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Abstract: Feedback is an essential part of all types of teaching and learning
and interpreter training is no exception. This paper examines the theoretical
and practical aspects of the feedback that student interpreters receive and give
according to a questionnaire-based online survey of fifty-eight students
enrolled at a conference interpreter training programme in Seoul. The results
indicate that the participants generally appreciate the feedback generated by
teachers and peer interaction. However, they value and trust teacher feedback
far more than peer feedback, considering it more comprehensive, authoritative
and hence most effective. The data analysis also reveals that students seek
teacher attention and support relating to both academic and emotional needs.
The findings indicate that teachers need to facilitate students’ learning through
feedback, and that feedback is a complex task which requires further scholarly
attention.
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1. Introduction

Many interpreter trainers are former trainees themselves, and they often tend
to follow in their own trainer’s footsteps, adopting the former’s teaching styles
or teaching intuitively, expecting such teaching strategies to be effective.
However, teachers always need to ask themselves whether or not they are
pursuing best practice strategies, hence the importance of research-based
teaching practice. This paper was motivated primarily by curiosity relating to
the feedback process in interpreter training, and examines common feedback
practices in order to determine which types of feedback are considered
effective from a student perspective.

In any field of interpreter training based on skill development through
various forms of interpreting exercises, the provision of effective feedback
plays a central role (Kwark & Hong 2012; Lim 2014; Setton & Dawrant
2016). Feedback in the course of interpreter training can take many forms, but
is basically teacher-generated, peer-generated or self-generated. It is typically
based on quality assessment criteria such as accuracy (i.e., source-target
correspondence), the adequacy of target language choices, and delivery (e.g.,
Schjoldager 1996; Lee 2008; Riccardi 2002). Raising awareness both of such
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quality standards and of deviations from expected norms is a critical part of
professional interpreter training. It is also important to provide information
and advice on specific strategies and solutions and on how to cope with
challenges during training (Ficchi 1999: 206; Setton and Dawrant 2016: 36).

In a learner-centred teaching environment, the teacher’s role is to
facilitate learning and skill acquisition by offering effective pedagogical
support for students to become autonomous learners.' As autonomous learners,
students take responsibility for their own learning process and actively engage
in reflective practice, relying on teachers to set clear course goals and
objectives, and implement these through appropriate learner-centred
classroom strategies (see Victori & Lockhard 1995; Ficchi 1999; Moser-
Mercer 2008.)

For skill acquisition and development, student interpreters are strongly
encouraged to undertake conscientious efforts both in class and outside of
class, practicing through self-study or pair/group work. For the sake of
effective training, such practice should be tailored to the individual needs of
students and should work in parallel with classroom activities in order to
automate the skills practiced in class (Horvath 2007: 111). Outside of class
practice, students decide on their own learning activities and bear
responsibility for the learning process, thus making learning even more
learner-centred (Horvath 2007: 116; Lim 2014: 190).

There is ample evidence of the benefits of feedback, which is widely
adopted in interpreter and translator training as well as in language education
(Liu and Carless 2006; Moser-Mercer 2000; Wang & Han 2013). As
mentioned above, depending on its source, feedback can be divided into
teacher feedback, peer feedback, and self-feedback. Peer feedback, which is a
hallmark of collaborative learning, aims to exchange and share ideas amongst
students, and is a valuable means of stimulating learning motivation, self-
esteem, and positive relationships among learners (Kiraly 2000: 37). Peer
feedback also helps to moderate the teacher-dependent master-apprentice
model of learning that has characterised interpreter training worldwide for
decades, and is especially effective in developing metacognitive skills (Moser-
Mercer 2008: 10)," thus enabling students to better monitor and direct their
own learning. It can help students to see alternative perspectives on problems
and to determine how these can be solved by other students. Such feedback is
motivational in that peers, having experienced similar difficulties and
challenges, may become more motivated and less inclined to indulge in
[negative forms of] self-criticism. Because of the power asymmetry between
teachers and students, it may be easier for the latter to accept critiques of their
work from their peers rather than from their teachers (Varlander 2008: 151).
In practical terms, peer feedback can be provided more quickly and be more
accessible than teacher feedback, and may not invoke the anxiety often
associated with teacher feedback (Liu and Carless 2006). Thus peer feedback
is not necessarily of lower quality than teacher feedback (see Hamer et al.
2015).

" Autonomous learning is defined as critical thinking, planning and evaluating learning,
and reflection, which require effort on the part of the learner to continuously monitor
the learning process (Horvath 2007: 104). It is concerned with learners’ choices
regarding learning management and selecting learning materials, methods, the place
and time of learning, partners, etc. (Horvath 2007: 104).

" “Metacognition refers to learners’ awareness of their own knowledge and their
ability to understand, control and manipulate their own cognitive processes” (Moser-
Mercer 2008: 10-11).
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By giving feedback to and receiving it from their peers, students may
develop an appreciation of what counts as quality performance (Sadler 1989)
and take an active role in the management of their own learning (Liu and
Carless 2006). Collaborative learning boosts students’ interests and critical
thinking, and reinforces social skills through interactions because it often
requires negotiation between learners of different levels of competence with
respect to the goal, process and methods of learning and social relations. For
the same reason, it may occasionally give rise to tensions and conflicts.
Furthermore, the absence of a teacher affects peer interactions and may
sometimes lead to inefficient and ineffective practice sessions, especially
when students are new to interpreting training and are not given sufficient
guidance on how to do it properly (Lim 2014: 193-194). In addition to time
management issues, students’ lack of language proficiency and interpreting
skills might impede adequate feedback, which in turn delays or prolongs the
practice session and negatively influences mutual trust among learners
regarding peer feedback (Lim 2014). Therefore, it is necessary for teachers to
pay attention to the contents of the feedback provided by students, as it is
dependent on their source text comprehension and awareness of the criteria of
quality in interpreting (Bartlomiejczyk 2007).

Students are also advised to analyse their own performance, which helps
them to discover their weaknesses and strengths and channel their resources
accordingly during training (Van Dam 1989; Russo 1995: 75). This is part of a
highly targeted form of individual training, namely, deliberate practice (Setton
& Dawrant 2016: 47), which is critical to achieving a high level of skill
mastery. In this paper, self-feedback refers to self-review or analytic
assessment based on critical listening to one’s own audio- or video-recorded
performance. Through such reflective practice, student interpreters have
opportunities to evaluate themselves and redo their performance until they can
deliver a satisfactory rendition.

External feedback by teachers and peers is important as it may augment,
concur or conflict with the student’s interpretation of the task and the path of
learning (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick 2006: 202). Internal feedback generated
by one’s own monitoring of current progress against desired goals affects the
cognitive, motivational and behavioural aspects of performance and is perhaps
more important to autonomous learning (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick 2006:
202). However, self-feedback has its limitations because it may be constrained
by individual students’ awareness of the interpreting quality criteria and their
own metacognitive abilities, and hence needs to be regularly checked by their
teachers as well as their peers and seen in perspective.

Different types of feedback contribute to learning, although perhaps to
varying degrees. Although feedback is a key aspect of interpreter training,
there is a dearth of research on feedback in interpreter training, let alone
students’ perspectives on feedback. Given that students’ input is also a
valuable resource which helps teachers reflect on their teaching practice, it is
worthwhile to examine students’ feedback on feedback they themselves
receive during their interpreter training (Takeda 2010).

Against this backdrop, this paper seeks to investigate student interpreters’
perspective on feedback and its perceived effect on their learning. The
research findings are expected to provide insight into our everyday teaching
and learning, and guide us in how we can further assist our students in a more
effective way that is conducive to their learning and skill development.
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2. Feedback

Feedback is commonly defined as information provided by an agent (e.g.,
teacher, peer, book, self) to a learner regarding certain aspects of his or her
performance (Hattie & Timperley 2007; Duijnhower 2010). It is an important
facilitator of all types of learning and performance (Bandura, 1991; Shute
2008; Hattie 2012) and a fundamental aspect of teaching and learning
(Voerman et al. 2014; Hattie 2012). Feedback is aimed at closing the gap
between the current performance and a specific goal (Hattie & Timperley
2007; Sadler 1989; Shute 2008).

The feedback that is of interest in this paper concerns qualitative and
formative feedback. Qualitative feedback is provided by means of (textual)
comments, whereas quantitative feedback is provided in terms of numerical
marks (Hamer et al. 2015: 152). Formative feedback addresses the accuracy or
adequacy of a learner’s task and may touch on particular errors and
misconceptions (Shute 2008: 154). Such feedback can be either formal or
informal. Formal feedback occurs with reference to a specific curricular
assessment task, whereas informal feedback is not specifically stipulated in
the curriculum and can occur in the course of various learning activities, often
involving instantaneous feedback (Viarlander 2008: 149).

Feedback plays an important role in learners’ motivation and behaviour
in classrooms by providing them with opportunities to learn and encouraging
them to achieve their goals (Bangert-Drowns et al. 1991; Shin et al. 2016: 21).
A review of the literature reveals that feedback is a not a simple concept, but
is in fact made up of a number of elements. The interplay between different
aspects of feedback is well conceptualised in the “feedback triangle” described
by Yang and Carless (2013: 287). Their notion of feedback has three
dimensions: the cognitive dimension (i.e. the content of feedback), the social-
affective dimension (i.e. the interpersonal negotiation of feedback) and the
structural dimension (i.e. the organisation of feedback provision). The
dynamic interplay between these elements is vital to the enhancement of
feedback processes (Yang & Carless 2013: 287). The cognitive dimension
may include technique, strategy, procedure or other aspects of the quality of
student work (Yang & Carless 2013: 288). Feedback should focus students’
attention on how to tackle problems effectively, how to increase their capacity
to self-regulate, and how to use feedback productively to guide them to apply
knowledge and skills (Yang & Carless 2013: 289). Meanwhile, the social-
affective dimension is concerned with the social and interpersonal negotiation
of feedback and how feedback conveys messages about learners’ social role in
their learning environment and how their emotions are engaged (Yang &
Carless 2013: 289). Finally, the structural dimension includes timing,
sequencing and modes of feedback, which relate to how feedback processes
are organised and managed by teachers and institutions (Yang & Carless
2013: 289).

The literature indicates that the quality and quantity of feedback provided
to learners influence what they eventually incorporate into their interpreting
competence. For feedback to be effective, its function, content, and mode of
presentation are important factors that should be considered in combination
with learner characteristics and instructional variables (Narciss & Huth 2004;
Shute 2008: 176). The main functions of feedback are directive (i.e. telling the
learner what needs to be fixed) and facilitative (i.e. suggestions to help guide
students in their own revision and conceptualisation) (Shute 2008: 157).
Timely and regular feedback is considered useful (Bangert-Drowns et al.
1991; Scott 2014: 50), however, the content of feedback seems to matter the
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most in terms of the effectiveness of feedback interventions (Bangert-Drowns
et al. 1991; Golke et al. 2015: 124). Effective feedback is described as specific
and goal-related (Voerman et al. 2014). Studies have shown that feedback is
more effective when it offers detailed information on how to improve task
performance rather than simply indicating accuracy or adequacy (Bangert-
Drowns et al., 1991; Pridemore & Klein, 1995). Vague feedback lacking in
specificity may have little effect or little use (Wiliam 2007; Shute 2008).

The mode of feedback or the type of feedback presentation can be in
person or mediated by technology. Teachers can directly monitor the class
performance of students and give immediate feedback afterwards or provide
written or oral feedback after listening to recordings outside class (Setton and
Dawrant 2016: 37). Written feedback, which is usually a product of careful
consideration and analysis, can be stored for later reference to monitor
progress in terms of skill development (Barttomiejczyk 2007: 264). Although
computer-mediated feedback may not be as effective as face-to-face feedback,
technology-enhanced feedback, which enables flexible feedback provision,
does seem to hold promise for the future (Yang & Carless 2013: 292). Recent
studies reflect learners’ positive reception of online feedback (Yang 2012; Lee
et al. 2015). Employing web-based learning management systems in
interpreter training helps facilitate feedback and interactions between teacher
and learners and thus enhances the benefits of collaborative learning (Lee et
al. 2015: 137).

Finally, different students can be expected to react differently to
feedback. For instance, learners receiving feedback may respond to it
differently emotionally depending on their relationship with the person
providing the feedback and depending on the context." Emotions are a natural
part of learning and may, in the context of feedback situations, contribute to
students’ future motivation and self-esteem (Varlander 2008: 154). By
contrast, critical or controlling feedback tends to be demotivating and tends to
discourage learners from trying to improve their performance (Fedor et al.
2001).

In addition to individual idiosyncrasies and class dynamics, culture may
come into play in feedback situations. For example, while students from
collectivist cultures - including Asian - prefer indirect and implicit, group-
focused feedback, students from individualist cultures prefer more direct
feedback and individual focused, self-related feedback (De Luque & Sommer
2000). Despite a plethora of research on feedback, the mechanisms relating
feedback to learning remain uncertain (Shute 2008: 156), and this gap in the
literature calls for more scholarly investigation into feedback and learning in
interpreter training.

3. The study

In order to examine student interpreters’ perspectives on various types of
feedback they received as well as the effect on their learning, a questionnaire
was designed, consisting of 21 closed, multiple-choice questions and two
open-ended questions. The survey was administered to students attending a

I Emotions can be regarded as a product of individual experiences and also products
of social relationships between peers and between peers and teachers (Vérlander 2008:
149). Motivated students may “appreciate and consult teachers who do not hold back
from frank and detailed feedback and offer constructive feedback even if she does not
necessarily offer an immediate quick-fix solution” (Setton and Dawrant 2016: 38).
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two-year MA programme for conference interpreter training in South Korea
near the end of the fall (autumn) semester in 2015. The Google survey link
was sent to student class leaders, who were requested to invite their class
mates to participate in the survey. Due to the way the study was designed, it is
not known how many students actually received the invitation, however 58
student interpreters completed the survey, and their responses constituted the
data for this study." The student participants were specialising in interpreting
between Korean and four other languages: English, Chinese, Japanese and
French. As to the composition of the sample, English-Korean interpreting
majors represented a slight majority (55.2%), while Chinese majors formed
the second largest group (20.7%), followed by French (15.5%) and Japanese
(8.6%) majors. Just over half of the students (53.4%) were finishing their
second year of training, while the remaining 46.6% had nearly completed their
first year of training at the time of the survey.

The survey asked the students to evaluate the effect they felt various
types of feedback had had on them, and this included peer feedback, teacher
feedback, and self-review. They were also asked about their preferred types of
feedback and to comment on what they had found to be the most helpful and
memorable feedback during their training. A quantitative analysis of the data
is followed by qualitative analysis.

3.1. Quantitative data analysis

The participants were generally satisfied with the feedback they had received,
with 17.2% responding that they were very satisfied with it. This left 55.2%
who were highly satisfied, and 22.4% who were satisfied overall. Only 5.2%
of respondents indicated a low level of satisfaction, while none of the
respondents selected a ‘very low’ level of satisfaction.

3.1.1. Peer feedback

Participants were asked to evaluate peer feedback in both in-class and out-of-
class practice sessions. They were asked to indicate the perceived effect of
peer feedback on helping to improve their interpreting performance on a 5-
point scale (from very low to very high). The results are presented in Figure 1.

Peer feedback inside v outside classroom

50%
40%

30%
20%
- AN
| —

0% —
Very high High medium Low Very low

Hinclass Moutside class

Figure 1: Perceived effect of in-class peer feedback vs outside-class peer
feedback

VA total of 136 students were enrolled at the time of the survey.
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More than half of the participants stated that in-class peer feedback had
had a strong effect on their learning, with 37.9% choosing ‘high’, and 17.2%
selecting ‘very high’. A considerable number of respondents (41.4%) said they
felt this type of feedback had had a ‘medium’ effect, while only 3.4% felt that
the effect of their peers’ feedback during classes had been ‘low’.

In total, 81% responded that in-class peer feedback had been actively
exchanged, however almost one fifth of respondents (19%) disagreed. As to
the reasons for less than active peer feedback, the students responded that it
might be due to their failure to identify problems or difficulties in providing
suggestions (30.4%). Face-saving also played a role: a total of 17.4% said that
they were unwilling to lose face by offering inadequate feedback, and 13%
said that they did not want to hurt others’ feelings. Another 17.4% pointed to a
generally passive class environment where feedback was not mandatory, while
8.7% indicated that this was due to a lack of confidence in providing feedback
because of the presence of a teacher. The remaining 13% chose ‘other’ but did
not comment further.

With respect to peer feedback provided outside of the classroom, over
half of the respondents felt that the effect of peer feedback during practice
sessions on their learning had been very high or high (15.5% and 46.6%,
respectively), while another 34.5% described the effects as ‘medium’. Few
thought that such feedback was not effective. Those who assessed the effect of
peer feedback given outside of the classroom as ‘medium’ commented that
they often became side-tracked from their practice, chatting and not managing
their time efficiently (see also Lim 2014). On the other hand, those who
provided a positive evaluation explained that they received more and also
more thorough feedback during private practice than during class. This result
may have been due to the fact that students were able to choose their practice
partners and were less affected by time constraints. The absence of the teacher
may also have been a factor in that students may have felt free to exchange
ideas and opinions.

When asked which aspects of in-class peer feedback were most
important, the students stated that they wanted corrections with suggestions
for alternative expressions (72.4%) rather than simple error detections
(17.2%). Only a few students said they wanted emotional support (3.4%) and
to have their choice of strategies confirmed or to be complimented on a job
well done (1.7%).

As for outside-class peer feedback, the order of their preferred choices
remained the same, however less respondents stated they wanted suggestions
for alternative expressions (58.6%), with more stating they would like error
detection (27.6%) compared to students’ assessments of in-class peer
feedback. It is difficult to pinpoint specific reasons for this, however
respondents’ general comments suggest that this was due to respondents’
awareness of their peers’ competence, which may be why they tended to be
content with feedback focusing on error correction.

3.1.2. Teacher feedback

The results indicate that the participants valued teacher feedback the most.
When asked to assess the effect of teacher feedback on their learning, 58.6%
chose ‘very high’, while 32.8% selected ‘high’, and 8.6% ‘medium’. Student
comments, indicated that they felt teacher feedback was far more valuable
than peer feedback in terms of its impact on their learning (see Figure 2).
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Figure 2: Perceived effect of in-class peer feedback vs teacher feedback

Almost two thirds of respondents (63.8%) felt the suggestion of
alternative expressions was the most important aspect of teacher feedback,
while 20.7% chose ‘pointing out problems’, with 6.9% choosing ‘emotional
support’, and 3.4% selecting ‘confirmation of a job well done/well-interpreted
sections’. The remaining 5.2% chose ‘other’. When asked why teacher
feedback was considered more important than peer feedback, 52.5% said that
teacher feedback was insightful and analytic, while 31.3% responded that they
trusted the teachers’ expertise, and 13.1% stated that teacher feedback
complemented peer feedback.

Important aspect of feedback

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20% '
10%
0% | — ——
Suggest Point out Other Confirm a good Emotional
alternatives problems job support
M |n-class peer feedback M Qutside-class peer feedback Teacher feedback

Figure 3: Important aspects of different types of feedback
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Overall, participants’ perceptions remained the same regardless of when
they received the feedback and who provided the feedback. They thought that
feedback should include solutions, namely, suggestions of better or alternative
ways to phrase something in the target language, in addition to error
correction. However, students tended to value error detection comments
received during out-of-class practice as more important than similar comments
received in-class (see Figure 3). The numbers were small, but it would appear
that teachers — more so than peers - were expected to consider how their
feedback would affect students’ feelings, paying attention to such emotional
aspects as well. (see also Figure 3).

3.1.3. Self-review based on audio/video recordings

The survey asked if participants had audio/video-recorded their interpreting
and most respondents had done so for review purposes (94.8%). Participants
agreed that reflective practice through analysis of one’s own audio-recorded
performance was effective, with 50.9% evaluating its perceived effect as ‘very
high’, while 29.8% of respondents assessed its effect as ‘high’, and 19.3% as
‘medium’. None chose ‘low’ or ‘very low’. Given that consecutive
interpreting can be recorded on video for detailed analysis, which allows
consideration of delivery aspects such as posture, eye contact, facial
expressions, and hand movements (Setton and Dawrant 2016: 38), it may be a
very effective tool to draw students’ attention to the whole package of
professional interpreting. The data presented here suggest that fewer
respondents regularly video-recorded their interpreting performances than
audio-recorded them, and that they were less positive about the perceived
effect of video-based self-reviews (see Figure 4). The ‘medium’ effect option
was chosen by the largest number (38.2%) of participants, whereas 25.5%
chose ‘very high’, with 29.1% choosing ‘high’, and 7.3% selecting ‘low’. In
fact, many of those who evaluated its effect as medium or low had never tried
video-recording their performances, so their assessment was presumably
based on assumption rather than on first-hand experience.

60%
50%

40%

30%
20%
10% I

0%

[]
Low

Very high High medium Very low

B audiorecording  Mvideorecording

Figure 4: Perceived effect of self-review based on audio recording vs video
recording
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3.1.4. Preferred feedback types

In terms of perceived effect, the findings indicate that teacher feedback
surpassed all other types of feedback, both self-review and peer feedback. The
horizontal axis indicates the evaluation of feedback, namely, the perceived
effect on participant learning (ranking from 1: very low to 5: very high), while
the vertical axis shows different types of feedback (1: in-class peer feedback,
2: teacher feedback, 3: self-feedback based on audio recording, 4: self-
feedback based on video recording, and 5: outside-class peer feedback). The
plot box demonstrates that teacher feedback and self-feedback based on audio
recordings were considered more effective than other types (see Figure 5).

Figure 5: Feedback evaluation in terms of the effect on student learning

When asked to choose which type of feedback they preferred, the
participants were divided in their opinions, with 58.7% choosing ‘detailed
feedback’, while 41.4% chose ‘feedback on important issues only’ (see Figure
6). While 51.7% wanted to receive ‘feedback in consideration of their
feelings’, 48.3% preferred ‘harsh critique’. As to their preference for guidance
and suggestions of model expressions or concrete alternatives, 89.7% of
respondents said that they liked to be guided to find an answer on their own,
whereas only 10.3% said that they wanted to receive —model - alternative
expressions.

With respect to the mode of feedback, the participants strongly preferred
oral feedback to written feedback (81% vs 19%). Oral feedback may be
provided both face-to face in classroom settings or after class. It may also be
given in non-face-to-face settings for instance by way of audio-recorded
feedback sent by email after the class. Written feedback may be provided in
various manners, usually after class, in the forms of written feedback on
interpreting assignments, namely comments on transcribed interpreted texts,
comments by email or text messaging, or online comments on a Moodle-based
Learning Management System (LMS). When asked to choose the three most
preferred types of teacher feedback, face-to-face feedback was chosen by
46.4% as the most preferred out of five possible feedback types, while 28.9%
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of respondents stated they preferred written feedback on the transcripts of
interpreted renditions (in a Word document) the most, and the remaining
24.7% said they preferred email feedback.

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%
Detailed feedback
B Focusing on important issues only
Harsh critique
B Considerate feedback
Suggesting alternative expressions
W Helping student to find answers themselves

Figure 6: Preferred types of feedback

3.2. Qualitative data analysis

3.2.1. Peer feedback

As discussed above, few participants regarded the value of peer feedback as
‘low’, with a majority considering it critical to their training. Participant
responses suggested that they had to rely on peer feedback in simultaneous
interpreting classes in particular, since teachers cannot listen to multiple
students’ interpreting at the same time. Participants’ comments indicated that
they did not value in-class peer feedback as particularly better or worse than
out-of-class feedback and that they certainly had learned from feedback
received from their peers. One respondent wrote:

It is helpful to listen to others who have different perspectives and [I] find it
helpful to receive diverse feedback. (R13)

Most of those who gave positive evaluations of peer feedback did not add
comments, but those with a neutral attitude towards peer feedback left some
comments. As some stated, peer feedback depends largely on the competence
of individuals, such as bilingual proficiency, and not all feedback is useful,
while it can be hurtful. Another negative aspect of peer feedback was
associated with students’ tendency towards micro-approaches that involved
focusing on details rather than looking at the big picture.
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3.2.2. Teacher feedback

The students’ comments revealed why they valued teacher feedback so highly.
The participants most frequently stated that teachers provided quality
feedback, identified problems missed by students and offered suggestions or
solutions. Participants felt that teachers, whom they considered to be experts
with years of experience, were able to critique their performances with greater
accuracy and point students in the right direction in their training. One student
stated that listening to a teacher’s feedback on renditions by other students
(supposedly at the similar level of competence) was also helpful. Some
participant responses are given below.

Teachers have different and broader perspectives and point to fundamental
problems and effective study methods. (R7)

I can understand more clearly what I need to improve. (R21)

As they are experienced interpreters, their feedback will prepare us for practice
after training. (R38)

Teachers’ feedbacks are very accurate and sharp. (R39)

Teachers provide feedback on things students did not think of and offer several
ways to practice to improve skills and solutions that we as students could not
come up with. (R11)

Teacher feedback includes delivery aspects and is thus more comprehensive
than peer feedback. (R19)

While peer feedback is focused on omission and target language expressions,
teacher feedback covers a wider range of performance, including logical links
in TT. (R44)

3.2.3. Desirable feedback

Participants provided a range of responses to the question of what kind of
feedback they wished to receive. Although this question was not limited to
teacher feedback, most answers focused on this type of feedback. Many
students shared the view that they wanted to know both their weaknesses and
strengths as seen from an objective point of view. In addition, several students
wanted to receive feedback on their progress or lack thereof compared to
previous renditions, instead of a one-off instance of feedback on their
performance in a particular class.

I know what I’'m lacking, but I’d also like to know what I’'m good at. (R6)

I think my progress happens quickly when teachers comment on changes
(progress or deterioration/retrogression) I may not be aware of. (R7)

A teacher’s feedback on problems and analysis of possible causes helps in
solving the problems, and modelling through demonstrating what good
interpreting also helps. (R41)

Considerate and tactful feedback is sought by students:

Students are under enormous pressure to pass the advancement test at the end
of the first year, so an empathetic critique would be greatly appreciated. (R6)
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Professors may have their own style of providing feedback. However, since we
are studying under extreme anxiety and tension, a timely, encouraging
comment is needed. Just a simple word can help students a lot. When I was
thinking whether I should drop out or not, a professor commented kindly that I
wasn’t looking well, and that gave me such a comfort and changed my idea
about quitting. (R12)

Too harsh or too complimentary feedback may not be useful, and a harsh
critique with a little bit of positive feedback will be good. Instead of focusing
on details, taking a macro viewpoint and checking the logical flow should come
first. (R35)

Since students know too well that they lack skills, and a critique of poor
performance may only be a stressor and a debilitating factor rather than a
motivating one. Instead, confirmation of strengths and a good job done in
combination with suggestions for alternatives and solutions will be greatly
appreciated. (R39)

Detached, objective feedback (rather than harsh critique or encouragement)
may not discourage students or inflate their pride. (R50)

Many students expressed their desire to have emotional support from
teachers, but some stated their readiness to receive pointed and critical
feedback for their development.

Given limited class hours, it is more efficient to focus on problems. (R10)

Professors take great cautions when giving feedback on performance so as not
to hurt our feelings, but personally, I think it is okay for me to receive a harsh
and stern critique for the sake of my skill improvement. (R5)

The data revealed that students generally wanted to receive specific
guidance regarding problems and solutions including suggested practice
methods. The responses also indicated that teachers had different approaches
to feedback and some did not give detailed feedback on test performances.

I would like to receive suggestions on alternative ways to express the idea I
struggled with. Even when I did a good job, if there are other possible ways, I’d
like to know more about them. (R33)

It would be great if teachers took individualised approaches and suggested
study methods because everyone has their own way of interpreting the same
idea. (R17)

I want to have feedback on various aspects such as comprehension, notes, and
speech production, not just on output quality. (R18)

I would like to have in-depth feedback on my midterm and final examination,
including my strengths and weaknesses. (R49)

The respondents were also asked to relate the most helpful and
memorable feedback they had received during their training. What they had
found most memorable was in fact very similar to the feedback they wished to
receive. In short, students preferred teachers to take into account the emotional
aspects of feedback and offer comprehensive commentary, including concrete
solutions and analytical comments. Since feedback can have powerful effects
on students’ self-confidence and emotions, both positively and negatively
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(Hounsell 2003; Voerman et al. 2014), teachers should consider the emotional
aspects of providing comments, since the learning process is often painful and
associated with much stress and feelings of frustration and fear of failure (Gile
2005: 139). See below for further comments.

It was very helpful when the teacher gave me feedback after my interpreting
regarding where I made mistakes and where I did a good job. It was good to
know what was good because I could apply that strategy afterwards. (R7)

It was most helpful when my teacher gave me compliments, reminding me of
my strengths as well as my weak points and bad habits and advising me how to
fix them. (R21)

The most memorable feedback I got was that I should make a cool-headed and
accurate assessment of the cause of problems instead of making a judgement on
the quality of output. (R33)

I think a teacher’s feedback is most effective when she starts with emotional
support and encouragement, gives constructive criticism, and finishes with
encouragement to cheer me up. It provides me with emotional stability, and the
will to step up exceeds negative feelings and discouragement. (R11)

I appreciated my teacher’s feedback for supporting me when I struggled with
fundamental problems and helping me recognise them on my own. (R1)

I liked it best when teachers demonstrated what to do and how to do it in
specific situations. Rather than telling us in abstract terms, showing concrete
ways was easier to understand and more convincing. (R16)

I appreciated empathetic feedback the most. I know I am lagging behind, so it
wouldn’t make me feel conceited even if I received an emotionally supportive
critique. (R45)

Written feedback was well received by learners. It seems to be a powerful
and effective method of communication. The following are some of the
student comments concerning written feedback.

A teacher gave me written feedback based on my audio recorded simultaneous
interpreting in a Word document. She gave not only detailed comments on
word choices but also general comments on how to approach interpreting.
(R13)

A teacher required us to send her an audio-recording of our consecutive
interpreting and source texts for an assignment. She marked every part of the
text where my performance was not satisfactory and made suggestions. She
would leave a one-sentence critique at the top of the page and encouraging
comments at the bottom. I still keep them, since they are memorable. (R14)

3.2.4. Self-review based on audio/video recordings

With respect to the advantages of self-review of one’s own performance,
students commonly answered that it gave them a different perspective,
enabling them to see themselves more objectively. Those who felt that the
self-review of a video-recorded interpreting performance had a strong effect,
stated that they could somewhat objectively evaluate their own performance.
Most of those respondents who gave positive feedback on the value of video
recordings noted that these provided a lot of information on the performance
aspect, including their posture during presentation. One student commented
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that it was good shock therapy. Some of the responses provided by
participants are given below:

I can put myself in the listener’s shoes and identify problems that I didn’t
realise before listening to my own interpreting. (R5)

I can’t monitor myself well while I’'m interpreting. It is more important to have
a self-review than to go through the motions of practising with other students.
(R13)

I can detect parts that not discussed or addressed before, and by doing this self-
analysis I can further study myself, looking for better ways to put them into the
target language or parallel texts for reference. (R22)

By keeping records of my own performance, I can keep track of my progress
and lack of progress. (R49)

I am the best judge of my own performance. (R7)

Those who were less enthusiastic about the effect of reflective practice
based on monitoring their own interpreting gave the following reasons:

It’s too stressful/distressing to listen to my own interpreting. (R2)

I know my errors and inadequate delivery without having to listen to audio
recordings. (R34)

Interestingly, one respondent thought very highly of the effect of self-
review based on video recordings, even though she had not engaged with this
method. Among those who assessed the effect of this method as ‘medium’,
eight commented that they had never done it. These students did not seem to
acknowledge the value of video recordings perhaps thinking instead that audio
recordings are good enough. Some of their responses appear below:

What’s seen is important, but what counts the most is contents. (R5)

There is not much different in terms of effect between audio and video, given
the time and effort spent on recording. (R15)

Video-recording your own performance may not be important during training.
Knowledge-building is more important. Performance can improve after two
years of training because competence exudes confidence and then naturally
leads to good performance. There may be exceptions, but those with bad
performances may have already failed the entrance examination. (R27)

4. Conclusions

Feedback plays a crucial role in interpreter training, although interpreter
trainers may sometimes take it for granted because it is such a routine part of
everyday teaching and learning. This paper sought postgraduate student
interpreters’ feedback on the feedback generated by different actors and of
different types through an online questionnaire-based survey, in order to
examine the current feedback practices and how this affects student learning.
Despite the limitations of our research methodology, the results clearly
demonstrate that students value various types of feedback and appreciate these
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feedback experiences. The participants in the study reported on here valued
teacher feedback far more than other types of feedback, considering it
comprehensive yet specific, and more effective in helping them to realise their
strengths and weaknesses. The data analysis also revealed that students want
teachers’ attention and support to focus on both of their academic and
emotional needs. Participants’ perceptions of the value of self-feedback
indicates the value of autonomous learning in interpreter training, but also
point to the need to raise awareness of the usefulness of video-based self-
review, and the need to promote more in-class discussion on peer feedback
and its value.

For effective feedback practice, it is necessary for teachers and students
to engage in dialogue on feedback and make optimal use of it. Virlander
(2008: 154) recommends involving students in ‘feedback preparation
activities’ and ‘feedback-on-the-feedback’ to allow active discussion between
teachers and students with regard to the role of feedback, how to provide and
receive feedback, and the emotions related to it. Teachers need to support the
development of students’ sense of agency and responsibility through feedback,
which may be facilitated by building trusting relationships with students and
sensitivity in handling students’ emotional responses and psychological needs
(Yang & Carless 2013: 292).

The findings also suggest that we need to take a multidimensional view
of feedback that considers both the situational and individual characteristics of
the teaching/learning context and the nature and quality of feedback (Shute
2008: 176). Mastery of interpreting skills depends to a great extent on
learners’ ability to proactively take charge of their learning agenda, to make
deliberate, goal-directed efforts to attain necessary skills and to achieve a
degree of autonomy that will enable them to continue their journey to success
beyond the classroom and the teacher (Brown and Lee 2015: 75). Therefore, it
is important to create learning environments that promote both individual and
collaborative learning, and that involve learners’ interactions with their peers,
teachers and diverse interpreting settings, thereby situating knowledge in a
way that is appropriate to the targeted skill (Moser-Mercer 2008: 10).

In recent years, computer-assisted training has also been adopted to
support learning in interpreter training (e.g., Secara et al. 2009; Moser-Mercer
et al. 2005; Lim 2013; Lim 2014; Lee et al. 2015; Lee & Huh 2015; Sandrelli
2015) and this can be incorporated in the provision of feedback. As traditional
ways of teaching and learning are complemented by technology-enhanced
interactions or computer-mediated feedback with the development of
information technology, it would be worthwhile to examine how computer-
mediated feedback differs from face-to-face interactions and how interpreter
trainers can ensure the former effectively reinforces learning. Further research
is also needed to examine actual interactions in class and outside of class, both
in consecutive and simultaneous interpreting classes, and to investigate how
we can further enhance students’ learning experiences through feedback.
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