevant linking words and clichés in the TT; The misuse of the 

linking words and clichés in the TT formulation; The ill-structured TT; Total in 

cohesion or incoherence of the TT. 

30 

Target language correctness 

and appropriateness 

The wrong selection of the target language equivalents; Spelling, grammar and 

syntactic errors; Stylistic mistakes; The occurrence of russianisms and literalisms. 

30 

TT presentation and layout The wrong presentation of the TT heading; Wrong margins, font, spacing, 
indentation 

10 

 

 

The treatment stage comprised three consecutive sessions. They differed in the type of the teacher 

feedback provided to the students. During the first session, all SGs received the teacher feedback in the form 

of explicit error /mistake correction accompanied with the comments at first, then without them and, finally, 

they got several options to correct their translations (feedback of low cognitive load). The evolution of the 

teacher feedback formulation can be followed in such simple examples of correcting typical syntactic error in 

the TT: “У статті розглядають … (In Ukrainian we start a sentence with the preposition “У”, but not 

“В”)” – “У статті розглядають …”. The correction options were mainly suggested in case of stylistic or 

transfer mistakes made by the students, when different formulations could be appropriate: “Use such clichés 

as: У статті проаналізовано…, Статтю присвячено вивченню проблеми … Основну увагу автора 

зосереджено на … to introduce the main problem discussed in the ST”. 

During the second session, the teacher preferred error / mistake locating and accompanied it with 

mistake/error type identification, or leading questions, or prompts, or correction guidelines (feedback of 

medium cognitive load). At this session, the teacher feedback for the correcting of the first abovementioned 

syntactic error looked like this: “В статті розглядають … (Wrong preposition or WP)”. – “В статті 

розглядають … (What preposition should we use at the beginning of the sentence?)”. As for the feedback 

on the second mistake presented above it looked like some local guidelines: “Study the sample list of the 

clichés introducing the main problem discussed in the ST and choose the one to be used in your translation”. 

Finally, yet importantly, the third session featured the teacher feedback of high cognitive load. It 

involved error / mistake marking with a question, exclamation mark or emoji, out of text mistake list with 

occasional leading questions or prompts or even standard text comment outlining translation strengths and 

weaknesses. At this treatment session, the teacher feedback on the syntactic error discussed above 

transformed into: “В  статті розглядають …” or even just a passage of out of text comment like: “… 

Remember about the rules of preposition use at the beginning of the Ukrainian sentences. …” There was an 

assumption, that the consistent increase of cognitive load in the teacher feedback would gradually engage the 

students into the practice of feedback processing and use, and foster their translation skills development. At 

the same time, the students of four SGs were required to process and respond on the feedback provided in 

different ways during the treatment sessions as shown in Table 3. 

 

 

Table 3. The variation of the students’ expected responses on the teacher feedback across the SGs 
SG Expected response on the teacher feedback 

SG 1 (n=10) No explicit response is expected, the instruction is to study the given 

feedback and take it into account, preparing the further translations 

SG 2 (n=10) The preparation and submission of the written free-form self-reflection 
report on the received feedback is required 

SG 3 (n=10) The resubmission of the corrected translation version on the basis of the 

received feedback is required 
SG 4 (n=10) The preparation of the written free-form self-reflection report on the received 

feedback and the resubmission of the corrected translations are required 

 

 

Finally, the students of all SGs performed the post-test translation. The comparison of the pre-test 

and post-test results was aimed at the evaluation of the efficiency of the developed feedback loop designs for 

teaching translation to the second-year students. The given research was completed with the questionnaire on 

the trainees’ attitude to the feedback and its application. It contained 10 open-end questions and was held 

online with the help of Google Forms. 
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4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

For the consideration of the results of the assessment of the students’ translations received after the 

introduction class at the pre-test stage see Table 4. Predictably, the students of all SGs produced abstract 

translations of insufficient quality in pre-test. Their performance scores fluctuated from minimum 38.3 (SG 

4) to the maximum of 40.7 (SG 1 and 2), indicating the need for the further training and practising. The 

students’ abstract translations obtained low scores according to all the assessment criteria. It is worth noting 

that the students of SG 4 demonstrated the lowest results compared to the others. The analysis of the 

intermediate assessment data of the performance of abstract translation 5 revealed sufficient improvement in 

terms of the students’ skills to comply with formatting and layout requirements: maximum 10 out of 10 (SG 

4). In addition, the students of SG 4 gained the highest increase indices according to all the assessment 

criteria with the highest total score of 55.0. While the students of SG 1 made the lowest progress (44.2 

compared to the income score of 40.7). The analysis of the scores earned by the representatives of SG 1 

during the conducted research supports the idea of the students’ obligatory active participation and 

engagement into the feedback process. Feedback is not efficient if the student does not respond it, if follow-

up actions are not taken [27]. The analysis of the scores of intermediate abstract translation 10 completely 

supports the provisions presented above. Higher cognitive pressure, generated by the teacher feedback, 

promoted better learning outcomes of the students of SG 2-4, who had to participate in closing the feedback 

loop through either self-reflection report, corrected resubmitted translation or both. According to the received 

data, in 10-week period only the students of SG 4 achieved minimum required score of 70.2. Finally, the 

post-test results proved higher efficacy of the students’ active response on the teacher feedback: 89.5 – SG 4 

(7 students got excellent marks out of 10); 83.8 – SG 3 (2 students got excellent marks out of 10); 78.1 – SG 

2 (good marks only); 73.7 – SG 1 (5 good marks out of 10). The dynamics of the increase rate is presented in 

Table 5. 
 

 

Table 4. The mean values of the students’ translation assessment results across the research stages 

and SGs 
SG 

index 
Scores received according to certain assessment criteria Total 

score Content rendition TT Structure and cohesion Target language correctness TT Presentation and layout 

 30 30 30 10 100 

Pre-treatment results of abstract translation assessment 

SG 1 12.8 10.8 11.8 5.3 40.7 
SG 2 12.4 10.6 11.9 5.8 40.7 

SG 3 12.2 10.8 11.2 5.3 39.5 

SG 4 12.1 9.6 11.4 5.2 38.3 

Intermediate treatment session 1 results (Abstract translation 5) 

SG 1 13.3 12.2 12.9 5.8 44.2 

SG 2 14.1 12.9 15.6 8.1 50.7 

SG 3 16.6 14.9 16.0 8.0 55.5 
SG 4 15.4 13.4 16.2 10.0 55.0 

Intermediate treatment session 2 results (Abstract translation 10) 

SG 1 17.0 15.6 17.0 8.8 58.4 

SG 2 17.6 17.1 18.3 8.9 61.9 
SG 3 19.2 17.5 20.1 9.9 66.7 

SG 4 20.5 18.7 21.0 10.0 70.2 

Post-treatment results of abstract translation assessment 

SG 1 21.6 20.6 21.9 9.6 73.7 

SG 2 22.3 22.7 23.3 9.8 78.1 

SG 3 24.4 23.5 25.9 10.0 83.8 

SG 4 27.3 25.4 26.8 10.0 89.5 

 

 

Table 5. The dynamics of the mean values increase across the research 

Criteria 
SG 1 SG 2 SG 3 SG 4 

Pre Post Increase Pre Post Increase Pre Post Increase Pre Post Increase 

Content rendition 12.8 21.6 8.8 12.4 22.3 9.9 12.2 24.4 12.2 12.1 27.3 15.2 

TT structure and cohesion 10.8 20.6 9.8 10.6 22.7 12.1 10.8 23.5 12.7 9.6 25.4 15.8 

Target language correctness 11.8 21.9 10.1 11.9 23.3 11.4 11.2 25.9 14.7 11.4 26.8 15.4 
TT presentation and layout 5.3 9.6 4.3 5.8 9.8 4.0 5.3 10.0 4.7 5.2 10.0 4.8 

Total 40.7 73.7 33.0 40.7 78.1 37.4 39.5 83.8 44.3 38.3 89.5 51.2 

 

 

The significance of the differences between the results of abstract translation performance by the 

students of the involved SGs was checked and proved statistically with the help of H-criterion Kruskal-

Wallis and Median Test calculated with the use of software Statistica 10.0. The received Н value of 24.75 
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and р<0.05 allowed us to accept the alternative hypothesis about the existence of non-random differences 

between the average scores obtained by the students of the four SGs. 

On this basis, we can conclude that properly designed feedback loop can serve efficiently as both 

monitoring and learning tool in teaching such a complicated cognitive and speech activity as translation. The 

received research results support the ideas by Barker & Pinard [33] and Wasbourne [13] that any efficient 

feedback loop should start with the teacher comment and finish with the student’s relevant response. We are 

strongly convinced that passive reception of the teacher feedback is inappropriate for the initial stages of 

translation training, because junior students mainly lack proper self-regulation skills. Consequently, they 

should be directed by the teacher to analyse the received feedback first with the help of some specifically 

developed tools, e.g., free-form or even guided self-reflection reports. This activity will ensure the deep 

studies of the teacher feedback, encourage translation problem formulation and direct the search for their 

solutions, arrange current translation reviewing and editing, develop some kind of feedforward strategies to 

fix or prevent relevant problems in the future and improve students’ self-reflection, self-correction, self-

assessment and self-regulation skills.  

If we have a look at the self-reflection reports produced by the students of SG 2, we will notice that 

they are not always comprehensive enough contrasted to the ones presented by the representatives of SG 4. 

At the same time, resubmitted translations by SG 3 still contained some previously commented or corrected 

by the teacher errors and mistakes. This can be explained by incomplete analysis of the teacher feedback 

content by the students if it is not verbalized or used in some intermediary activity. The translations revised 

and resubmitted by the students of SG 4 qualitatively differed from their previous versions, often being 

reformulated and corrected completely, but not in segments only. Iterative character of such feedback loop 

design combined with gradual cognitive load growth in the teacher feedbacks will foster the concurrent and 

efficient development of students’ translation, cognitive and self-assessment skills. These results correspond 

to the conclusions reached by Washbourne [13] as for the need in versatile teacher feedback delivered in the 

translation classroom.  

The received quantitative data were complemented with the students’ questionnaire responses. All 

the students appreciated the idea of receiving the teacher written feedback on their translations individually 

that completely correlates with the similar results received previously by Južnič [8] and Lee [11]. However, 

the students of SG 1 valued feedback as the fact of their teacher’s attention only, while the students of SG 2 

treated it as the incentive to analyse and reflect on their training and translating. At the same time, the 

students of SG 3 and 4 highly evaluated the teacher feedback as the functional guidelines for their translation 

improvement. It is interesting to note, that the students of SG 1 preferred the feedback with low cognitive 

load, while the students of the other sample groups opted for medium or even high ones. This choice can be 

explained with more engaging nature of the task performed and strongly correlates with the results obtained 

by Adams, et al. [36] concerning the impact of implicit and explicit feedback types on learning outcomes and 

students’ perception. All the respondents of SG 2-4 acknowledged that they had studied teacher feedback 

thoroughly because their next activities had been based on it. Almost 90% of the respondents stressed the 

positive impact of the teacher feedback on their translation skills development. 

Taking into account some new practical findings of this research, we can provide the following 

guidelines for the efficient feedback introduction into the translation classroom. Firstly, any translation task 

performed by the students should be followed with some kind of qualitative feedback. As for junior students, 

it should be individual and teacher-generated. Teacher feedbacks should gradually develop from explicit 

mistake corrections accompanied with comments and explanations (feedback of low cognitive load) to 

simple mistakes location in the TT or even general comments how to improve it (feedback of high cognitive 

load) in the process of training. Secondly, teachers should urge their students to utilize the received feedback 

properly determining clearly the required form of their response. Thirdly, combination of some activities, 

directed at the deep analysis of the feedback content and its practical implementation, proved to be the most 

helpful at the initial stages of translation training. It can take the form of students’ self-reflection reports 

containing their comments on the reasons and character of the made mistakes and ways to fix them now and 

prevent in the future followed with the obligatory correction of their TTs based on the received and analysed 

teacher feedback. We can assume here that self-report itself is not efficient enough to be used independently, 

while TT correction only may be successfully utilised at the next training stages, when the relevant skills of 

feedback analysis and application are already acquired by the students. 

However, the conducted research has certain limitations, which may affect its outcome 

generalizability. Firstly, it worked pretty well for teaching abstract translation from English into Ukrainian to 

the second-year students with under-developed learning autonomy and self-regulation skills in the context of 

Ukrainian universities. Therefore, similar investigations can be conducted for other student populations, 

language combinations and types of translation or interpretation. 
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5. CONCLUSION  

The given research proved the importance of the student’s active position in the feedback loop. The 

conducted survey verified the viability of the feedback loop designs involving different types of the students’ 

response on the received teacher feedback. The response on the feedback in the form of the written self-

reflection report preceding translation correction and resubmission proved empirically its higher effect 

compared to the self-reflection report or correction only, nothing to say about the students’ passive studies of 

the teacher feedback and use of the obtained information for the improvement of their further translations. 

The students also recognised the positive impact of the teacher written individual feedback, and closely 

related its efficacy with its prospective practical application. The further investigation should concern the 

delivery and use of the teacher feedback regarding the students’ individual learning styles and self-regulation 

skills. 
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