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Aims 

Overall aim for ILSA: To design, develop, test and validate the first training course for ILS 

and provide a protocol for this discipline for TV, the classroom and parliament.  

 

Aim of the main experiment:  

To train and test participants in an ILS course to answer the following questions: 
- Is ILS feasible? 
- Who is better suited? 
- What are the main challenges? 
 



WEEK 1 
Pre-experiment 
questionnaire  

 Setting up Dragon 
and creating a user 

voice profile  
Dictation practice  

WEEK 2 
Guidelines for 

intralingual 
respeaking  

 Subtitling readings 
 Intralingual 

respeaking practice x 
2 

WEEK 3 
Guidelines for 

interlingual 
respeaking  

 Interpreting 
readings  

 Interlingual 
respeaking practice x 

2 

WEEK 4 
Test x 2  

Post-experiment 
questionnaire 

The experiment: a short online course  

Figure 1: Outline of the short online course 
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Figure 2: Progress of analysis 



Respeaking exercises 

Figure 3: Example of an interlingual respeaking test 



The NTR model  
(Romero-Fresco & Pöchhacker, 2017) 

Figure 4: The NTR model (Romero-Fresco & Pöchhacker, 2017) 



Example of NTR analysis 

Figure 5: Example of NTR analysis for a test 



Example of NTR analysis cont.  

Figure 5 cont: Example of NTR assessment for a test  



Breakdown of professional profiles 

46 participants with the following profiles: 

• 22% of students had a clear-cut subtitling. 

• 28% of students had a clear-cut interpreting. 

• The remaining students had a mixed background of subtitling and 
interpreting (46%), or no experience whatsoever of subtitling and 
interpreting (4%). 

• Some students (12%) had previous experience of intralingual respeaking. 



Videos 



Interpreters’ and subtitlers’  
 

intralingual respeaking performance 



• Average accuracy rate 
98.10% in video 1 and 
98.62% in video 2 – 98.36% 
overall. 
 

• 100% of ‘good performers’ 
and 16% of ‘poor performers’ 
reached 98% in video 1. 
 

• 100% of ‘good performers’ 
and 50% of ‘poor performers’ 
reached 98% in video 2. 
 

• Edition and recognition 
errors are balanced. 



• Average accuracy rate is 
97.62% in video 1 and 
98.28% in video 2 – 97.95% 
overall. 
 

• 50% of subtitlers reached 
98% in video 1 and 70% 
reached 98% in video 2.  
 

• There are some very low 
accuracy rates of around 
95%, which we did not see 
with the interpreters. 
 

 





Interpreters’ and subtitlers’  
 

interlingual respeaking performance 



• 62% of interpreters and 40% 
of subtitlers reached the 
threshold of 98%. 
 

• Subtitlers made on average 
1.1 fewer T errors, which is a 
small difference so perhaps 
not statistically significant. 

 
• Subtitlers’ R errors are much 

higher suggesting they 
struggle with dictation. 
 
 

Video 3 – Interlingual ‘Beer – talking head’ 
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Video 4 – Interlingual ‘MSF interview’ 
 

• 31% of interpreters and 20% 
of subtitlers reached the 
98% threshold. 
 

• Both groups had a high 
number of translation 
errors, suggesting students 
struggled with the 
specialised terminology. 
 

• Four interpreters and two 
subtitlers managed to 
exceed 98% and three 
others reached at least 
97.70%, suggesting that 
even difficult texts are 
feasible with little training. 
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Video 5 – Interlingual Test ‘Emma Watson’ 
• 46% of interpreters and 30% 

of subtitlers reached 98%. 
 
• 5 out of 6 ‘good performing’ 

interpreters and 1 out of 7 
‘poor performers’ reached 
the 98% threshold. 

 
• There is a larger difference 

between good and poor 
performing interpreters than 
between interpreters and 
subtitlers. 

 
• Both groups scored very 

similar in terms of R errors. 
Subtitlers had more T errors 
than interpreters. 
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Video 6 – Interlingual Test ‘Gardening’ • 53% of interpreters and 
40% of subtitlers reached 
98%.  

 
• All 6 ‘good performing’ 

interpreters and 1 ‘poor 
performer’ reached 98%. 

 
• Interpreters found  this the 

second easiest interlingual 
video and subtitlers found 
it the easiest video to 
respeak. 

 
• Some students struggled 

with recognition still 
reaching up to 31 errors for 
interpreters and 45 errors 
for subtitlers. 
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Interpreters’ | Overall performance 

The interpreters produced 76 respoken texts of 
which the following met or exceeded the 98% 
threshold: 
 
• 17/25 (68%) intralingual texts 

 
• 25/51 (49%) interlingual texts 

 
• 13/25 (52%) interlingual tests 
 
Video 3 had fewer average translation errors at 
14 per text. 
 
Video 4 had fewer recognition errors, with 8.8 
errors per text. This was the most difficult video 
to translate live due to specialised terminology. 
Students may have decided to focus on dictation 
to control their errors. 





Subtitlers’ | Overall performance 
The subtitlers produced 60 respoken texts of which 
the following met or exceeded the 98% threshold: 
 
• 12/20 (60%) intralingual texts 

 
• 13/40 (32%) interlingual texts 

 
• 7/20 (35%) interlingual tests 
 
This suggests subtitlers cannot cope with the 
element of live translation, which is required for 
interlingual respeaking. 
 
Some subtitlers can be good interlingual 
respeakers, but perhaps when they are taken as a 
group there is no guarantee they can be good 
respeakers.  



Overall accuracy rates of interpreters and subtitlers 
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Conclusions 
• For the interlingual tests, 50% of interpreters reached the 98% threshold, while only 1 in 5 subtitlers reached 

98%. 

• Interpreters make consistently fewer R errors than subtitlers with an average of 4.1 fewer errors per text. 

• Differences in T errors are much closer for both groups, with interpreters making on average 1.8 fewer errors 

than subtitlers. 

• Form errors do not seem to pose any problems, content errors do – especially omissions and substitutions:  

 - Interpreters had an average of 8.5 omissions per text, subtitlers had 9.8 omissions per text.  

 - Interpreters has an average of 5.2 content substitutions per text, subtitlers had an average of 5.8. 



Conclusions cont. 
• In terms of error severity, both groups maintained a similar pattern of making more minor, then major then 

critical errors.  

• There are a few differences: subtitlers made more errors in general; interpreters made more critical content 

substitutions than major substitutions and the poor performing interpreters had a slightly greater difference 

between major and critical substitution errors with a difference of 0.9, good interpreters had an average 

difference of 0.7. 

 



Conclusions cont. 
 

• ILS seems feasible (97.6%, 4/10)   
• Interpreters perform better than subtitlers 
• There is a greater difference between ‘good’ and ‘poor’ performing interpreters 

than there is between interpreters and subtitlers. 
• Interpreter         good performer   /   Subtitler        poor performer 
• Translation and recognition are equally important and challenging 
• Good performers have around 50% fewer translation and recognition errors than 

bad performers, including consistently less serious errors. 
• Bad performers struggle to keep up and as a result omit too many full sentences, 

mistranslate the source text and dictate less clearly. 
• Subtitlers seem to struggle trying to keep up with the text, as a result they have 

more omissions, more mistranslations and more recognition errors.  
 



Thank you for your attention  
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