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Pair relations in translation peer feedback 

Abstract 

Pairwork in the translation classroom allows students to communicate about and complete tasks 
together. This article investigates pair relations in a didactic setup based on a translation task with 
written and oral peer feedback. The small-scale study draws on didactical and methodological 
peer-feedback research in translation studies, educational psychology and foreign language lear-
ning. Students translate, evaluate and comment each other’s translations anonymously scaf-
folded by a rubric, discuss received feedback dialogically and revise and discuss their results, 
their respective roles and their perception of the feedback session. A combination of analysis 
methods, including feedback and transcription analysis, as well as implementation and question-
naire analysis are applied. The peer-feedback data analysis departs from dialogue transcripts of 
teacher-assigned pairs, which are triangulated with the other data sets to explore the link between 
pair relations, participant perceptions and implementation and discuss these in the light of pre-
vailing theoretical considerations regarding peer feedback. 

1 Introduction  
Feedback is commonly provided by teachers of translation classes in various forms, in-
cluding classroom discussions of translation solutions, explanations, summative assess-
ment of student translations, problem identification at the linguistic level, praise and 
criticism, to name but a few. Not all of these practices are necessarily understood by 
students as feedback, implemented to result in improved translations, and neither do 
such activities necessarily foster learning. Translation teachers are challenged to ba-
lance their aspiration to provide students with appropriate individual feedback against 
institutional time constraints – given that proper problem-solution oriented feedback is 
labour intensive on the part of the feedback provider. Ballantyne, Hughes and Mylonas 
(2002: 427) state that high levels of coursework assessment, as is often the case in 
translation pedagogy, “are virtually impossible to maintain due to the inability to match 
resources to the associated marking loads”. Involving peers in the feedback process 
appears to be a solution. Even though students often prefer teacher feedback over peer 
feedback (Guasch et al. 2013: 326), studies also find that peers are able to find the right 
tone and to help their fellow students along in text production tasks (Rollinson 2005: 24). 
The idea of student collaboration is not new in translation training either (Kiraly 2001; 
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Muñoz Martín et al. 2007; Risku/Dickinson 2009; Huertas Barros 2011; O’Brien 2011). 
Scientifically analysed peer-feedback approaches appear to gain momentum (Lindgren 
et al. 2009; Flanagan/Heine 2015, 2018; Vandepitte 2016; Heine 2019), particularly 
when related with the revision phase of the translation process (Robert/Remael/Ureel 
2016). Given that industry standards such as EN 15038 (2006) and ISO 17100 (2015) 
incorporate revision and review (definitions of feedback terminology in Lisaitė et al. 2016) 
for the quality assurance of translation work, it is sensible to train students in providing 
and receiving feedback. Early reflections of such training activities in translation are 
provided by Lindgren et al. (2009) and Wang and Han (2013). Wang and Han’s study 
investigates translation students’ perception of anonymous peer feedback.  

Giving credit to the complexity of the translation task, Lindgren et al. (2009) take a 
process perspective on translation training and blend keystroke logging with peer-based 
intervention to support reflection and discussion and to enhance student motivation. The 
above studies make an inventory of this under-researched area of translation didactics 
and touch upon notions, variables and concepts currently discussed in feedback litera-
ture in educational psychology, (foreign) language learning, writing didactics and other 
educational areas. They highlight topics such as the influence of reflection and discus-
sion on learning through feedback, the value of feedback in different roles and modes of 
student activity, including motivation through feedback, and student perception about the 
feedback tasks to broaden and deepen the perspectives on this field from the viewpoint 
of translation studies. In a similar vein, this article departs from the notion that incorpo-
rating feedback assignments into teaching is a complex matter that involves multiple 
considerations to be made and decisions to be taken by the teacher/researcher. 

Considerations regarding the status of feedback at the institution and the potential 
appreciation of teacher or student feedback with the students must be made. In terms of 
university policy, peer feedback and peer assessment are often viewed as beneficial 
(Lehmann/Sollner 2019), not least based on – unfortunately ungeneralizable – assump-
tions of efficiency and productivity (Heine 2021). It must be considered whether a feed-
back culture and other institutional circumstances (Nicol 2010: 508–509) will support 
feedback activities and whether time and energy of all involved parties can and should 
be afforded, as providing and implementing feedback is time consuming (Van den Berg/
Admiraal/Pilot 2006) and at times not valued highly by students. The latter, in combination 
with self-defensive behaviours that “fail to nurture remediation following feedback” is 
pointed out by Forsythe and Johnson (2017: 850), who also discuss student mindsets, 
motivation and non-intellectual factors that influence academic performance, such as 
attitudes towards feedback and the person who provides the feedback (Forsythe/
Johnson 2017: 850–851). 

A translation syllabus should include quality assessment and review as essential 
professional skills (Nicol/Thomson/Breslin 2014: 116) and align preferences of effective 
feedback and strategies (Rivera-Mills/Plonsky 2007). Translation students are often aware 
that their future profession requires them to provide, receive and implement feedback. 
They appreciate feedback as a means to achieve performance quality. Hence, they – 
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rightly – expect to be trained in giving and receiving feedback and in developing and 
applying assessment criteria. The jury is still out on whether students who provide feed-
back are more empowered (Coit 2004) and benefit more from the activity than students 
at the receiving end of feedback1 (Lundstrom/Baker 2009).  

Drawing on studies like the afore mentioned in the area of L2 text production, time 
management of feedback activities can be assumed to be one additional factor in trans-
lator training, the source and target language transfer and its influence on the production 
process, feedback activities and classroom discussions can be another. Peer-feedback 
processes without teacher involvement may or may not be time savers – this depends 
on scaffolding, training, student involvement, and feedback roles assigned and pair com-
position. If teachers additionally attempt to close the double feedback loop – by not only 
providing feedback on final versions after peer-feedback implementation, but also on the 
feedback process – feedback tasks become time consuming (Heine 2021). Conside-
rations should be made regarding the roles assigned in the feedback process, whether 
peers, multiple peers or the teacher, or both, provide feedback. They require a balance 
between the necessities of the didactic approach, group sizes, pair composition and 
student’s feedback preferences.  

Teachers and students may be concerned about reliability and validity of peer feed-
back, about lack of precision and detail and may prefer teacher feedback. The value of 
assessing other students’ work (as a learning tool) is not necessarily immediately 
apparent to all students and may demotivate some (Smith/Cooper/Lancaster 2002). But 
there is evidence that students can effectively peer assess (Hughes 2001). 

Feedback adoption preferences may also differ. While peer feedback is less likely to 
be adopted by learners than teacher feedback, it is still welcome (Miao/Badger/Zhen 
2006), not least, because it is often motivational. Comments by equal status peers may 
be better understood than those of experts, based on shared problems, languages, 
knowledge and understanding of difficulties, while expert feedback providers tend to 
underestimate the difficulty level of tasks for novices (Cho/MacArthur 2010). It must also 
be distinguished, whether the feedback should be written, spoken or a combination of 
the two, and, in the case of dialogue, class time must be scheduled. Whether feedback 
is to be provided face-to-face, or, whether it is provided anonymously in writing is another 
issue, one dependent on other feedback features, such as pair status, general approach 
and group size. 

Howard, Barrett and Frick (2010) discuss anonymity and the contrived nature of 
anonymous feedback. Carless et al. (2011: 395) point out that many problems with 
written feedback are “accentuated by the terseness and finality of one-way written 

 
1  Our study touches upon both, with a slight focus on providing feedback, as this is the novel activity for 

the students involved. Providing feedback has been described as a more cognitively demanding activity 
than receiving feedback (Nicol 2010: 514) and as more rewarding activity in terms of learning outcomes 
(Nelson/Schunn 2009: 395). 
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comments”. Technological advances2 allow educators the choice to make learners’ 
participation in critiques anonymous (Howard/Barrett/Frick 2010: 90). Rotsaert, Panadero 
and Schellens (2018) suggest anonymity as an instructional scaffold in peer assessment, 
arguing that anonymous feedback may encourage more open, honest and fluid com-
ments by students. A study by Vanderhoven et al. (2015) has shown that anonymity 
enhances students’ perceptions of peer feedback and Howard, Barrett and Frick (2010) 
found that students give more critical feedback when the identity of the feedback provider 
is unknown. Wallace (1999) and Postmes et al. (2001) investigate dis-inhibiting and de-
individuating effects of anonymous online interaction and state it to be more direct, open, 
frank and less time-intensive. It can also be argued that it may introduce antisocial be-
haviour, if the task is not well scaffolded and explained by the teacher and applied with 
care, in order not to break social connections. Non-anonymous peer feedback can be 
argued to spark interactional feedback dialogue (Nicol 2010) that is also meaningful 
(Hansen/Liu 2005). Van den Berg, Admiraal and Pilot (2006) state that dialogical feed-
back includes process-oriented feedback, an aspect that we deem particularly relevant 
to ensure that translation studies students’ process awareness is increased and self-
reflection skills are fostered.3  

Considerations regarding the degree of scaffolding to be provided must be made 
against the backdrop of the ongoing discussion about predefined feedback criteria vs. 
self-administered feedback criteria (Leijen 2014: 179) or a mixed approach in which stu-
dents generate “richer criteria” than the teacher and the teacher creates “sounder cri-
teria” than the students would (Nicol/Thomson/Breslin 2014: 118). Other considerations 
regard the form of assessment schemes and rubrics. Defining rubrics, Allen and Tanner 
(2006: 197) suggest that a rubric is “a type of matrix that provides scaled levels of 
achievement or understanding for a set of criteria or dimensions of quality for a given 
type of performance”. A rubric is intended to make students aware of the graduations of 
quality of their performance. Drawing on Huba and Freed (2000), Allen and Tanner 
(2006: 197) suggest that the descriptions of the possible levels of attainment for each of 
the criteria or dimensions of performance should be “described fully enough to make 
them useful for judgement of, or reflection on, progress toward valued objectives”. This 
description assumes that a rubric is the carefully described expression of professional 
judgement. Wang (2014: 82) reports on the scarcity of research exploring rubrics in 
students’ peer-feedback practice. He explains the rubric’s role as an “explicit guide” to 
make goals and qualities of an assignment transparent and usable for peer and self-
assessment, although rubrics can also be perceived as “exam-oriented” (Wang 2014: 
93). Torrance (2007) has pointed out, that using rubrics might result in “instrumentalism”. 
Training practices with clear guidelines for students to give peer feedback are used in 

 
2  Online word processors like e. g. Google Docs provide facilities for text, voice and video feedback. 

Online peer feedback tools like PeerStudio, Peergrade, TEAMMATES or FeedbackFruits allow for 
classroom integration. 

3  For a representation of didactic tools to foster self-regulation cf. Boekaerts and Corno (2005), for a 
discussion of L2 text production and reflection cf. Heine (2020).  
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second language learning (e. g. Min 2006). Such didactic approaches are not yet wide-
spread in translation and specialized text production training. For a course in web-based 
communication and translation, Flanagan and Heine (2018) suggest actionable feedback 
process guidelines and focus areas to aid students’ text production and peer-feedback 
process. These guidelines range from preparation stages via peer-process stages of 
providing feedback, receiving and implementing feedback to submitting the final docu-
ment and incorporate action prompts for familiarising oneself with assessment criteria. 
Time management aspects such as preparation, execution and implementation, indivi-
dual and peer responsibilities for task execution, collaboration and dialogue and feedback 
type specifications are included. At the core of the guidelines, focus areas of feedback, 
such as course content, textual organisation and linguistic expression are highlighted 
(Flanagan/Heine 2018: 121).  

It is claimed that a classroom dialogue about feedback in general and peer and 
teacher feedback processes are crucial. Given that teachers’ conceptions of what is 
important and students’ understanding of (underlying) criteria is not necessarily auto-
matically aligned, students are less likely to produce quality work unguided (cf. Nicol/
Thomson/Breslin 2014: 117). Students with no or limited experience with peer feedback 
need scaffolding to provide effective feedback (e. g. Hattie/Timperley 2007). 

Drawing student awareness to different concepts of feedback, such as feedback, 
feedup and feedforward (Hattie/Timperley 2007) can make them cognizant of their 
continuous reflexive processes (Nicol/Macfarlane-Dick 2006) and aware of which as-
pects of their performance they themselves and their peers may need to improve. The 
introduction of feedback types by taxonomies (Cho/Schunn/Charney 2006; Cho/MacArthur 
2010), such as e. g. motivational feedback, suggestions, and directional or expressive 
feedback, can help students to engage in feedback tasks. Self-assessment and other 
forms of other-assessment also require scaffolding (Evans 2013: 88). 

Whether anonymous or non-anonymous, scaffolded or unscaffolded, rubrics-based 
or self-administered, considerations regarding the social relationships between the feed-
back providers and receivers must be taken into account in peer-feedback settings. Group 
and pair relations are a crucial element in any teaching, since not all pair work is collabo-
rative (Storch 2001: 156). In pair relations, status and gender play a role and learners 
negotiate not only the topic but also their relationship (Storch 2002: 119–120).  

In Storch’s (2002) study four interaction patterns or role relationships in pair work 
were noted: collaborative, dominant/dominant, dominant/passive and expert/novice. She 
also identified two indices of dyadic interaction: equality and mutuality, both of which are 
continuums. The latter distinction, introduced by Damon and Phelps (1989), describes 
an equal degree of control over the direction of a task (equality), and a level of engage-
ment with each other’s contribution, richness in reciprocal feedback and sharing of ideas 
(mutuality). Storch (2002: 147) found that the collaborative pattern was prevalent among 
student pairs and that students can scaffold each other’s performances, especially when 
they interact collaboratively or in an expert/novice pattern. Collaborative and expert/novice 
dyads had most instances of knowledge transfer, while the dominant/dominant dyad had 
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least instances, and the dominant/passive dyad revealed most instances of missed op-
portunities for knowledge transfer (Storch 2002: 148). Thus, Storch concluded that pairs 
working collaboratively or are interacting in an expert/novice relationship are more likely 
to take part in language learning. Storch (2001) argues that cooperative learning 
produces social and cognitive gains, as working in pairs means collective action, co-
constructing knowledge about language (Storch 2007: 155), knowledge pooling (Storch 
2001: 45), collective (Storch 2001: 31) and mutual (Storch 2001: 45) scaffolding and 
opportunities to engage in processes that facilitate second language learning (Storch 
2007: 156). When working collaboratively, chances are high that comments by peers get 
implemented (Storch 2002). The author also makes it explicit that the pooling of linguistic 
resources only works when students work collaboratively (Storch 2007: 144). Like Storch 
(2007) and Swain, Brooks and Tocalli-Beller (2002), we see a link between collaborative 
interaction and language learning, not least, because negotiations of meaning may 
facilitate L2 acquisition (Storch 2001: 30), as the social interaction (Vygotsky 1978) 
allows peers to be concurrently experts and novices, and mediate language learning 
(Swain/Brooks/Tocalli-Beller 2002: 172–173). 

In pairing there may be large differences between the learners on all levels, including 
language proficiency. The individual proficiency level(s) – in translation didactics the level 
of language proficiency in source and target language – and the distance in proficiency 
between the involved students/student groups, and their closeness in status, will shape 
the peer-feedback experience and outcome. 

Differences in proficiency may also influence the degree of collaboration. In Storch’s 
(2001) study it became apparent that other aspects, namely the task, student motives 
and goals and their attitude to pair work rather were the decisive factors. We would argue 
that pair composition depends on multiple factors, of which cohort size may be the most 
apparent. 

This relates to assigned group and pair composition versus random pairs and groups 
and is a component that can shape the quality and perception of feedback and the feed-
back process. Whether pair composition should be performed by the teacher, is open for 
debate, as is how to handle pair-task design, depending on group sizes. Our study deals 
with a small group, which simplified pair composition. A decision was made regarding 
disentanglement and matching of performance levels (cf. section 2.2). 

This article presents a peer-feedback study that investigates the considerations in a 
didactic peer-feedback setup in a translation studies classroom. The study implements 
a combination of anonymous and non-anonymous peer-feedback tasks, and didactic 
means, such as instructions, rubric and scaffolding in a six-step approach and applies 
multiple methodology. In chapter two, we describe the data set, and chapter three dis-
cusses the data from the study. In chapter four, we conclude on our study in the light of 
ongoing discussions about core considerations of peer-feedback approaches in the field 
of language learning and translation. 
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2 Peer-feedback study setup 
The purpose of this small-scale study was to create a didactic setup in which translation 
studies students could try out peer feedback in a teacher-laid and scaffolded didactic 
setting that allowed the teacher to apply and test peer-feedback activities in the class-
room and the researchers to gather and triangulate peer-feedback data. The study allowed 
the students to try out their commenting, revision and implementation skills in multiple 
ways in a variation of their regular practice, in a safe environment and allowed them to 
comment upon their experience. 

2.1 Context and participants 
The study took place during a mandatory second semester MA-course on economic and 
financial translation between Danish and Spanish, offered in the International Business 
Communication programme at Aarhus University. The 13-week course consisted of 
cross-language lectures (English, German, French, and Spanish) on general translation 
topics such as translation strategies, genre theory, and terminology management and 
smaller, language-specific class sessions. The main goal of the course was to enable 
the students to translate complex economic and financial texts between Danish and their 
L2, using the terminology and conventions prototypical of selected economic and 
financial genres.  

The study was carried out in the Spanish class sessions taught by one of the authors. 
They involved a variety of teaching forms, including brief lectures, student presentations, 
and group work. Translation assignments were completed by students as part of the 
normal class requirements. 

Data was collected from seven students (four female, three male). Participants were 
novice translators of the economic and financial genres of the course. They had no pre-
vious experience with peer-feedback activities and received no training prior to the study, 
but students’ peer feedback was scaffolded with a feedback rubric. 

2.2 Procedure 
Students translated a text, completed anonymous (written) and non-anonymous (oral) 
feedback tasks, revised their translations and answered a short questionnaire. The 
steps, activities, data and methods of the study are illustrated in table 1. 

In step one, students were introduced to the peer-feedback study during class. The 
students were informed of the purpose of the study and instructed on the anonymous 
peer-feedback tasks, they were not informed of the non-anonymous peer-feedback 
tasks. Students were instructed to provide feedback using a rubric developed by the 
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teacher for the study (see below for a description of the rubric content). Written 
instructions were also provided.4 

In step two, students prepared individual translations of an extract from the annual 
report of the Spanish energy company Endesa. The source text is an extract from its 
corporate social responsibility strategy. Students were given five days to complete the 
translation task and submit their translations. The teacher assigned student pairs based 
on two premises: (1) to disentangle established study pairs to provide the possibility for 
different and more objective perspectives, as well as new input (Zeff/Higby/Bossman 
2006: 531), (2) to match known levels of performance (using a Likert scale ranging from 
excellent via good and satisfactory to weak) from previous classes and written assign-
ments as closely as possible, to make sure that all students had opportunities of receiving 
useful feedback at their respective levels, following the equal status students principle by 
Gielen et al. (2010). The disentanglement meant that the students’ pairs comprised slightly 
different levels of performance in two of the three pairs. Of the seven translations sub-
mitted, four pairs were formed, with one student providing feedback for and receiving 
feedback from two peers. Since studies have indicated that friendships and social 

 
4  Students were informed about the purpose of the study (i. e. to practice providing and receiving feed-

back from peers and to gain insights into own strengths and weaknesses) and were instructed to use 
the rubric for the written (anonymous) feedback. The instructions included a description of the anony-
mous feedback process (including tasks and deadlines). 

Steps Activity Data Method 
1 Instructions regarding 

purpose of study, 
anonymous feedback 
tasks, and rubric (in 
class)  

  

2 Translation (home 
assignment) 

Translation product Translation analysis 

3 Anonymous written 
feedback (home 
assignment) 

Rubric Feedback analysis  

4 Non-anonymous oral 
feedback (in class) 

Audio capture, 
transcriptions 

Transcription analysis 
(Audio capture used to 
aid transcription) 

5 Revision of translations 
based on feedback (in 
class) 

Revised translation 
product 

Implementation analysis 
and analysis of students’ 
reflections 

6 Questionnaire (in 
class) 

Answers Questionnaire analysis 

Table 1: Overview peer feedback activity, data and method applied 
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relationships may result in students not wanting to provide critical feedback to their peers 
and that anonymity promotes peer critique, translations were anonymised and sent to 
students for peer feedback. 

In step three, students gave reciprocal written feedback using the rubric provided. It 
focuses student feedback and makes the evaluation criteria of students’ translations 
explicit, enabling them to assess their own level of performance and providing them with 
insights on performance improvement (Allen/Tanner 2006). The rubric’s criteria repre-
sented assessment criteria for the evaluation of economic and financial translations into 
Danish, as well as known typical problem areas in student translations. Students were 
asked to comment on grammatical criteria (syntax, prepositions, and spelling), genre-
specific criteria (terminology), and other criteria (content and linguistic correctness). The 
most important evaluation criteria, as assessed by the teacher (i. e. syntax, content and 
linguistic correctness), were marked with a plus sign in brackets. Students were asked 
to give specific examples from the translation, to rate the level of achievement for each 
of the criteria on a three-point scale (high, medium, and low) and to provide feed forward. 
Students were instructed to provide constructive feedback. Because previous studies 
have shown that anonymity enhances students’ perceptions of peer feedback and that 
students give more critical feedback when the identity of the feedback provider is un-
known, feedback provider’s names were anonymous. Students were given two days to 
provide feedback and submit their completed rubrics.  

In step four, students were instructed on the non-anonymous peer-feedback tasks 
involving oral feedback. Face-to-face feedback was included in the study, because pre-
vious studies have indicated that oral feedback provides students with a possibility to 
engage in meaningful feedback dialogues with their peers and that oral feedback also 
includes process-oriented feedback. Students were paired in three groups with two stu-
dents who had given feedback to each other, revealing their identities and allowing them 
to engage in interactive feedback dialogues. One student – one of the feedback providers 
for the translator receiving feedback from two peers – was absent. To monitor and record 
the feedback process, audio capture software was set up for each group. Students pro-
vided oral feedback to each other and sent their written feedback to each other.  

In step five, students were given class time to implement the feedback received from 
their peer(s). They were instructed to provide arguments for implementation or non-
implementation of feedback using the commenting function in Word. After revising their 
translations, students submitted their original translation, the rubric completed by the 
feedback provider, and their revised translation with comments about implementation or 
non-implementation of feedback. 

In step six, students were asked to fill in a short questionnaire regarding their expe-
rience with and perceptions of the feedback study. The questionnaire included four open-
ended questions: 
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(1) What did you get out of this study with feedback? 

(2) What was difficult about providing feedback to a fellow student? 

(3) Which advantages does peer feedback have when it is used in the classroom? 

(4) Which disadvantages does peer feedback have when it is used in the classroom? 

After the six steps had been completed, the teacher engaged in an evaluation dialogue 
of the peer-feedback task setup and the activities the students performed. Students 
provided their perception of and experiences with the peer-feedback activities, comment-
ing mainly positively on the experience and emphasising the role of feedback provider 
as particularly beneficial to their own learning process, which aligns with previous 
research. Negative comments revolved around two themes: (1) the fact that peer-
feedback is a time-consuming activity, and (2) anxiety to assess other students’ work. 
As regards the setup, students commented positively on the use of rubrics as a guide for 
evaluating their peer’s translations, and as a tool for checking the quality of their own 
translation performance and potential problem areas. However, students generally agreed 
that determining the degree of achievement (high, medium, and low) was difficult. After 
completing the evaluation dialogue, a sample translation (teacher version) was provided. 

2.3 Data and methods 

A qualitative approach was used to examine pair relations of the three pairs. Adopting a 
qualitative methods approach allows the researcher to study human interactions in order 
to make sense of the world (Denzin/Lincoln 2011) and it can contribute with under-
standings of a phenomenon or a context. A descriptive methodology was adopted to 
describe and categorise our findings from the data sets and relate these findings to the 
literature. 

We based our individual pair analysis on a general inductive approach (Thomas 
2006) and scrutinized the data for elements, concepts, topics, situations and themes 
through interpretation. The purpose was to analyse the data for dominant or significant 
pair relations “without the restraints imposed by structured methodologies” (Thomas 
2006: 238). The data were analysed, discussed and interpreted collaboratively, since 
more minds bring different perspectives (Saldaña 2013: 34), until consensus was reached 
between the authors. 

The data set comprised the rubric filled in by the students, the dialogue between the 
pairs after written feedback was provided and students’ revised translations and argu-
mentation regarding implementation and non-implementation of feedback received, as 
well as students’ reflections about the study setup and the feedback tasks performed 
and their outcome, as elicited from the questionnaires. Research emphasis laid on tran-
scription analysis of the dialogue, based on the importance of dialogue between the 
parties involved in peer feedback (Nicol 2010) and because the dialogue data gave 
access to information, which could not be elicited from the written feedback alone. To 
provide insight into the complexity of the dialogical situations between the pairs and to 
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obtain different perspectives on the discursive acts, we triangulated the dialogue data 
with the additional data. The dialogue data was transcribed, following orthographic con-
ventions, including repetitions, hesitations, laughs, etc. The original language combination 
of the translation is Spanish-Danish, but the examples are provided in English here. 

Given the small scale of the study and the fact that the pairs were formed according 
to disentanglement of established pairs and matched levels of performance, a natural 
consequence is that the research focus is on the relations between the pairs. Our 
approach was to zoom into the pairs’ dialogue based on a focus to investigate its relation 
with the actual implementation of feedback, the written feedback and the students’ 
questionnaire responses. 

3 Results  
The analysis revealed a number of common issues in the three pairs’ dialogues such as 
hedging, face-saving mechanisms, laughing, and turn-taking issues. We found certain 
relations, characteristic of each pair. They were especially evident in the dialogue data, 
but were also present in the other data sources. Hence, we discuss our data from a pair-
relations perspective. While initially inspired by Storch’s interaction patterns, the data 
from our small study provided us with different characteristic relations. We describe the 
pairs according to these: the positive dialogue match pair, the dialogue mismatch pair, 
and the power pair. In the subsequent presentation of the results, we draw on theoretical 
considerations to the extent they are relevant to our study. 

3.1 The positive dialogue match pair (Laura and Naomi) 

The first pair consists of two female students, Laura and Naomi.5 They engage in a 
positive and functioning dialogue and are therefore described as the positive dialogue 
match pair. Based on previous classes and courses taught by the same teacher, both 
Laura’s and Naomi’s known level of performance is described as satisfactory. In the 
examples below, Laura is the feedback provider, Naomi is the feedback receiver. 

Dialogue 
This pair’s feedback process is reflected by an appreciative and polite tone in the dia-
logue data and their peer-feedback cooperation actually works for both parties, given 
that the students have a functioning dialogue, which sparks individual and joint reflection 
(Eisen 2001). Feedback provider and receiver engage in an adaptive, interactive and 
reflective dialogue, where meaning is negotiated (Rollinson 2005: 25). 

 
5  All student names have been anonymized.  
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Example 1  
L: um… well with terms… assess … those …. assess those environmental risks 
N: yes 
L: um… I don’t… I was puzzled by your suggestion, but maybe it’s just me, but I think 

that … just that positive assessment of risks … risks are ne…ga….tive right? 
N: yes… (hesitantly) 
L: well, I do understand what you mean by this 
N: yes 
L: I just thought like … I wonder whether you can … 
N: yes 
L: kind of like positive disrupts the meaning when used with risks 
N: yes, but we have understood that in different ways, I kind of think, when I read 

yours 
L: no, but maybe it has not gone particularly … (laughing) 
N: no, but I actually think that yours was … one of the better ones… better than what 

I had. I do understand what you mean by positive. 

Example 1 shows that the feedback provider tones down the potential negative effect of 
the feedback (criticism) using mitigating language. Nelson and Shunn (2009: 381) sug-
gest that mitigation can include hedges, personal attribution and questions, which are 
displayed in the dialogue. The feedback provider uses personal attributes such as “I”, 
“me”, and “I do understand”. She hedges what could come across as negative with “it is 
just me”, “just” and “well, I do understand what you mean by this”. Ferris (1997) points 
out that hedging is likely to lead to implementation of feedback. In addition, a raised tone 
of voice is used to indicate a question. The latter marks a turn shift and invitation to 
dialogue. A further interesting element derived from this pair’s dialogue is self-reflective 
comparison, as illustrated in example 2. 

Example 2 
N: no, but I actually think that yours was … one of the better ones… better than what 

I had. I do understand what you mean by positive. 

According to Nicol, Thomson and Breslin (2014: 216–217), peer review encourages re-
flection and comparison triggers the reflective process, where students use the feedback 
they generate for others to update their thinking about their own assignment. Translation 
tasks tie in well with this notion, as the pair has translated the same text. Having trans-
lated the same text and having provided written feedback prior to oral discussion, textual 
references allow for a clear (and maybe even better) mutual understanding in the 
dialogue situation, as the feedback comment can be pinpointed by either of the two and 
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made explicit, which in turn may increase feedback implementation (Nelson/Schunn 
2009: 378). Such textual references are exemplified in example 3. 

Example 3 
L: Spelling… Well, I think you have a spelling mistake here… Ehm… formålet med 

Endesa miljøledelse (i. e. the purpose of Endesa environmental management)… I 
think Endesa should be genitive. 

N: Ah, yes. 
L: Exactly. I think that is what you meant to do. The rest of it is correct. 
N: Yes. 

Rubric 
In the feedback rubric, hedges, personal attribution and questions also occur in the com-
mentary section. Questions in particular are interesting with respect to their implications 
on the engaging feedback dialogue. They can be used to ensure discussion and potential 
mutual agreement, understanding and change/implementation (Nelson/Schunn 2009: 
382ff). A further use of questions (and tag questions) is to make a negative or critical 
comments less unpleasant as exemplified in example 4. 

Example 4 
L: On the Internet, one suggestion is engagere sig på højeste niveau (i. e. to involve 

oneself at the highest level) – perhaps? 

Emojis are used as exemplified in example 5. 

Example 5 
L: Quite well done (usually it is difficult in Danish [winking smiley]). 

Emojis are substitutes for facial expressions and emotions that are normally present in 
face-to-face communication (Ousterhout 2017: 15) and they are said to facilitate the 
understanding of a message (Kralj Novak et al. 2015: 1). With respect to example 5, it 
must be noted, that the expression “Quite well”, which might be understood as praise, is 
not necessarily praise in this case. We believe the “Quite well” is a positive response to 
express high achievement of the rubric criteria rather than praise.  

Revised translation (implemented feedback) 
The revised translation of example 1 provides an insight into the reflective power of feed-
back dialogue on implementation decisions. This builds on the argument posed above 
that understanding and agreement increase the likelihood of implementation (Nelson/
Schunn 2009: 382 ff) as does pair collaboration (Storch 2001). The feedback receiver 
implements the feedback and uses the feedback provider’s suggestions and argumen-
tation. The comment made by the student in the revised translation “selvmodsigende” 
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(i. e. self-contradictory) shows a critical stance towards her own performance, which she 
adds upon individual reflection after the feedback dialogue session.  

Short questionnaire 
With regards to the self-reflective comparison, the questionnaire shows that both stu-
dents comment positively on the impact of providing feedback on their own performance. 
Besides the general comparison (example 6), the effect specified in the questionnaires 
is the enhancement of the “thinking process”, such as translation alternatives (example 7), 
and self-monitoring of own translation errors (example 8). 

Example 6 
“You become aware of own errors, and you have to carefully consider, which solutions 
work well and not so well”. 

Example 7 
“By providing feedback to someone else I became aware of errors that I had made in my 
own translation, as well as alternative expressions.”  

Example 8 
“It gives you the opportunity to ʻhearʼ not completely idiomatic expressions in Danish 
when someone else wrote them, and it makes you wonder which expressions you have 
written yourself that do not ʻsound natural in Danishʼ”.  

One additional advantage mentioned in the questionnaire is the possibility of receiving 
comprehensive feedback (particularly via the dialogue) on an entire translation – as 
opposed to brief zoomed-in feedback during a standard translation class discussion. 

Example 9 
“You talk together in a different way, and you get feedback on your entire work (as 
opposed to just sentences in class)”. 

3.2 The dialogue mismatch pair (Noah and Karen) 
The second pair consists of a male and a female student, Noah and Karen. They do not 
have a functioning dialogue and are therefore described as the dialogue mismatch pair. 
Noah’s known level of expertise is described as good, while Karen’s is described as 
satisfactory. In the examples below, Karen is the feedback provider, and Noah is the 
feedback receiver. 

Dialogue  
This pair’s feedback process does not work particularly well for either party, given that 
the students do not have a functioning dialogue. It is characterised by talking past each 
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other, interruptions, unrelated strings of thoughts and unfinished utterances, as illustrated 
in example 10.  

Example 10 
K: and then there was that thing about … um… about Endesa … It’s just that … um… 

well, here you have written it with a capital S…, that is, and here it is with a small 
… Endesa’s … well, it’s just that I was thinking that then maybe it should just be … 
well, I don’t know … 

N: I just think that is because I am looking at the heading 
K: yes, with a capital  
N: in capital letters 
K: yes … but should it only be in small letters? 
N: That is a good question. I actually don’t know (laughing) 
K: yes (laughing). Um… it’s just that … 
N: it is worth looking into. Many people also put an … 
K: yes 
N: some kind of an apostrophe … I think that is definitely … 
K: yes 
N: definitely more wrong 
K: Yes, I actually think that I did that … I certainly think so too afterwards, because I 

thought that it was wrong … and when I saw this, then it looked right, but … I would 
have just written it with an s … I thought it should be with a capital here, but it … 

N: yes, we will just look into that 

While specific comments have been found to be helpful (Nelson/Schunn 2009) and 
identifying the problem explicitly is said to increase feedback implementation (Nelson/
Schunn 2009: 373), the opposite is the case in this pair’s dialogue. Their dialogue is 
marked by indirectness, which “can open the door to misinterpretation” (Hyland/Hyland 
2001: 207), as exemplified in example 11. 

Example 11 
K: and then there was that thing about … um… about Endesa … It’s just that … um… 

well, here you have written it with a capital S…, that is, and here it is with a small 
… Endesa’s … well, it’s just that I was thinking that then maybe it should just be … 
well, I don’t know … 

N: I just think that is because I am looking at the heading 
K: yes, with a capital  
N: in capital letters 
K: yes … but should it only be in small letters? 
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The students’ discussion regarding the capitalised versus non-capitalised letters in the 
company name Endesa goes in circles – and remains unsolved. The feedback provider 
suggests a problem with the genitive-s, without using grammatical terms or explaining 
which of the company references in the text is meant “um… well, here you have written 
it with a capital S…, that is, and here it is with a small … Endesa’s”. This indirectness 
causes the feedback receiver to misinterpret the comment on multiple levels. The feed-
back receiver interprets the comment to mean that the company name is to be written 
with a capital E only “in capital letters”. The company name in the genitive occurs multiple 
times in the text and in the title, and it is unclear which one is meant “I just think that is 
because I am looking at the heading”.  

Example 11 displays a lack of grammatical knowledge and, given that the problem 
is not solved cooperatively in the situation, also a lack of willingness to take responsibility 
for problem solving. Interestingly, the feedback receiver makes the following replies: “it 
is worth looking into “and “Yes, we will just look into that”. These replies could be inter-
preted as a postponement of the implementation task at hand. It could also be assumed 
that the feedback receiver interrupts the partner’s unrelated string of words to signal the 
feedback provider to speed up the process, politely indicating that minor issues could be 
tackled later on. This is supported by the fact that the feedback receiver does not take 
initiative to actually follow up on these replies. At the same time, the feedback provider 
does not use the opportunity to take responsibility to engage in problem solving (e. g. by 
checking the rule online). This relates to peer-feedback roles and student responsibilities 
(Nicol 2010).  

The misunderstanding displayed in example 11 is one of many in this pair’s entire 
feedback dialogue. The feedback provider’s uncertainty of expression, use of hesitation 
markers (“um”, “well”, “it’s just”, “maybe it should just be”, and “well, I don’t know”), and 
unrelated strings of thoughts lead to disruptive turn taking in the dialogue and low dis-
cussion value. Their use can express uncertainty, hesitation, or display a thinking pro-
cess. The feedback provider’s lack of clarity may also be a face-saving mechanism as 
vagueness can function as a face-saving strategy (Ruzaitė 2007: 158). The problems 
with both lack of clarity and lack of clarity of thoughts and expressions could be explained 
by anxiety to assess other students’ work (Cartney 2010: 555). The students make their 
first experience with such a peer-feedback setup and might not entirely understand the 
psychology of giving and receiving feedback (Yorke 2003). A further explanation for this 
pair’s ineffective dialogue is hedging. While feedback literature suggests that hedging is 
likely to lead to feedback implementation, as with the positive dialogue match pair, the 
sheer abundance of hedging used by the feedback provider results in an unproductive 
dialogue that does not lead to mutual decisions and implementation. Related to the abun-
dance of hedging, downplaying problems is another issue in this peer-feedback dialogue. 
In example 11, the feedback provider downplays negative criticism regarding the “s” by 
stating that it “looked right”, yet pulling the statement back straight after by stating “I 
would have just written it with an s”. Nelson and Schunn (2009: 381) suggest that down-
playing problems raised decreases likelihood of implementation. 
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Rubric and revised translation 
Whereas the dialogue is characterised by an abundance of hedging, the feedback pro-
vider does not use hedges in the feedback rubric, and a limited number of keywords is 
used, which makes the comments concise. The short statements in the commentary 
section exclude personal attribution and problem-solution suggestions, and evaluative 
comments are limited. In the case of example 11, the comment made is incom-
prehensible “… ENDESA’s……………….for ENDESA’s” without further elaboration. Yet, 
the elaboration in the dialogue did not enlighten the feedback receiver, as discussed 
above. In the revised translation, the feedback receiver does not implement any changes 
related to the example and does not reflect about non-implementation.  

Short questionnaire 
The questionnaire shows that both students perceive peer feedback as a helpful element 
in their learning process and as a translation means, using expressions such as “edu-
cational”, “clearly advantageous”, and “important part of the learning process”. The feed-
back provider mentions the professional aspect of feedback. The feedback receiver points 
out that peer feedback prompts attention to inappropriate translation solutions. The feed-
back receiver mentions the importance of constructive criticism, and the feedback provider 
stresses the element of uncertainty and self-doubt regarding the value and correctness 
of one’s comments as illustrated in example 12.  

Example 12 
“It is difficult to give feedback because you sometimes start wondering whether your co-
student is right. Even though something looks a bit strange the first time you read the 
text, it may start sounding correct or incorrect after having read the text aloud a few 
times.” 

As a general comment regarding the disadvantages of peer feedback in the classroom, 
the feedback receiver states that peer feedback is time-consuming and suggests em-
bedding it in translation-task preparation. According to Cho, Schunn and Charney (2006: 
264), peer feedback is less effective for students who have a negative experience with 
the process. In addition, Bosboom et al. (2014: 31) suggest that lower quality feedback 
affects student attitudes towards receiving feedback negatively. Interestingly, the feed-
back provider, who struggled to provide feedback and express criticism, clearly does not 
see any disadvantages in peer-feedback tasks in the classroom.  

3.3 The status pair (Jane and Tim) 

The third pair consists of one female and one male student, Jane and Tim. This pair’s 
dialogue is reflected by differences in status between the two, and, as a result, the third 
pair is described as the status pair. Jane’s known level of performance is described as 
good, whereas Tim’s is described as good or excellent. 
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Dialogue  
Characterised by differences in status and a slightly negative tone, this pair’s dialogue is 
a peer-feedback process that does not work particularly well for either of them. While the 
teacher-student relationship is characterised by an unequal distribution of power and 
status (Hyland 2000: 34), peer feedback is commonly referred to as a process in which 
feedback is provided by equal status learners (Gielen et al. 2010: 305). However, in this 
pair, Jane enjoys a higher status than Tim based on her mutually perceived dominance 
in linguistic and translation competencies, which is reflected in examples 13 and 14. In 
example 13, Tim is the feedback provider, and in example 14, Tim is the feedback 
receiver. 

Example 13 
T: Now I get to give feedback on your excellent translation 
J: You think so? 
T: Yes, don’t you? Naturally, there were a few things, but I certainly think it is better 

than mine. Of course, that doesn’t come as a surprise, does it? Well … um... yes... 
I think... naturally, there were a few things, right? 

J: hmm 

Example 14 
J: Now we come to yours 
T: Yes, now it gets really terrible. 
J: Yes 
T: Yes, I thought so too… um… (pause) it has been a long time since I have looked 

at mine. 
J: Yes. Um... well, I don’t want to … let’s have a look at spelling. Here you have a 

couple of... 

In both example 13 and 14, Tim exerts self-criticism “Of course, that doesn’t come as a 
surprise, does it?” and “now it gets really terrible”, downgrading own abilities. As the 
examples show, Jane does not respond and does nothing to save Tim’s face, despite 
his tag question “does it?” in example 13 directly inviting her reply. Because Tim does 
not get a response, he attempts to save face in example 14 commenting that it has been 
a long time since he has looked at his translation. Interestingly, the students’ self-
perceived competencies do not correspond with their known level of performance as 
defined by the teacher. Anderson and Kilduff (2009: 492) suggest that within a group, 
status is assigned according to perceived value to the group. Thus, a group member may 
be conferred a high status based on perceived competence independently of actual com-
petence, which is the case with Jane in this pair. Similarly, a group member may opt for 
a lower status rank based on self-perceived shortcomings and incapability to make valu-
able contributions to the group (Anderson et al. 2012: 1078), as we have seen with Tim 
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in this pair. Although Tim is careful to play down own abilities, he takes responsibility for 
improving his translation and for the learning process, while displaying openness for sug-
gestions by Jane, as reflected in example 15. 

Example 15 
J: Yes, the question is whether …. well, affaldssortering (i. e. waste separation) is 

this then the same as … 
T: Yes 
J: Gestión de residuos (i. e. waste management)? 
T: Yes 
J: Um… because you … 
T: It was actually also some source … 
J: Yes 
T: where I think I found affaldssortering (i. e. waste separation) 
J: well, okay, of course … I think that maybe to handle it correctly has another 

meaning to it, but it …  
T: Yes, that … 
J: in relation to if they are using some environmentally hazardous or…  
T: No, you are actually right … I also liked your translation better 
J: Haha (laughing) 
T: I did 
J: (laughing) you always feel that way when you see others’  
T: Yes, I should have done that too 
J: Yes  
T: So that … um… I had made … at least I had found …  
J: Oh well, it is definitely in the same … 
T: waste separation. That sounds more like something you would do, right? There is 

plastic and paper, and… that is the sort of thing you do at home, right?  
J: Yes 
T: Yes … 
J: Yes, and I suppose companies have to do that as well. 
T: Yes, but you are probably right that there is something else to it when it concerns 

environmental policy. 
J: Yes 
T: Then there is probably some other like environmental … 
J: Yes, or you can… 
T: Yes, there are probably several waste products 
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J: Hmm. 
T: when you produce electricity … um… I would imagine. 
J: Probably. 
T: Yes … yes, let me just write that down … what did you call it again? You called it 

something with handling of … 
J: maybe handling of… 
T: environmentally … hazardous waste … no, I don’t remember what it was 
J: Yes … yes, it was environmentally hazardous waste 
T: yes 

In example 15, Jane points to a problem in a vague way offering no solution “the question 
is whether …. well, affaldssortering (i. e. waste separation) is this then the same as (…) 
gestión de residuos (i. e. waste management)?”. Tim, on the other hand, argues with 
himself trying to engage Jane into a professional dialogue, which is unsuccessful, cumu-
lating in one comment by her “probably”, which shows little interest in being engaged in 
the discussion. In the end, Tim solves the problem with minimal help from Jane. The 
example illustrates yet again Tim’s downgrading of own abilities praising Jane for better 
work about which she grins. This time Jane saves Tim’s face “you always feel that way 
when you see others’” but only here.  

Rubric 
In the feedback rubric, Jane points out problems in Tim’s translation without offering 
specific solutions to the problems, as illustrated in example 16.  

Example 16  
“Medium 
‘The creation of a new corporate culture’ 
Nominal style” 

We believe that the expression “medium” is a response to express medium achievement 
in meeting the overall criteria of the rubric. In support of her evaluation, Jane gives an 
example from Tim’s translation “The creation of a new corporate culture”, stating that the 
problem is the use of the nominal style, but offers no suggestions for improvement. 
Question marks are used in the feedback rubric, which may be used to spark dialogue, 
as exemplified in 17. 

Example 17  
“Is affaldssortering (i. e. waste separation) the same as gestión de residuos (i. e. waste 
management)?” 
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As the dialogue data reveals, Jane is not particularly interested in participating in a 
problem-solving dialogue, leaving it to Tim to solve the problem. 

Revised translation 
In the revised translation, Tim makes adaptations, which are not necessarily related to 
the exact feedback from Jane, but he gives Jane some of the credit for his solution 
although she was not particularly engaged in the discussion.  

Example 18 

In this example, Tim comments on the revision made in relation to waste separation (as 
mentioned in example 15). In his comment, Tim uses the personal pronoun “we” to indi-
cate that the solution has been reached through a collaborative process “we found that 
minimere udledning af affald (i. e. minimize waste emissions) was a better solution”, 
although the dialogue data reveal that this is not the case. According to Greer, Van 
Bunderen and Yu (2017: 113), group members who enjoy a high status have more autho-
rity and control than lower power individuals, and they receive more recognition. 

Short questionnaire 
Although the peer-feedback process does not work particularly well for this pair, both 
students comment positively on the experience in the short questionnaire, stating that 
peer feedback sparks reflection and self-comparison and makes one a better translator. 
Commenting on the disadvantages of peer feedback, Jane addresses the issue of stu-
dents’ lack of confidence in their peers (Nicol 2010: 514), as illustrated in example 19. 

Example 19 
“Peer review may be problematic because not all students are comfortable giving feed-
back, and not all students are willing to accept feedback from their peers”.  

Tim, on the other hand, comments on the importance of the manner in which feedback 
is provided, as illustrated in example 20. 

Example 20 
“When giving peer feedback it is important to keep a polite and constructive tone” 

Commenting on the challenges of providing feedback, Tim states that it was difficult to 
find errors in Jane’s translation, which may be related to Jane’s perceived higher status. 
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4 Conclusion 
The study reported about in this article aimed at gaining insight into student peer feed-
back in a multi-faceted setup. It was designed in accordance with the development of 
and findings from research into L2 peer feedback and previous research approaches into 
peer feedback and peer revision in the translation classroom. General didactic conside-
rations and scholarly discussions about core issues of peer feedback as tool for pre-
paring future language workers with a crucial professional competence were aligned, to 
provide insight into what we deem a determining element for training in translation and 
communication studies.  

Given the size of the study, generalisations regarding pair relations – the focus of 
our analysis – cannot be made. Still, we believe to have identified three types of pair 
relations of which two deviate from interaction patterns previously categorized, which 
lend themselves to further investigation in a more comprehensive study comprising 
multiple pairs. The setup could e. g. have included a pre- and post-test design, peer-
feedback training with instructions regarding a feedback, feedup, feedforward approach 
or a focus on feedback types, revision types (such as higher order concerns and lower 
order concerns) and implementation types. Since it did not, student focus was split 
between feedback and evaluation criteria.  

Feasibility aspects played a role in the methodological considerations regarding the 
design and execution of the peer-feedback activities. Data collection had to be balanced 
against classroom and semester organisation aspects. To keep the setup as natural and 
unintimidating as possible, the teacher decided against adopting additional methodology, 
even though the classroom would have allowed for e. g. video recording or retrospective 
interviews to investigate body language or student perception.  

This first attempt to implement peer feedback in this MA-course was designed 
around the teacher as the facilitator, including her scaffolding to smoothen the process. 
Students appreciated the procedure and, on the whole, reported positively about the 
experience. They particularly stressed the helpfulness of the rubric and the fact that they 
received feedback to an entire translation rather than only parts, as in regular teaching. 
Increased training and practice of peer-feedback tasks in the classroom would allow a 
gradual decrease of scaffolding in future peer-feedback settings, support classroom and 
teacher time management and – hopefully – raise student’s awareness for necessary 
professionalization skills and of responsibility for their role as feedback receiver and 
provider and increase their independence.  

While we recognise the potential of anonymous peer feedback that may relieve so-
cial pressures, our study showed, that it was the dialogue that the students perceived as 
most beneficial for their L2 language learning experience. From a didactic perspective, 
the beauty lies in the possibility to discuss, argue, negotiate and – not least – agree or 
agree to disagree. Students might experience that providing anonymous feedback can 
be time efficient, yet getting anonymous feedback may make them aware of the necessity 
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of well-supported comments, mitigated language and argumentation for mutual under-
standing and implementation.  

Group size is another consideration in peer-feedback setups. Regardless of group 
size in initial attempts to incorporate peer feedback in the translation classroom, it is 
valuable to include a cyclic process of tasks and reflection with teacher monitoring and 
group evaluation of processes, perceptions and outcomes. 

Regarding pair composition, our study revealed that face-to-face dialogical inter-
actions and pair relations influence students’ implementation decisions, their perception 
of peer-feedback activities and of the value of peer feedback itself. As teachers, we must 
be aware of and monitor pair interactions to enhance the L2 language learning oppor-
tunities for students when engaging in peer-feedback activities. 

With respect to institutional considerations, we continue to believe that institutional 
support is key to stimulate attitudinal change towards the application of peer-feedback 
setups. Institutional backing allows teachers to systematically embed peer feedback into 
their regular teaching activities, which may also lead to higher quality peer feedback. 
Increased and systematic application of peer feedback calls for training and practice. Not 
only for students – regarding their role as feedback receiver and feedback provider – but 
also for teachers in terms of planning, implementing, managing and evaluating peer-
feedback. Teachers who investigate student-produced peer-feedback data may be well-
advised to convey their results back to the students and learn about their opinions. 
Engaging students in all parts of the research process may motivate them and give them 
a sense of belonging to our research community, as a part of ongoing knowledge deve-
lopment, considerations and reflections. Closing this loop may increase student interest 
into translation review processes beyond the task at hand and beyond the mere sub-
mission of the products and the performance of actions in the peer-feedback setup. 

Sharing discipline-specific lived experience with students and fellow teachers can 
lead to attitudinal change towards more peer feedback in the classroom and we hope 
that our study will be perceived as a contribution on that path.  

While our study may contribute to translation studies didactics research, a multitude 
of open questions remain to be answered in translation related peer-feedback research. 
With respect to methodological questions, feasible combinations of methods that are 
applicable in the classroom should be investigated. Designs should incorporate pro-
ducts, processes and the individual perceptions of the participants, ideally in replicable 
formats and in the form of longitudinal studies. A comparison between review practices 
of experts and novices and comprehensive and didacticized knowledge about common 
practices in translation review are necessary for a better understanding of the profes-
sional requirements and could in turn help foster peer-feedback-based teaching.  

Translation didactics does not have a theoretical stance on peer feedback yet. The 
few translation-oriented studies currently available and general principles, classifica-
tions, concepts, definitions and models of peer feedback in other research areas need 
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to be explored, aligned with and described in the light of how they can inform and trans-
cend translation studies to form a body of knowledge.  

While pair constellations certainly require investigation beyond the scope of this 
article, a fruitful area of research of similar potential is to explore the relationship between 
L1, L2, translation competence and peer-feedback processes and products. Another 
avenue of research could be the abstraction of peer feedback into explanatory models 
to support teacher and student training and assist researchers in gaining insight into the 
complex matters that encapsulate peer feedback. Despite the complexity of the object of 
study in all its facets, we believe research into peer feedback to be an interesting and 
fruitful didactical, methodological and theoretical endeavour. 

References  
Allen, Deborah; Kimberly Tanner (2006): “Rubrics: Tools for making learning goals and evaluation 

criteria explicit for both teachers and learners.” CBE Life Sciences Education [5]: 197–203 – 
https://doi.org/10.1187/cbe.06-06-0168 (24 August 2021) 

Anderson, Cameron; Gavin J. Kilduff (2009): “Why do dominant personalities attain influence in 
face-to-face groups? The competence-signaling effects of trait dominance.” Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology 96 [2]: 491–503 – https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014201 
(24 August 2021) 

Anderson, Cameron; Robb Willer, Gavin J. Kilduff, Courtney E. Brown (2012): “The origins of 
deference.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 102 [5]: 1077–1088 – 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027409 (24 August 2021) 
Ballantyne, Roy; Karen Hughes, Aliisa Mylonas (2002): “Developing procedures for implementing 

peer assessment in large classes using an action research process.” Assessment & 
Evaluation in Higher Education 27 [5]: 427–441 – 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/0260293022000009302 (24 August 2021) 
Boekaerts, Monique; Lyn Corno (2005): “Self-regulation in the classroom: A perspective on 

assessment and intervention.” Applied Psychology 54 [2]: 199–231 – 
 https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2005.00205.x (24 August 2021) 
Bosboom, Roderic; Meghan Goff, Laura Isherwood, Ruth Knot-de Haan (2014): Relationship 

between attitude towards peer review and quality of peer feedback. Master thesis Utrecht: 
Utrecht University, Centre for Teaching and Learning Theses – 

 http://dspace.library.uu.nl/handle/1874/298441 (20 August 2021) 
Carless, David; Diane Salter, Min Yang, Joy Lam (2011): “Developing sustainable feedback 

practices.” Studies in Higher Education 36 [4]: 395–407 – 
 https://doi.org/10.1080/03075071003642449 (18 August 2021) 
Cartney, Patricia (2010): “Exploring the use of peer assessment as a vehicle for closing the gap 

between feedback given and feedback used.” Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 35 
[5]: 551–564 – https://doi.org/10.1080/02602931003632381 (20 August 2021) 

Cho, Kwangsu; Charles MacArthur (2010): “Student revision with peer and expert reviewing.” 
Learning and Instruction 20: 328–338 – https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2009.08.006 
(24 August 2021) 

Cho, Kwangsu; Christian D. Schunn, Davida Charney (2006): “Commenting on writing: Typology 
and perceived helpfulness of comments from novice peer reviewers and subject matter 
experts.” Written Communication 23: 260–294 – https://doi.org/10.1177/0741088306289261 
(24 August 2021) 



Anja Krogsgaard Vesterager & Carmen Heine trans-kom 14 [2] (2021): 197–225 
Pair relations in translation peer feedback Seite 221 
 
 
Coit, Caroline (2004): “Peer review in an online college writing course.” Proceedings of the IEEE 

International Conference on Advanced Learning Technologies: 902–903 –  
 https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/1357712 (24 August 2021) 
Damon, William; Erin Phelps (1989): “Critical distinctions among three approaches to peer education.” 

International Journal of Educational Research 13 [1]: 9–19 – 
 https://doi.org/10.1016/0883-0355(89)90013-X (25 August 2021) 
Denzin, Norman; Yvonna S. Lincoln (2011): “Introduction: The discipline and practice of qualitative 

research.” Norman Denzin, Yvonna S. Lincoln (eds): The SAGE handbook of qualitative 
research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 1–19 

Eisen, Mary-Jane (2001): “Peer-based professional development viewed through the lens of 
transformative learning.” Holistic Nursing Practice 16 [1]: 30–42 – 

 https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/15559045/ (24 August 2021) 
EN 15038 (2006): European quality standard for translation services. Brussels: European 

Committee for Standardization 
Evans, Carol (2013): “Making sense of assessment feedback in higher education.” Review of 

Educational Research 83 [1]: 70–120 – https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654312474350 
(25 August 2021) 

Ferris, Dana (1997): “The influence of teacher commentary on student revision.” TESOL Quarterly 
31: 315–339 – https://doi.org/10.2307/3588049 (24 August 2021) 

Flanagan, Marian; Carmen Heine (2015): “Peer-feedback as a translation training tool in web-
based communication.” Hermes 54: 115–136 – https://doi.org/10.7146/hjlcb.v27i54.22951 
(24 August 2021) 

Flanagan, Marian; Carmen Heine (2018): “Improving English L2 writing in web communication: 
Can peer feedback help?” Fachsprache 40 [3–4]: 94–121 – https://doi.org/10.24989/fs.v40i3-
4.1712 (24 August 2021) 

Forsythe, Alex; Sophie Johnson (2017): “Thanks, but no-thanks for the feedback.” Assessment & 
Evaluation in Higher Education 42 [6]: 850–859 –  

 https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2016.1202190 (24 August 2021) 

trans-kom ISSN 1867-4844 
trans-kom ist eine wissenschaftliche Zeitschrift für Translation und Fachkommunikation. 
trans-kom veröffentlicht Forschungsergebnisse und wissenschaftliche Diskussionsbeiträge zu Themen 
des Übersetzens und Dolmetschens, der Fachkommunikation, der Technikkommunikation, der Fach-
sprachen, der Terminologie und verwandter Gebiete. 
Beiträge können in deutscher, englischer, französischer oder spanischer Sprache eingereicht werden. 
Sie müssen nach den Publikationsrichtlinien der Zeitschrift gestaltet sein. Diese Richtlinien können von 
der trans-kom-Website heruntergeladen werden. Alle Beiträge werden vor der Veröffentlichung anonym 
begutachtet. 
trans-kom wird ausschließlich im Internet publiziert: http://www.trans-kom.eu 

Redaktion 
Leona Van Vaerenbergh    Klaus Schubert 
University of Antwerp    Universität Hildesheim 
Arts and Philosophy    Institut für Übersetzungswissenschaft 
Applied Linguistics / Translation and Interpreting  und Fachkommunikation 
O. L. V. van Lourdeslaan 17/5   Universitätsplatz 1 
B-1090 Brussel     D-31141 Hildesheim 
Belgien      Deutschland 
Leona.VanVaerenbergh@uantwerpen.be  klaus.schubert@uni-hildesheim.de 



Anja Krogsgaard Vesterager & Carmen Heine trans-kom 14 [2] (2021): 197–225 
Pair relations in translation peer feedback Seite 222 

Gielen, Sarah; Elien Peeters, Filip Dochy, Patrick Onghena, Katrien Struyven (2010): “Improving 
the effectiveness of peer feedback for learning.” Learning and Instruction 20: 304–315 – 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2009.08.007 (24 August 2021) 

Greer, Lindred; Lisanne Van Bunderen, Siyu Yu (2017): “The dysfunctions of power in teams: A 
review and emergent conflict perspective.” Research in Organizational Behavior 37: 103–
124 – https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2017.10.005 (23 August 2021) 

Guasch, Teresa; Anna Espasa, Ibis M. Alvarez, Paul A. Kirschner (2013): “Effects of feedback on 
collaborative writing in an online learning environment.” Distance Education: 324–338 – 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2013.835772 (24 August 2021) 

Hansen, Jette; Jun Liu (2005): “Guiding principles for effective peer response.” ELT Journal 59: 
31–38 – https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/cci004 (24 August 2021) 

Hattie, John; Helen Timperley (2007): “The power of feedback.” Review of Educational Research 
77 [1]: 81–112 – https://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298487 (24 August 2021) 

Heine, Carmen (2019): “Student peer feedback in a translation task: Experiences with question-
naires and focus group interviews.” Elsa Huertas-Barros, Sonia Vandepitte Sonia, Emilia 
Iglesias-Fernández Emilia (eds): Quality assurance and assessment practices in translation 
and interpreting. Hershey: IGI global, 337–357 – https://www.igi-global.com/chapter/student-
peer-feedback-in-a-translation-task/208895 (19 August 2021) 

Heine, Carmen (2020): “Fremdsprachliche Schreibkompetenz und angeleitete Selbstreflexion.” 
Zeitschrift für Interkulturellen Fremdsprachenunterricht 25 [1]: 373–395 – 
https://ojs.tujournals.ulb.tu-darmstadt.de/index.php/zif/article/view/1022/1019 (18 August 2021) 

Heine, Carmen (2021): “Studentisches Peer-Feedback in web-basierter, mehrsprachiger Kom-
munikation. Didaktische Ansätze zum Erwerb einer professionellen Kernkompetenz.” Regina 
Graßmann, Stephanie Schmitt (eds): Schreiben in den Fächern: Ziele – Ergebnisse – 
Perspektiven. (Textproduktion und Medium 18.) Frankfurt am Main: Lang, 53–69 

Howard, Craig D.; Andrew F. Barrett, Theodore W. Frick (2010): “Anonymity to promote peer 
feedback: Pre-service teachers’ comments in asynchronous computer-mediated com-
munication.” Journal of Educational Computing Research 43 [1]: 89–112 – 
https://doi.org/10.2190/EC.43.1.f (24 August 2021) 

Huba, Mary E.; Jann E. Freed (2000): “Using rubrics to provide feedback to students.” Learner-
Centered Assessment on College Campuses. Needham Heights, MA: Allyn and Bacon, 151–
200 – https://www.thegraidenetwork.com/blog-all/how-to-use-rubrics-to-guide-feedback 
(24 August 2021) 

Huertas Barros, Elsa (2011): “Collaborative learning in the translation classroom: Preliminary 
survey results.” The Journal of Specialised Translation 16 – 

 https://jostrans.org/issue16/art_barros.php (18 August 2021) 
Hughes, Ian (2001): “But isn’t this what you’re paid for? The pros and cons of peer- and self-

assessment.” Planet Magazine. National Subject Centre for Geography, Earth and 
Environmental Sciences, Learning and Teaching Support Network 2: 20–23 – 
https://doi.org/10.11120/plan.2001.00030020 (18 August 2021) 

Hyland, Fiona (2000): “ESL writers and feedback: Giving more autonomy to students.” 
Language Teaching Research 4 [1]: 33–54 – 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/136216880000400103 (25 August 2021) 
Hyland, Fiona; Ken Hyland (2001): “Sugaring the pill: Praise and criticism in written feedback.” 

Journal of Second Language Writing 10 [3]: 185–212 – 
 https://doi.org/10.1016/S1060-3743(01)00038-8 (25 August 2021) 
ISO 17100 (2015): Translation services – Requirements for translation services. – 

https://www.iso.org/standard/59149.html (25 August 2021) 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1060-3743(01)00038-8


Anja Krogsgaard Vesterager & Carmen Heine trans-kom 14 [2] (2021): 197–225 
Pair relations in translation peer feedback Seite 223 
 
 
Kiraly, Donald (2001): “Towards a constructivist approach to translator education.” Quaderns: 

Revista de traducció 6: 50–53 – 
 https://raco.cat/index.php/QuadernsTraduccio/article/view/25282 (22 October 2021) 
Kralj Novak, Petra; Jasmina Smailović, Burut Sluban, Igor Mozetič (2015): “Sentiment of emojis.” 

PLoS ONE 10 [12]: e0144296 – https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0144296 (18 August 
2021) 

Lehmann, Katja; Matthias Sollner (2019): “IT-gestütztes Peer-Assessment zur Schulung von 
Kompetenzen in der Lehre.” Jan Marco Leimeister, Klaus David (eds): Chancen und 
Herausforderungen des digitalen Lernens. Methoden und Werkzeuge für innovative Lehr-
Lern-Konzepte. Heidelberg: Springer, 97–118 

Leijen, Djuddah (2014): “Applying machine learning techniques to investigate the influence of 
peer feedback on the writing process.” Dagmar Knorr, Carmen Heine, Jan Engberg (eds): 
Methods in writing process research. Frankfurt am Main: Lang, 167–183 

Lindgren, Eva; Kirk P. H. Sullivan, Mats Deutschmann, Anders Steinvall (2009): “Supporting 
learner reflection in the language translation class.” International Journal of Information 
Communication Technologies and Human Development 1 [3]: 26–48 

Lisaitė, Donata; Bruce Maylath, Birthe Mousten, Susana Valdez, Maria Castel-Branco, Patricia 
Minacori, Sonia Vandepitte (2016): “Negotiating meaning at a distance: Peer feedback in 
electronic learning translation environments in the Trans-Atlantic and Pacific Project.” Marcel 
Thelen, Barbara Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk (eds): Translation and Meaning. Part 10. 
Proceedings of the Maastricht Session of the 6th International Maastricht-Łódź Duo 
Colloquium on “Translation and Meaning”, 21-22 May 2015. Maastricht: Zuyd University, 
Maastricht School of International Communication, Department of Translation and Inter-
preting, 99–114 

Lundstrom, Kristi; Wendy Baker (2009): “To give is better than to receive: The benefits of peer review 
to the reviewer’s own writing.” Journal of Second Language Writing 18 [1]: 30–43 – 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2008.06.002 (24 August 2021) 

Miao, Yang; Richard Badger, Yu Zhen (2006): “A comparative study of peer and teacher feedback 
in a Chinese EFL writing class.” Journal of Second Language Writing 15 [3]: 179–200 – 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2006.09.004 (24 August 2021) 

Min, Hui-Tzu (2006): “The effects of trained peer review on EFL students’ revision types and writing 
quality.” Journal of Second Language Writing 15 [2]: 118–141 – 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2006.01.003 (24 August 2021) 
Muñoz Martín, Ricardo; Enrique Quero Gervilla, Benjamín Vargas-Quesada, José Senso-Ruiz, 

Miguel Murillo-Melero, Rosa María Castro-Prietro, María Dolores Olvera-Lobo, Bryan 
Robinson, Eva Muñoz Raya, José Luis Díez Lerma (2007): “A professional approach to 
translator training (PATT).” Meta 52 [3]: 517–528 – https://doi.org/10.7202/016736ar 
(24 August 2021) 

Nelson, Melissa M.; Christian D. Schunn (2009): “The nature of feedback: How different types of peer 
feedback affect writing performance.” Instructional Science 37: 375–401 – 

 https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-008-9053-x (24 August 2021) 
Nicol, David J. (2010): “From monologue to dialogue: Improving written feedback processes in mass 

higher education.” Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 35 [5]: 501–517 – 
 https://doi.org/10.1080/02602931003786559 (24 August 2021) 
Nicol, David J.; Avril Thomson, Caroline Breslin (2014): “Rethinking feedback practices in higher 

education: A peer review perspective.” Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 39 [1]: 
102–122 – https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2013.795518 (24 August 2021) 

Nicol, David J.; Debra Macfarlane-Dick (2006): “Formative assessment and self-regulated learning: 
A model and seven principles of good feedback practice.” Studies in Higher Education 31 [2]: 
199–218 – https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070600572090 (24 August 2021) 



Anja Krogsgaard Vesterager & Carmen Heine trans-kom 14 [2] (2021): 197–225 
Pair relations in translation peer feedback Seite 224 
 
 
O’Brien, Sharon (2011): “Collaborative translation.” Yves Gambier, Luc van Doorslaer (eds): 

Handbook of translation studies. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: Benjamins 
Ousterhout, Thomas K. (2017): An investigation on the cognitive effects of emoji usage in text. 

PhD thesis København: Københavns Universitet 
Postmes, Tom; Russell Spears, Khaled Sakhel, Daphne de Groot (2001): “Social influence in 

computer-mediated communication: The effects of anonymity on group behavior.” Personality 
and Social Psychology Bulletin 27 [10]: 1243–1254 – 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672012710001 (18 August 2021) 
Risku, Hanna; Angela Dickinson (2009): “Translators as networkers: The role of virtual communities.” 

Hermes 42: 49–70 – https://doi.org/10.7146/hjlcb.v22i42.96846 (24 August 2021) 
Rivera-Mills, Susanna V.; Luke Plonsky (2007): “Empowering students with language learning 

strategies: A critical review of current issues.” Foreign Language Annals 40: 535–548 – 
 https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1944-9720.2007.tb02874.x (24 August 2021)  
Robert, Isabelle; Aline Remael, Jim Ureel (2016): “Towards a model of translation revision 

competence.” The Interpreter and Translator Trainer 10: 1–19 –  
 https://doi.org/10.1080/1750399X.2016.1198183 (24 August 2021) 
Rollinson, Paul (2005): “Using peer feedback in the ESL writing class.” ELT Journal 59: 23–30 – 

https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/cci003 (24 August 2021) 
Rotsaert, Tijs; Ernesto Panadero, Tammy Schellens (2018): “Anonymity as an instructional 

scaffold in peer assessment: Its effects on peer feedback quality and evolution in students’ 
perceptions about peer assessment skills.” European Journal of Psychology of Education 33 
[1]: 75–99 – https://doi.org/10.1007/s10212-017-0339-8 (24 August 2021) 

Ruzaitė, Jūratė (2007): “Vague references to quantities as a face-saving strategy in teacher-
student interaction.” Lodz Papers in Pragmatics 3: 157–178 – 

 https://doi.org/10.2478/v10016-007-0011-x (24 August 2021) 
Saldaña, Jonny (2013): The coding manual for qualitative researchers. Los Angeles/Washington DC: 

Sage 
Smith, Holly; Ali Cooper, Les Lancaster (2002): “Improving the quality of undergraduate peer 

assessment: A case for student and staff development.” Innovations in Education and 
Teaching International 39 [1]: 71–81 – 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/13558000110102904 (24 August 2021) 
Storch, Neomy (2001): “How collaborative is pair work? ESL tertiary students composing in pairs.” 

Language Teaching Research 5 [1]: 29–53 – https://doi.org/10.1177/136216880100500103 
(25 August 2021) 

Storch, Neomy (2002): “Patterns of interaction in ESL pair work.” Language Learning 52 [1]: 119–
158 – https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9922.00179 (25 August 2021) 

Storch, Neomy (2007): “Investigating the merits of pair work on a text editing task in ESL classes.” 
Language Teaching Research 11 [2]: 143–159 –  

 https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168807074600 (25 August 2021) 
Swain, Merrill; Lindsay Brooks, Augustina Tocalli-Beller (2002): “Peer-peer dialogue as a means 

of second language learning.” Annual Review of Applied Linguistics 22: 171–185 – 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0267190502000090 (25 August 2021) 

Thomas, David R. (2006): “A general inductive approach for analyzing qualitative evaluation data.” 
American Journal of Evaluation 27 [2]: 237–246 – https://doi.org/10.1177/1098214005283748 
(25 August 2021)  

Torrance, Harry (2007): “Assessment as learning? How the use of explicit learning objectives, 
assessment criteria and feedback in post-secondary education and training can come to 
dominate learning.” Assessment in Education: Principles, Policy & Practice 14 [3]: 281–294 
– https://doi.org/10.1080/09695940701591867 (24 August 2021) 



Anja Krogsgaard Vesterager & Carmen Heine trans-kom 14 [2] (2021): 197–225 
Pair relations in translation peer feedback Seite 225 
 
 
Van den Berg, Ineke; Wilfried Admiraal, Albert Pilot (2006): “Designing student peer assessment 

in higher education: Analysis of written and oral peer feedback.” Teaching in Higher 
Education 11 [2]: 135–147 – https://doi.org/10.1080/13562510500527685 (24 August 2021) 

Vandepitte, Sonia (2016): “Collaboration in translation practices: A course design for peer feed-
back in translation training.” Konin Language Studies 4 [4]: 289–304 – 

 https://www.ksj.pwsz.konin.edu.pl/language/en/about-ksj/ (18 August 2021) 
Vanderhoven, Ellen; Annelies Raes, Hannelore Montrieux, Tijs Rotsaert, Tammy Schellens 

(2015): “What if pupils can assess their peers anonymously? A quasi-experimental study.” 
Computers and Education 81: 123–132 – https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2014.10.001 
(24 August 2021) 

Vygotsky, Lev Semyonovich (1978): Mind in society. The development of higher psychological 
processes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press 

Wallace, Kathleen A. (1999): “Anonymity.” Ethics and Information Technology 1: 21–31 – 
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010066509278 (24 August 2021) 

Wang, Kenny; Chong Han (2013): “Accomplishment in the multitude of counsellors: Peer 
feedback in translation training.” The International Journal for Translation and Interpreting 5 
[2]: 62–75 – http://www.trans-int.org/index.php/transint/article/view/213 (24 August 2021) 

Wang, Weiqiang (2014): “Students’ perceptions of rubric-referenced peer feedback on EFL 
writing: A longitudinal inquiry.” Assessing Writing 19: 80–96 – 

 http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2013.11.008 (18 August 2021) 
Yorke, Mantz (2003): “Formative assessment in higher education: Moves towards theory and the 

enhancement of pedagogic practice.” Higher Education 45: 477–501 –  
 https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023967026413 (25 August 2021) 
Zeff, Lawrence; Mary Higby, Larry Bossman (2006): “Permanent or temporary classroom groups: A 

field study.” Journal of Management Education 30 [4]: 528–541 – 
 https://doi.org/10.1177/1052562905280778 (24 August 2021) 

Authors 
Anja Krogsgaard Vesterager, Associate Professor, PhD, is a translation scholar at the School of 
Communication and Culture at Aarhus University, Denmark. Her research areas are specialized 
translation, translation didactics and human-computer interaction. She has published articles in 
international journals and edited volumes. Her teaching areas cover translation, text production, 
and communication. She is a member of the research programme Communication in International 
Business and the Professions at the School of Communication and Culture, Aarhus University. 
E-mail: aol@cc.au.dk 
Website: https://pure.au.dk/portal/da/persons/anja-krogsgaard-vesterager(7b25e2b6-da67-
429e-9c7a-de607f41f706).html 
  
Carmen Heine, Associate Professor, PhD, is a writing and translation scholar at the School of 
Communication and Culture at Aarhus University, Denmark. Her research area is the interface 
between Writing Research and Translation Studies. Her areas of expertise are technical writing 
and translation, web-based communication, academic writing, writing didactics and writing and 
translation process research. She is an advisory board member and one of the heads of the 
section “Writing Research” of the Association for Applied Linguistics in Germany. At Aarhus 
University, she is one of the heads of the Center for International Business Communication.  
E-Mail: ch@cc.au.dk  
Website: http://pure.au.dk/portal/en/ch@cc.au.dk 

https://pure.au.dk/portal/da/persons/anja-krogsgaard-vesterager(7b25e2b6-da67-429e-9c7a-de607f41f706).html


Neu bei Frank & Timme

Philosophie Theaterwissenschaft Archäologie Klassische 
Philologie Politikwissenschaft Theologie Soziologie Transla-
tionswissenschaft Fachsprachenforschung Musikwissen-
schaft Sozialpädagogik Erziehungswissenschaft Sprachwis-
senschaft Translationswissenschaft Romanistik Medien 
wissenschaft Kunstwissenschaft Altertumswissenschaft
wissenschaft Sprachwissenschaft Fachsprachenforschung 
Kunstwissenschaft Philosophie Romanistik Slawistik Spr 
Sprach wissenschaft Literaturwissenschaft Musikwissen-
schaft Altertumswissenschaft Kulturwissenschaft Kommu-
nikationswissenschaft Medienwissenschaft Kunstwissen-
schaft Theologie Religionswissenschaft Geschichtswissen 
schaft Philosophie Theaterwissenschaft Archäologie Klassi-
sche Philologie Politikwissenschaft Musikwissenschaft Ro-
manistik Translationswissenschaft Sprachwissenschaftzio-
logie Sozialpädagogik Erziehungswissenschaft Slawistik 
schaft Fachsprachenforschung Kunstwissenschaft Philoso-
hie Romanistik Slawistik Literaturwissenschaft Translati-
onswissenschaft Musikwissenschaft Altertumswissensch-
wissenschaft Kommunikationswissenschaft Medienwissen 
schaft Theologie Religionswissenschaft Geschichtswissen-
schaft Philosophie Theaterwissenschaft Archäologie Klassi-
sche Philologie Politikwissenschaft Soziologie Sozialpäda-
gogik Erziehungswissenschaft Translationswissenschaft 
Sprachwissenschaft Fachsprachenforschung Kunstwissen-
schaft Philosophie Romanistik Slawistik Soziologie Ge-
schichtswissenschaft Literaturwissenschaft Musikwiss-
schaft Altertumswissenschaft Kulturwissenschaft Komm 
unikationswissenschaft Medienwissenschaft Theologie Ro-
manistik Religionswissenschaft Geschichtswissenschaft Frank & Timme

TransÜD. Arbeiten zur Theorie und Praxis 
des Übersetzens und Dolmetschens
Herausgegeben von Prof. Dr. Klaus-Dieter Baumann,  
Prof. Dr. Dr. h.c. Hartwig Kalverkämper, Prof. Dr. Klaus Schubert

Jutta Seeger-Vollmer: Schwer lesbar gleich texttreu?  
Wissenschaftliche Translationskritik zur Moby-Dick- 
Übersetzung Friedhelm Rathjens. ISBN 978-3-7329-0766-3

Katerina Sinclair: TranslatorInnen als SprachlehrerInnen: 
Eignung und Einsatz. ISBN 978-3-7329-0739-7

Nathalie Thiede: Qualität bei der Lokalisierung von Video-
spielen. ISBN 978-3-7329-0793-9

Iryna Kloster: Translation Competence and Language  
Contrast – A Multi-Method Study. Italian – Russian – German. 
ISBN 978-3-7329-0761-8

Kerstin Rupcic: Einsatzpotenziale maschineller Übersetzung 
in der juristischen Fachübersetzung. ISBN 978-3-7329-0782-3

Wittelsbacherstraße 27 a, 10707 Berlin  •  Telefon +49 (0)30 88 66 79 11  •  info@frank-timme.de, www.frank-timme.de

Theoretische Translationsforschung
Herausgegeben von Prof. Dr. Dilek Dizdar und Prof. Dr. Lavinia Heller
 
Raquel Pacheco Aguilar: Translation – Lehre – Institution. 
Eine dekonstruktive Annäherung. ISBN 978-3-7329-0611-6

Alle Bücher sind auch als E-Books erhältlich.

Easy – Plain – Accessible
Herausgegeben von Prof. Dr. Silvia Hansen-Schirra,  
Prof. Dr. Christiane Maaß
 
Camilla Lindholm and Ulla Vanhatalo (eds.): Handbook of  
Easy Languages in Europe. ISBN 978-3-7329-0771-7

Silvia Hansen-Schirra/Katja Abels/Sarah Signer/Christiane 
Maaß: The Dictionary of Accessible Communication.  
ISBN 978-3-7329-0729-8 

Katrin Lang: Auffindbarkeit, Wahrnehmbarkeit, Akzeptabi-
lität. Webseiten von Behörden in Leichter Sprache vor dem 
Hintergrund der rechtlichen Lage. ISBN 978-3-7329-0804-2

Forum für Fachsprachen-Forschung
Herausgegeben von Prof. Dr. Dr. h.c. Hartwig Kalverkämper

Marina Adams/Klaus-Dieter Baumann/Hartwig Kalverkämper 
(Hg.): Fachkommunikationsforschung im Spannungsfeld 
von Methoden, Instrumenten und Fächern. 
ISBN 978-3-7329-0783-0

Sprachwissenschaft
Nikola Vujčić/Boz̆inka Petronijević: Phraseologisches Über-
setzungswörterbuch Deutsch–Serbisch/Serbisch–Deutsch. 
Prevodni frazeološki rečnik Nemačko–Srpski/Srpsko–Nemački. 
ISBN 978-3-7329-0733-5


