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Abstract:  This paper presents findings from a survey-based case study conducted as a part of the research project “Evaluation in the Acquisition of Translation Competence” (EACT) on assessment practices in practical translation modules on undergraduate translation programmes in Spain. The survey included both quantitative and qualitative questions and was completed by 97 translation tutors from five Spanish universities. The purpose of the study was to investigate tutors’ assessment perceptions and practices in undergraduate translation modules to provide an overview of the current situation in Spain and detect existing problems and gaps that require attention. The results show that assessment is a very important aspect of tutor’s teaching and practice. Tutors attach practically the same importance to the translation process as the end product. Most respondents use different types of tasks depending on the competence(s) being assessed and the level of the module. The assessment procedures are in most cases based on professional practice. Source texts are mainly selected on the basis of authenticity, relevance for the competence being assessed, and an appropriate level of difficulty. Tutors use both grading scales and rubrics, with the former being the most common assessment instrument. Most tutors revamp the assessment tasks regularly, although assessment criteria are not revised as frequently. Overall, tutors seem to be adapting to new realities and embedding new translation approaches into their teaching practice but have mixed feelings about their level of satisfaction with assessment methods.
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1. INTRODUCTION 
With the emergence of some of the most influential models of translation competence (e.g. Kelly, 2002, 2007; PACTE, 2003, 2017; EMT, 2022), the past two decades have witnessed an increasing number of studies centring on the evaluation of translation competence. While most of these proposals focus on summative assessment and evaluation of the product – with an emphasis on error analysis (e.g. House, 1977, 2014; Nord, 1992; Pym, 1992) – some of the latest research attaches increasing importance to formative assessment and suggests ways of assessing the translation process more systematically. In an attempt to facilitate this task, some recent proposals (e.g. NACT[footnoteRef:1] and EFFORT[footnoteRef:2] project)  have established competence levels in the acquisition of translation competence, including a proposal of a European Framework for Translation. [1:  Establishing Competence Levels in the Acquisition of Translation Competence in Written Translation / Nivelación de competencias en la adquisición de la competencia traductora (traducción escrita). Research project funded by the Spanish Ministry of the Economy and Competitiveness (reference: FFI2013-42522-P). Further information available at: https://ddd.uab.cat/record/273075.]  [2:  Towards a European Framework of Reference for Translation. Further information available at: https://www.effortproject.eu/.] 

Adab & Schäffner’s (2000) contribution to research on translator competence assessment addresses the evaluation of the product in terms of expected levels of translation competence. Huertas Barros & Vine (2016, 2018, 2019a) examine the translation product from the perspective of tutors’ perception of summative assessment practices in language-specific translation modules. Other proposals focus on the decision-making process. For instance, Way (2008) presents a systematic approach based on translator competence self-assessment as well as a Project Management Sheet (2009) to analyse translation problems and find effective tools and reliable resources to solve them. Gaballo (2009) suggests a systemic-functional model of translator competence that can serve as a tool to assess translator competence acquisition and the translation process. Way (2014) proposes a decision-making framework for legal translation that improves students’ confidence and performance. Massey and Ehrensberger-Dow (2012, 2013) explore the assessment of translation processes in laboratory-based and workplace projects to complement traditional assessment. More recently, Huertas Barros and Vine (2019b) suggest ways of increasing assessment literacy for students to fully understand the purpose and processes of assessment.
Over the past few years, there has also been progress with regard to assessment instruments and tasks, with alternative proposals made for assessing students’ translation competence instead of the traditional translation task. These include diagnostic questionnaires, questionnaires on translation problems, translation commentaries or annotations, reflective diaries, recordings of the translation process, peer and self- assessment and portfolios, among others (e.g. Adab, 2000; Martínez and Hurtado Albir, 2001; Orozco and Hurtado Albir, 2002; Kelly, 2005; Colina, 2008; Galán-Mañas and Hurtado Albir, 2015; Hurtado Albir, 2007, 2015a, 2015b; Hurtado and Olalla-Soler, 2016; Li, 2018). A range of rubrics has also been proposed lately for assessing students’ work both formatively and summatively in a more manageable way (e.g. Angelelli and Jacobson, 2009; Presas, 2012; Hurtado Albir, 2015; Pavani, 2016; Galán-Mañas 2016, 2018; Hurtado Albir and Pavani, 2018; Way, 2021).
While it is clear that translation assessment remains a core element of the teaching and learning process, there is a recognition that “individual impressionistic assessments need to be made more valid through the introduction of more objective assessment criteria” (Huertas Barros and Vine, 2016: p. 29).
In this paper, we present our findings from a survey-based study on tutors’ assessment perceptions and practices in the practical translation modules of five undergraduate translation programmes in Spain. The study is framed within the research project “Evaluation in the Acquisition of Translation Competence” (EACT)”[footnoteRef:3] and has two main aims: (1) to investigate and gain a clearer understanding of the current situation of assessment in undergraduate translation degrees in Spain; and (2) to propose a range of assessment criteria and procedures for a more systematic evaluation of students’ level of translation competence. [3:  Further information available at: https://webs.uab.cat/eact/en/. Also, see the “Funding information” section.] 

EACT is the continuation of the NACT research project led by the PACTE group, which established performance levels in translation competence acquisition (PACTE, 2018; Hurtado Albir and Rodríguez Inés, 2022). More specifically, the EACT project focused on translation levels A1, A2, and B1 (that is, introduction to translation and introduction to the fields of specialised translation) from the students’ first foreign language (German, French, or English) into their mother tongue (Catalan, Galician, Spanish, or Basque). The project also covered translation between two first languages when applicable (Spanish-Basque, Spanish‑Catalan, and Spanish-Galician). The EACT project involved 19 researchers from five Spanish universities representing a range of languages and geographical areas (Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona (UAB); Universidad de Granada (UGR); Universitat Jaume I (UJI); Universidad del País Vasco/Euskal Herriko Unibertsitatea (UPV/EHU); and Universidade de Vigo (Uvigo), as well as the University of Westminster in the UK. 
The present study aims to investigate translation tutors’ assessment perceptions and practices to gain a clearer understanding of the strenghts and weaknesses of current assessment practices in undergraduate translation modules in Spain[footnoteRef:4]. [4:  See also further studies conducted as part of the EACT project: Gay Punzano, L. and Hurtado Albir, A. (2024) Assessment procedures in translation degree programmes in Spain. Results of the EACT project. Meta, 69(2).] 



2. EMPIRICAL STUDIES ON THE ASSESSMENT OF TRANSLATION COMPETENCE

Despite an increasing number of research studies on assessment of translation competence over the past decade, empirical research on this topic remains scarce, both at undergraduate and postgraduate level. Of the existing empirical studies, the following deserve particular consideration.
Conde Ruano’s research (2009) evaluated the process and product of translations with a focus on Spain, Mexico, and the United Kingdom. The study was carried out with 88 participants (i.e. 40 potential translation recipients, 11 professional translators, 27 undergraduate translation students, and 10 translation tutors), who were surveyed during the academic year 2004-2005, and included Spanish and English as main languages. The main findings relating to assessment of the texts included the following: 1) textual factors seemed to have a significant impact on assessors’ marking behaviour in the assessment of translations. There was a tendency for all assessors to be influenced by textual factors; 2) translation recipients were more inexperienced, insecure, and superficial in their assessment of translation. Professional translators were used to being assessed themselves and adopted a more professional attitude when marking. Undergraduate students tended to be more meticulous and homogeneous when assessing the translation, and translation tutors focused on training aspects and the learning process and demonstrated more experience in marking a high volume of work; and 3) the duration and sequencing of the task had an impact on the assessors’ marking behaviour. In other words, there was a tendency for assessors to make fewer corrections and leave fewer comments on texts as the marking process progressed. They needed a period of time to familiarise themselves with the task, and the final part of a translation did not influence their overall opinion of the translation as much as the previous parts.
In an empirical study on conference interpreting, Domínguez Araújo (2015) examines tutors’ and students’ perceptions and practices in three postgraduate courses in Spain and Portugal, with the aim of improving the learning process and formative assessment. The empirical study involved an interview and survey of 11 conference interpreting tutors and focus groups, in addition to a survey of 27 students, and class observation. The study centred on formative assessment and the main findings were as follows: 1) tutors and students alike considered assessment to be a core element for fostering student metacognition, self-regulation, and autonomy. The disparity of assessment criteria and excessive assessment were some drawbacks; 2) regarding perceptions of assessment, participants felt students were able to learn how to manage feedback. They highlighted the importance of non-verbal communication and first impressions and agreed on the importance of tutors sharing the learning objectives with students; 3) according to participants, effective assessment should include strengths, weaknesses, and strategies to overcome said weaknesses, and according to students, it should be inclusive, ipsative, and objective. Tutors highlighted the importance of establishing priorities and fostering students’ self-regulation and motivation; and 4) regarding assessment in the classroom and other forms of assessment, there was agreement on the benefits of self-assessment and peer-assessment. According to tutors, there was also a need for more clarity, explicitation, and consistency of assessment criteria.
Pavani’s work (2016) focused on summative assessment at undergraduate level in translation training. The author carried out an empirical study involving a survey of 16 translation tutors in Italy and Spain. The findings suggested that most translation tutors used a translation task of one or more texts as the most common form of assessment. Other tasks included: translation revisions; sight translation; terminology-related tasks; documentary research; invoicing; creation of a translation memory; terminology logs; glossaries; translation commentaries; translation comparison; and analysis of translation problems. Most tutors used a grading scale based on translation errors to assess a translation. The most important contribution of Pavani’s work is the proposal of a multidimensional system for summative assessment supported by an empirical study to assess its effectiveness.
Garde (2016) provided a state-of-the-art of assessment in translation informed by the results of semi-directed interviews and a survey completed by tutors and students (389 participants) from eight Canadian universities. The results showed that the assessment methods currently in use have not changed substantially in the past few years despite the significant changes to the translation profession during this period. The author concluded that most tutors see assessment as an individual act that focuses on the product (and not the process) and does not account for progression in the learning process. For their part, students felt stressed about assessment, hence the need for tutors to coordinate and put measures in place to mitigate this. The author advocates for a deep reflection on teaching and learning approaches so that they can accommodate the shifts undergone by the translation industry over the past few years.
Huertas Barros and Vine (2016, 2018, 2019a, 2019b) have carried out a number of empirical studies on assessment practices in undergraduate and postgraduate translation courses in the UK. The first stage focused on a case study of translation tutors’ (2016) and students’ (2019a) perceptions of assessment practices in an MA Translation and Interpreting (T&I) course at the University of Westminster. A total of 15 translation tutors and 53 postgraduate translation students were surveyed as part of the first stage. The results showed differing levels of trust and satisfaction with the assessment instruments used and brought to the fore the need to refine assessment instruments, methods and practices to make them more valid and reliable for students and tutors.
In the second stage of their research, Huertas Barros and Vine (2018) carried out documentary research and a UK-wide survey on assessment practices in MA T&I programmes involving a total of 27 universities. The survey focused on universities’ learning outcomes, assessment instruments and the assessment criteria used in language-specific practical translation modules. The survey results revealed that models of translator competence had become widely adopted by universities, as well as there being a gradual shift from a focus on the product to a focus on the translation process. Nevertheless, the results also showed the need to include or strengthen assessment literacy and ensure reliability of professional judgment.
In order to mitigate such issues, in their most recent work (2019a, 2019b), the authors suggested informed proposals in which assessment literacy can be increased or effectively integrated into translation course design by constructing assessment standards in communities (i.e. among students, tutors, and the industry). Huertas Barros and Vine’s proposal (2019b) was supported by an empirical study on students’ perceptions of assessment criteria and their experience of negotiating such standards in communities of practice. The results of the survey indicated that the collaborative creation of assessment criteria as part of the case study provided tutors and students with a clearer understanding of what was being assessed, the criteria used, and how they were applied.
Haro Soler’s work (2018) centred on self-confidence and its role in translator training. The author conducted an empirical study, involving both a survey and focus groups, with 39 undergraduate students from the University of Granada in Spain. The study analysed the impact of assessment practices on students’ self-confidence in a specialised translation module (Spanish-English). The study concluded that teamwork and group presentations of work carried out outside the classroom generally have a positive impact on students’ self-confidence. In a similar vein, Haro Soler’s study (2018) revealed that the use of rubrics, assessment criteria, constructive feedback, and self-assessment instruments and systems – such as the Achilles’ Heel record sheet (Way, 2008) – also had a significant influence on students’ self-confidence.

3. METHODOLOGY AND SCOPE
The data and results presented in this paper come from the analysis of a survey conducted in 2021 with translation tutors from five universities in Spain (UPV/EHU, Uvigo, UJI, UAB, and UGR). The study involves a mixed-methods approach combining both quantitative and qualitative data collection and analysis, with the former taking precedence in the study. In this section, we describe the population and sample of the study as well as the design of the instrument used for data collection. 

3.1. Sample
The study involved 97 tutors teaching on translation modules in undergraduate translation programmes in the five universities mentioned above. The sample included tutors teaching from or into any of the four official languages in Spain (Spanish, Catalan, Galician, and Basque) in any year of the universities’ four-year translation degrees. It encompassed universities from monolingual and bilingual areas, with varied experience in translation teaching and a diverse student body. This offers a representative panorama of the diverse public-university environment in Spain.
Following a thorough analysis of the information available in the translation curricula of the aforementioned universities, a potential sample of 163 translation tutors was identified. In terms of participation by university, 25% of the sample comprised tutors from UAB; 25% from Uvigo; 20.7% from UGR; 15.2% from UPV/EHU; and 14.1% from UJI. Comparing the total population in each university, the university with the largest representation was UPV/EHU (amounting to 82.35% of the potential tutors taking part in the survey), followed by Uvigo (71.88%), and UJI (61.9%). UAB and UGR had the lowest representation rate, with 47.92% and 43.18% of tutors completing the survey respectively. A total of 11.3% of respondents were involved in the EACT project.
Of the 97 tutors comprising the sample, 69.1% were women and 30.9% were men, with varied experience in translator training and an average age of 48 years (standard deviation of 10.5 years). More specifically, 35.1% of the participants in the sample had more than 20 years’ experience; 33% had between 11- and 20-years’ experience; and 31.9% had fewer than 11 years’ experience in teaching translation. In terms of their native languages, 56.3% of participants had a single mother tongue; 38.5% were bilingual; and 5.2% had more than two mother tongues. Spanish was the most widely represented mother tongue (69.8%), followed by Catalan (22.9%) and Galician (19.8%). English (8.3%), Basque (7.3%), German (6.3%), and French (5.2%) were also represented, as well as Amazigh, Chinese, Georgian, Dutch, Portuguese, Russian, and Arabic, the latter to a lesser extent (11.5% collectively)[footnoteRef:5]. As for their employment situation, almost 40% of the participants had tenured posts; 17.5% had other permanent contracts; and the rest had fixed-term contracts as lecturers (27.8% were part‑time lecturers who also worked as translators). Regarding their qualifications and training, 80.4% had completed a PhD programme, with Translation Studies being the most common area of specialisation (69.2%), followed by translation-related studies (34.6%) (e.g. Philology, Modern Languages, and Applied Languages) and studies unrelated to translation (6.4%). [5:  These tutors taught in a variety of language pairs depending on the translation languages offered at their universities. The language combinations ranged from English-Spanish (the most common pair) to Russian-Basque or Chinese-Spanish/Catalan (the least frequent language pairs). Other language pairs included Galician-Spanish, Basque-Spanish and Catalan-Spanish in both directions, as well as Spanish-Chinese, English-Basque, French-Spanish, English-Catalan, German-Spanish, German-Galician, Portuguese-Spanish/Catalan, and Arabic-Spanish, among others. A comprehensive description of all translation modules and language pairs involved in this study can be consulted in Gay and Hurtado (2024).] 


3.2. Study design and data collection
The instrument used for data collection was a questionnaire (Agost, Conde Ruano, Domínguez Araújo, Gay Punzano, Haro-Soler, Huertas-Barros, Hurtado, Olalla‑Soler, and Way) designed in 2020 using Limesurvey. The full questionnaire[footnoteRef:6] (in Spanish) contained a wide range of questions on current assessment practices in undergraduate translation degree programmes in Spain. The questionnaire included four sections: (1) general questions on tutors’ assessment practices in the practical translation modules they teach on; (2) specific questions on their assessment practices in each specific module; (3) final considerations on assessment in translation training; and (4) participants’ personal details. The questionnaire consisted of closed multiple-choice or single-answer questions based on a four-point Likert scale, ranging from ‘1’ to ‘4’, with ‘1’ being the lowest degree of agreement (“not important at all”) and ‘4’ being the highest level of agreement (“extremely important”). The option DK/DA (“Don’t know/does not apply”) was provided in all questions.  [6:  See link to repository: https://ddd.uab.cat/record/272353] 

The questionnaire was tested prior to its implementation in three different stages: (1) internal validation by members of the EACT project; (2) external validation carried out by an external expert panel comprising four translation tutors from Spanish universities; and (3) a pilot survey of 12 translation tutors from Universidad Pablo de Olavide (UPO) in Spain. Following this preliminary testing, the questionnaire was refined and improved with regard to content, writing style, layout, and navigation features, making it clearer, more accurate, and more user-friendly. The finalised questionnaire was subsequently approved by the UAB’s CEEAH, which ensured compliance with data protection prior to the implementation process. Participants were contacted by their institution representatives (i.e. dean and/or department director) in the first instance, followed by an individual email addressed to each tutor containing a link to the Limesurvey questionnaire. The survey was active from 19 to 30 January 2021 and was completed by 97 tutors.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION: TUTORS’ PERCEPTIONS OF ASSESSMENT PRACTICES IN PRACTICAL TRANSLATION MODULES IN UNDERGRADUATE TRANSLATION  PROGRAMMES IN SPAIN

This section focuses on the results of the first part of the survey, which contained 17 questions on tutors’ assessment perceptions and practices in language-specific translation modules. More specifically, this section included questions related to the importance that tutors attach to assessment in general, assessment of the translation product and process, task selection, formative assessment, professional translation practice, text selection, the use of grading scales and rubrics, changes and refinements implemented to these over a period of time, and tutors’ satisfaction with their assessment practices. For the statistical analysis presented below, the mean (M), the median (Mdn), and the standard deviation (SD) were calculated. Missing responses have been categorised as n.a.

4.1. Importance granted to assessment and assessment of the translation product vs. process

The results show that participants attach considerable importance to assessment overall (M = 3.56; SD = 0.55). It is worth mentioning that the median chimes with the maximum value of the scale (i.e. 4). Although these results are in line with previous findings on the importance placed on assessment (e.g. Domínguez Araújo, 2015, 2016), they must be interpreted with caution, as tutors taking part in this survey are likely to have a special interest in translator education in general and assessment in particular. 

The results regarding the importance given to the translation product and process (see Table 1) are particularly remarkable, since most participants attach the same importance to the translation product (mean 3.51) as the translation process (mean 3.49), with both figures very close to the highest value on the scale. In both cases, the median also matches the highest value on the scale (i.e. 4). This finding also shows that participants attach great importance to the translation process and consider this phase to be vital for producing a high-quality translation – in contrast to Garde’s conclusions (2016), based on the author’s study in Canada, but in line with the focus on training aspects and the learning process shown by tutors in Conde Ruano’s (2009) and Huertas Barros and Vine’s (2016, 2018) studies. This also demonstrates participants’ awareness of translation assessment in general and a shift from a focus on the product to a focus on the translation process, as revealed in Huertas Barros and Vine’s (2016, 2018, 2019a) case studies in the United Kingdom.
It is also worth noting that participants consider both the product and the process as a fundamental aspect for determining students’ level of translation competence, especially in the following cases: according to the competences being assessed (78.7% product and 73.7% process); according to the year of the degree programme (59.6% and 60% respectively); in the case of specialised translation (44.7% and 54.7% respectively); in the case of general translation (41.5% and 43.2% respectively); and in the case of direct translation (39.4% and 40% respectively). As can be seen, participants consider all these cases to be of similar importance when assessing students’ level of translation competence. The main difference (10%) can be attributed to specialised translation for which participants consider the process to be more important than the end product (54.7% vs. 47.7% respectively). This finding may shed some light on assessment behaviours found in Conde Ruano’s study (2009), where text specialisation seemed to have an impact on assessors, with more comments being left and more corrections being made in less specialised texts.

	
	Most important aspects to evaluate the level of translation competence 

	
	Product
	Process

	
	N = 97 (n = 96; DK/DA = 1)
	N = 97 (n = 96; DK/DA = 1)

	Mean
	3.51
	3.49

	Standard deviation
	0.615
	0.632

	Median
	4
	4

	Cases
	N = 97 (n = 94; n.  a. = 1; DK/DA = 2)
	N = 97 (n = 95; n. a. = 1; DK/DA = 1)

	According to the competences being assessed
	78.7 %
	73.7 %

	According to the year of the degree programme
	59.6 %
	60 %

	In the case of specialized translation
	44.7 %
	54.7 %

	In the case of general translation
	41.5 %
	43.2 %

	In the case of direct translation
	39.4 %
	40 %

	In the case of inverse translation
	27.7 %
	34.7 %

	According to the language pair
	18.1 %
	26.3 %

	Other cases
	1.1 %
	2.1 %



Table 1. The importance of the translation process and the end product when assessing students’ level of translation competence

4.2. Formative and blind assessment

Most participants (87.5%) use formative assessment tasks that do not count towards the final mark when assessing students’ level of translation competence to gauge their progress and identify the main difficulties they have encountered. This finding is in line with the importance that the sample attaches to the translation process when assessing students’ level of translation competence (M = 3.49).
Regarding blind or anonymous assessment, there is little difference between the percentage of tutors who use blind assessment (52.6%) and those who do not (47.4%). This may be attributed to the potential pros and cons of this kind of assessment, since blind assessment clearly fosters objectivity but may also hinder tutors’ ability to monitor students’ progress and their development of translation competence, as well as complicating interventions to improve students’ performance.

4.3. Factors influencing assessment: assessment tasks and directionality

The findings show that most participants use different types of assessment tasks to determine students’ grades depending on the competence(s) being assessed (82.1%) and the level of the modules (64.9%).
As for language pair and directionality, the findings only apply to a minority of the sample. This is because the teaching activity of most respondents (66%) does not encompass more than one language pair. Similarly, a higher percentage of respondents (70.8%) do not teach in modules that differ in their directionality. Regarding language pair, of the 34% of tutors whose teaching activity involves more than one language pair, 71.9% do not assess differently depending on the language pair, and the remaining 28.1% attach greater importance to certain competences (55.6%) and/or demand a different competence level (55.6%) or design different tasks depending on the language pair (44.4%). Of the 34% of tutors whose teaching activity involves more than one language pair, 22.2% weight errors differently and 22.2% adapt the type of activity – but not assessment – to the particular contrastive problems of the given language pair or depending on whether it is the students’ first or second foreign language (i.e. their language B or C).
However, contrary to what happened with different language pairs, of the 24.7% who do teach modules with different directionality, most of them (70.8%) assess differently depending on directionality, specifically by weighting errors differently (76.5%) and by designing distinct tasks (64.7%). Those respondents also attach greater importance to certain competences (58.8%) and demand a different competence level (58.8%). A total of 11.8% of those who assess differently adapt the learning outcomes or exclusively use teamwork for translations into students’ language B.

4.4. Assessment procedures and text selection
As can be seen in Table 2, to a high degree, participants tend to base the assessment procedures used in the translation classroom (e.g. tests, tasks, and grading scales) on professional practice (M = 3.23; Mdn = 3), mainly depending on the competences being assessed (70%); according to the year of the undergraduate translation degree (62.2%); and in the case of specialised translation (53.3%). Thus, tutors seem to have positively responded to Garde’s (2016) call for new teaching and learning approaches that accommodate the shifts within the translation industry over the past few years.

	Assessment procedures based on professional practice

	N = 97

	Mean
	3.23

	Standard deviation
	0.823

	Median
	3

	Main cases

	N = 97 (n = 90; n. a. = 5; DK/DA = 2)

	According to the competences being assessed
	70 %

	According to the year of the degree programme
	62.2 %

	In the case of specialized translation
	53.3 %

	In the case of general translation
	34.4 %

	In the case of direct translation
	28.9 %

	In the case of inverse translation
	23.3 %

	According to the language pair
	15.6 %

	Other cases[footnoteRef:7] [7: ] 

	2.2%



Table 2. Use of assessment procedures based on professional practice

Regarding text selection, tutors were asked about the extent to which they applied the following criteria: (1) texts must be authentic (similar to the type of translations professional translators are likely to undertake); (2) texts must require application of the competences being assessed; and (3) text difficulty must be appropriate for the corresponding level. 

The findings in relation to these three options were equally positive, with a mean value above 3.5 and a median of 4. Tutors particularly value authenticity, relevance of the text for assessing the required competences, and an appropriate level of difficulty. A total of 13 respondents (out of 97) selected the option “Other cases”. These included: text length (suited to the allocated time); students’ interest in the topic; text variety; translation problems students have dealt with as part of the module; and the source text not being available in the target language in question. These findings show tutors’ awareness of the importance of text selection, as underlined by Conde Ruano’s study (2009), which suggested that textual factors – such as the degree of specialisation or text length – have an impact on assessment. The results also reveal a learning-centred approach in line with the importance tutors attach to the process when assessing translation competence, as well as a will to build bridges between academia and professional practice, which also shows in tutors’ use of assessment procedures based on professional practice (see Table 2).

4.5. Assessment tools 
As for assessment tools, the use of grading scales for correction purposes is widespread among the tutors (69.5% use them regularly and 21.1% use them occasionally). This mirrors Pavani’s findings in Italy and Spain (2016). As for the type of scale used, the vast majority of tutors use grading scales with assigned numerical values (80.2%), which may suggest an interest in and desire to achieve more objectivity and transparency in the assessment process. On the other hand, the fact that 86% of tutors reward students for correct solutions in their grading scales indicates this traditional grading system has evolved from an error-based correction to a more student-centred, competence-based approach. This may be a reflection of tutors’ greater awareness of the impact that assessment practices have on students’ self‑confidence (as suggested by Haro Soler, 2018). Regarding authorship of the grading scales, 72.9% of tutors use their own grading scale. The remaining tutors employ grading scales from scholars such as Hurtado Albir (1999, cited by five respondents); the Petra-E framework (one respondent) and ATA (one respondent); or grading scales agreed by several tutors teaching on the same module (two respondents). More than half of the tutors (55.1%) use different grading scales depending on the module, while 40.7% use the same grading scale in all the modules they teach on (the remaining 9.3% only teach on one translation module). 
In contrast, rubrics – which are a more recently introduced tool in translator education – are less widely used than grading scales. That said, 69.1% of tutors claim to use them regularly (39.2%) or occasionally (29.9%). In such cases, tutors use different rubrics depending on the task being assessed (73.1%) and half of them combine qualitative and quantitative rubrics. According to the findings, tutors seem to value rubrics very highly (with a mean above 3.5 and a median of 4), as they feel rubrics allow for greater transparency and accuracy as well as helping them to identify those areas in which students need to improve. Other benefits highlighted by tutors regarding the use of rubrics include objectivity (M = 3.46; Mdn = 4) and motivation for the students (M = 3.30; Mdn = 3).
Rubrics were also mentioned in the final open-ended question in the final section for further considerations. Three respondents consider rubrics particularly useful in formative assessment, especially for identifying areas showing room for improvement or for highlighting good solutions implemented by students, while two other participants feel rubrics help simplify assessment. A further respondent feels rubrics make discussions on assessment between tutors and students easier, while another underlines the transparency they provide in the marking process. 

4.6. Changes to and adaptation of assessment criteria and tasks
A high percentage of tutors (80.4%) have changed the assessment tasks they normally use in the translation classroom over the past five years, and 58.7% have changed the assessment criteria they use over the same period. This finding suggests that translation tutors are aware of the importance of refreshing and refining assessment practices on a regular basis. When looking at both assessment tasks and criteria more closely (see Table 3), the data obtained show that assessment criteria tend to be more stable than assessment tasks, with the latter being refined more frequently.
In both cases, such changes have mainly been implemented to reflect more accurately the way professional translators work (68.5% in the case of assessment tasks and 70.4% in the case of assessment criteria respectively). This is in line with their previous responses on assessment procedures and text selection. On other occasions, such changes have been implemented to adapt to new approaches to teaching translation (58.9% and 70.4% respectively) and to make the most of new software/resources available at the tutors’ universities (42.5% and 35.2% respectively).
Two participants who selected the option “Other reasons” highlighted that they have changed the assessment tasks they use to refine them based on their professional experience. Two other participants claimed that they have implemented such changes to better adapt to current trends in text selection. Other reasons behind changes to assessment tasks included optimising the time participants spend on assessment; adapting to the university context and students’ level of language competence; allowing for assessment of other competences; and offering students a wider range of translation tasks (one participant per response).
As for changes to assessment criteria, the three tutors who selected the option “Other reasons” highlighted that they have done so to refine these criteria based on their professional experience. Other reasons included standardising assessment criteria in line with those used by other colleagues; reflecting students’ level of translation competence; and considering students’ progress.

	
	Changes in the last 5 years

	
	Assessment tasks
	Assessment criteria

	
	N = 97 (n = 92; DK/DA = 5)
	N = 97 (n = 92; DK/DA = 5)

	Yes
	80.4 %
	58.7 %

	No
	19.6 %
	41.3 %

	Reason for the change
	N = 97 (n = 73; n. a. = 23; DK/DA = 1)
	N = 97 (n = 54; n. a. = 43)

	To better reflect how professional translators work
	68.5 %
	70.4 %

	To adapt to new approaches to teaching translation
	58.9 %
	70.4 %

	To take advantage of changes in the software / resources available in my university
	42.5 %
	35.2 %

	To adapt to changes in student numbers 

	35.6 %
	33.3 %

	Other reasons
	12.3 %
	11.1 %



Table 3.  Changes in assessment procedures in the last 5 years

In terms of changes as a result of COVID-19, 56.5% of respondents said that they did not change their assessment practices after the sudden switch to online teaching caused by the pandemic. The tutors who did change their assessment practices (43.5%) did so mostly by changing the percentage assigned to each task (67.5%) and/or by changing the allocated time for its completion (55%), while some tutors increased (20%) or reduced (20%) the number of assessment tasks. This may be attributed to a lack of time for adapting assessments to online teaching, a lack of flexibility from their universities, or the psychological need to pretend to continue with “business as usual”.
Moreover, in the open-ended option for this question, respondents mentioned participation in the discussion fora available on their module’s online platform as a new assessed task; a reduction in text length and time to complete assessed tasks; and a complete shift towards continuous assessment. All these options were selected by one participant. Occasionally, such adaptations and refinements have been implemented due to external factors and circumstances (e.g. COVID-19).

4.7. Satisfaction
Responses show that tutors were highly satisfied with the assessment they carried out (M = 3.27; Mdn = 3), although this satisfaction was not absolute.
Tutors’ satisfaction with their assessment practices is mainly attributed to four factors: using formative assessment (i.e. assessment that does not count towards the final mark) provides students with feedback (72.7%); using translation grading scales and rubrics provides a basis for assessing all students equally (69.3%); self-assessment and peer-assessment encourage students to reflect on what they have learned (65.9%); and rubrics let students know what to expect and guarantee greater transparency (61.4%).
A total of 10.2% of tutors selected the response “Other reasons”. Three respondents mentioned the fact that the assessment system is fair and clear (with two of them referring specifically to the use of grading scales); two respondents highlighted the importance of feedback as part of the learning process and formative assessment; and another tutor claimed that the subjectivity and uncertainty that may be associated with assessment prepares students for the profession. Finally, one tutor mentioned the combination of product and process assessment.
With regard to dissatisfaction, respondents who were not satisfied with their assessment largely attributed this to two main factors: the subjectivity generally inherent to any assessment (71.4%) and the assignment of a numerical mark (71.4%). These results confirm the need, brought to the fore by Huertas Barros and Vine’s studies (2016, 2018, 2019a, 2019b), to refine assessment instruments, methods, and practices to make them more valid and reliable for students and tutors.
Other reasons for tutors’ dissatisfaction with the assessment they carried out included: (1) the lack of standardisation of the assessment procedures and criteria used by different tutors at the same institution; (2) the difficulty involved in making the assessment process transparent; (3) the difficulty involved in tailoring assessment owing to overly large groups; (4) the heterogeneity of translation students (including different levels of language competence, cultural competence, and technological competence); (5) the complex nature of translation, in that there can be various suitable solutions; and (6) the lack of teacher training in assessment. All these options were selected by 57% of tutors who were not satisfied with their assessment.
Further reasons for dissatisfaction relate to the conditions in which translation teaching takes place and the difficulty of implementing a learning‑centred approach when the academic settings or external circumstances are unsuited to this. The other reasons for dissatisfaction, selected by 28.6% of the respondents, included: (1) the lack of importance attributed to formative assessment (i.e. assessment that does not count towards final grades); (2) the difficulty involved in using varied, extensive assessment tasks owing to overly large groups; (3) the challenges posed by the use of new translation resources stemming from technological development (such as use of translation memories and machine translation); and (4) the difficulty involved in balancing professional requirements and pedagogical objectives.
These results reveal the need for improvement highlighted in previous studies, such as a need for clearer, more coherent, and more explicit assessment criteria (Domínguez Araújo, 2015) and a need to embed assessment literacy into course design to ensure the reliability of professional judgment (Huertas Barros and Vine, 2018, 2019a, 2019b).

[bookmark: _Hlk137117201]5. CONCLUSIONS
The findings of our study show that respondents generally consider assessment to be a very important aspect of their teaching activity and practice. With regard to the assessment of students’ level of translation competence, the results suggest that tutors attach practically the same importance to the translation process and the end product. Respondents perceive both elements as essential, particularly with regard to the competence(s) being assessed, the year of the undergraduate degree, and in the case of specialised and general translation. It is worth mentioning that respondents consider the translation process to be more important in the case of specialised translation than in the case of general translation. In order to consolidate the translation process, tutors use formative activities to identify students’ progress, their strengths and weaknesses, and the main difficulties they encounter during the translation process.
As far as assessment tasks are concerned, most respondents use different types of tasks depending on the competence(s) being assessed and the level of the module. In terms of blind assessment, the percentage of tutors who apply this method is very similar to the percentage of tutors who do not. Furthermore, the assessment procedures used by most tutors are based on procedures used in professional practice, especially when it comes to the competences being evaluated, the year of the degree, and specialised translation. The results show that when tutors teach on various modules, their assessment practices differ according to language directionality but not the particular language pair(s) involved.
With regard to the texts used in assessed tasks, these are selected on the basis of authenticity, relevance for the competence being assessed, and an appropriate level of difficulty. Further criteria for text selection mentioned by tutors included text length, potential interest for students, genre variety, the inclusion of translation problems dealt with during the module, and the translation not being available in the target language.
As for assessment tools, grading scales and rubrics are both used by participants. Grading scales are by far the most common assessment instrument, while the use of rubrics is not as widespread among tutors. Grading scales, which are normally designed by tutors themselves, generally contain numeric values assigned to criteria and take into consideration good solutions proposed by students. Rubrics, on the other hand, are highly valued by tutors as they feel they provide equity, objectivity, transparency, and accuracy when identifying areas for further improvement. The results show that tutors use both quantitative and qualitative rubrics, as well as dedicated rubrics for each assessed task. Nevertheless, this appreciation for rubrics does not seem to translate into widespread use, highlighting the fact that tutors’ willingness to use rubrics does not always translate into their practical application. This may also be attributed to the different teaching styles and approaches encompassed in the sample. This finding highlights the need to embed assessment literacy into module design more effectively to ensure assessment in general – and professional judgment more specifically – is more valid and reliable (as shown in Huertas Barros and Vine’s studies (2018, 2019a, 2019b).
In terms of reviewing assessment practices, the findings show that most tutors have revised and revamped the assessment tasks they use in their onsite translation classes over the past five years. While this suggests tutors consider assessment to be an important aspect of the learning and teaching process, a considerably lower percentage of tutors (approximately half of the respondents) have reviewed or revamped their assessment criteria over the same period of time. The main reasons for which assessment practices have been reviewed regularly are changes in the software and resources available at universities and the need to incorporate new pedagogical approaches to translation teaching. On other occasions, such changes are associated with external factors. For instance, 43.5% of tutors changed their assessment practices due to the sudden switch to online teaching caused by COVID-19.
Tutors’ predisposition to enhance assessment practices on a regular basis reflects their interest and willingness to keep adapting to new realities and embedding new translation approaches into their teaching practice. This, in turn, highlights the need to regularly update and revamp assessment procedures, including assessment instruments, criteria, and tasks.
In this vein, the findings show tutors have mixed feelings about assessment methods. Causes for satisfaction include the positive impact that feedback has on students’ learning process; the greater equity, transparency, and clearer expectations provided by grading scales and rubrics; and the benefits associated with self-reflection and peer-assessment. Tutors’ degree of satisfaction with their assessment practices may also be attributed to their awareness of assessment and the widespread use of tailored assessment instruments. The latter seem to help them identify students’ strengths and weaknesses more easily. On the other hand, the main causes of tutors’ dissatisfaction with their assessment practices are subjectivity and the difficulty of ensuring transparency. This brings to the fore the need to refine assessment instruments, methods, and practices so that both students and tutors deem them to be more valid and reliable, as well as a need to recognise that assessment lacks precision (Huertas Barros and Vine, 2016, 2019a, 2019b).
Overall, these findings show that tutors have a fairly positive perception of their assessment practices. A variety of assessment tasks are being used in translation modules and tutors are willing to review and enhance these regularly. Professional practice also seems to have an influence on text selection, the design of assessment procedures, and changes to assessment criteria. This may be due to tutors’ involvement in the professional world. The findings also suggest a process-centred approach to assessment, with a moderate shift from a focus on the product to a focus on the translation process, as well as the introduction of professional practices into the teaching sphere. 
This study sheds light on the current assessment practices used in translation training centres in Spain and identifies their strengths and weaknesses, which can lead in turn to future improvement. New developments and enhancements in these areas will, consequently, result in higher quality teaching and satisfaction with assessment practices amongst both tutors and students. While the aforementioned trends in relation to tutors’ assessment practices and perceptions are fairly positive, such trends cannot be generalised across the entire tutor population in Spain, given that the sample was selected on a voluntary basis rather than being random. This opens up the possibility of vast and diverse avenues for future research. For instance, it would be worth considering future qualitative studies of a similar nature that would complement the results obtained in this study. There is also a need for similar studies that specifically address specialised translation courses (e.g. technical, scientific, medical, legal translation) and interpreting, as well as the use of AI tools in assessment. 
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