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Introduction
This chapter approaches the concept of fluency from the viewpoint of Translation Studies and of professional translation, where fluency is seen as one of the two main criteria, along with accuracy/adequacy, in assessing the output of translators, interpreters or Machine Translation (MT) engines. The focus is on language use in professional contexts of translating and interpreting, rather than on language learning or the use of second language (L2) specifically, and on fluency as an assessment criterion. The starting point for writing this chapter was terminological: how fluency is considered in Translation Studies. The chapter thus presents a review of how the concept of fluency is understood and how the term is used in connection with translating (and interpreting) in professional contexts. The emphasis is on the assessment of (written) translations.
The use of the terms accuracy and fluency in assessing translations differs from that of the current Complexity-Accuracy-Fluency (CAF) framework used to describe L2 proficiency and L2 production (Housen et al., 2012) in that there is always a need to compare the product to another, already existing product, that is, the text that has been translated (the source text). In Translation Studies, accuracy and adequacy are the (synonymous) terms used to describe this comparison: if a translation is accurate, it conveys the message and the content of the source text. In contrast, fluency relates to the textual and linguistic aspects of the translation, its adherence to linguistic and grammatical norms. In terms of Segalowitz’ (2010) three senses of fluency (cognitive fluency, perceived fluency, and utterance fluency), the fluency discussed in this chapter relates to perceived fluency: how fluency is perceived when (written) translations or (oral) interpreting are assessed. From the Translation Studies point of view, perception is at the core, as the audience is an essential element in translating. As pointed out since the 1980s by the functionalist translation theorists, translation is seen as a purposeful activity and intercultural communication, and the aim, function and target audience determine how translations should be produced and evaluated (for an overview of the theories, see Nord, 2016).
The chapter is organized as follows: after a definition of terms related to translating, the chapter presents the use of the concept of fluency within Translation Studies and discusses translation assessment practices on a general level. Fluency as it appears in translation assessment criteria and methods, along with accuracy, is discussed in the rest of the chapter, with examples from a selection of assessment grids.

Definitions of concepts related to translating

[bookmark: _Hlk530659130]Translation is a means of intercultural communication. A basic definition of translating is transferring content expressed in one language into another language, or “meaning transfer”, as Koby and Champe (2013: 157) put it. It should be noted that the notions of translation may vary from a narrow consideration that defines translation as transferring “a written source text into a written target text of roughly equivalent length” (Melby et al., 2014: 397) to a broader view where translation is “the creation of target content that corresponds to source content according to agreed-upon specifications” (Melby et al., 2014: 395). “Content” may vary from audiovisual material such as a film or a web site to a comics album, or from a publicity slogan to legislation. This broader definition of translation is used also for the purposes of this chapter.

Translation Studies is defined by Munday (2016) as “the discipline that studies phenomena associated with translation in its many forms”. Although translations and translating are age-old phenomena, their study as an independent discipline only began to emerge in the second half of the twentieth century. Having its roots in literary studies, modern languages and linguistics, the objects of study of Translation Studies today encompass a variety of phenomena. Along with Translation Studies, Interpreting Studies is “the academic discipline that has interpreting as its object of study” and can be considered as a (sub)discipline of Translation Studies (Pöchhacker, 2011). As for the research topics within the discipline, the more text-related ones include, for example, linguistic features of translated texts (Tirkkonen-Condit, 2004) or literature retranslated several times (see Koskinen & Paloposki, 2016), both being examples of studies related to the hypothesis of translation universals: the idea that there are some universal features common to translations or translated language (Mauranen & Kujamäki, 2004). In the case of the first example, the hypothesis is that translated language contains linguistic features different from those of non-translated text, and in the second, that a second translation in time of a given (literary) text is “closer” to the original than the first one (Koskinen & Paloposki, 2016). Forming another area of translation research are empirical studies into the cognitive processes of translating – research on the translation process has been conducted since the 1980s (e.g., Lörscher, 1986; Krings, 1987), first by using think-aloud methods (see Jääskeläinen & Tirkkonen-Condit, 2000) and, since the mid-1990s, using keylogging software to record the process, combined more recently with eye-tracking equipment (see, for example, Göpferich et al., 2008 and 2009, or Mees et al., 2011). The same methods are used in studying the writing process (see Mutta in this volume).

As for the concepts of translating and interpreting, the first refers to written communication and the second to oral. Within the theoretical framework of functionalist translation theories, developed in the 1980s by German scholars Hans Vermeer, Katharina Reiss and Justa Holz-Mänttäri, translation is seen “as a purposeful activity intended to mediate between members of different culture communities” (Nord, 2016). The purpose of the translation is agreed upon by the translator and the client (or whatever instance that orders the translation) in a specification, also referred to as the translator’s brief, that includes information about the aim, function and audience of the translation. These determine how the text is to be translated for the specified audience, in order to function in that given communicative situation, in the target culture. According to Nord (2016), it is this functionality that sets the standard for evaluating the translation, not its “correspondence” or “equivalence” with the source text.

Both in research and practice, the languages from and into which translating or interpreting takes place are referred to as the source language (the language in which the text to be translated is written) and target language (the language in which the translation is written). Translation process may refer to two separate things: either the cognitive process taking place in the translator’s mind, or the production process of translations, from the request for a translation by a client to the delivery of the product. The former is a topic in Translation Studies research (examples mentioned above) and the latter is part of the translation industry practice, defined, for example, in the international standard ISO 17100 that describes the requirements for the processes and resources related to translation service provision.

Translators and interpreters work with (at least) two languages, which may be either a first language (L1) or second language (L2) for them; in fact, translation studies and translator and interpreter education tend to use the terms A language, B language and C language, referring to the order of fluency in those languages (meant here in the sense of broad or higher-order fluency given by Lennon, 1990, or in the sense of very broad fluency given by Tavakoli and Hunter, 2017). An A language is most often the L1 of the translator or interpreter, that is, the language in which they have native proficiency. A B language is “a language in which the interpreter has fully functional proficiency in speaking and listening” (Translator/Interpreter Handbook, 2014: 14) or a “language other than the interpreter’s native language, of which she or he has a perfect command and into which she or he works from one of more of her or his other languages” (AIIC, 2018). A C language is defined as a “language that a translator or interpreter can read and understand well enough to translate out of, but cannot write or speak well enough to translate or interpret into” (trans-k, 2018). Ideally, translating and interpreting should both be done only into the translator’s or interpreter’s A language, but with languages of small or limited diffusion, such as Finnish or the Baltic languages, with 5 million or fewer speakers, translating often takes place into the B language(s) as well.

The following section presents the concept of fluency as it is used within Translation Studies.

Fluency as a concept within Translation Studies
Within Translation Studies and translator education, the concept of fluency usually emerges in connection with evaluating or assessing translations or translators (i.e., professional translators or translator students). Translations are traditionally assessed with two aspects in mind: whether their content corresponds to that of the source text and whether they adhere to the norms and conventions of the target language. Table 1 presents the different aspects of both concepts: 
	
	accuracy
	fluency

	synonymous terms
	· equivalence (of content)
· adequacy (Toury, 2012: 79)
	acceptability (Toury, 2012: 79)

	definitions
	· “a bilingual notion referring to the correspondence between the source and target text” (Koby et al., 2014: 415) 
· “extent to which the informational content conveyed by a target text matches that of the source text” (Lommel et al., 2015a: section 2)
	· “a monolingual notion referring to properties of the target text such as grammar, spelling, and cohesion” (Koby et al., 2014: 415)
· “Fluency includes those issues about the linguistic ‘well-formedness’ of the text that can be assessed without regard to whether the text is a translation or not.” (Lommel et al., 2015a: section 5.1.2)

	object of assessment
	source text and target text
	(target) text

	scope of assessment
	comparing the content of source and target texts
	linguistic and textual features of the target text


Table 1. Accuracy and fluency.
As can be seen from Table 1, accuracy is related to the relationship between the source and the target texts, whereas fluency is related to the linguistic properties or “well- formedness” of the text. In their definition of fluency, taken from the Multi-Dimensional Quality Metrics (MQM) framework, Lommel et al. (2015a) extend the concept of fluency to any text. This is related to the context in which the definition is presented, the framework for assessing translation quality (see the section “Fluency as a criterion in translation assessment”). Assessing accuracy thus means assessing the content of the translation, by comparing the content of translation to that of the source text and by considering whether all the essential and necessary elements are rendered, whereas assessing fluency means assessing the linguistic and textual expression of the translation. Accuracy and fluency are thus separate concepts used for assessing the two main aspects of a translation, and accuracy is not used in defining fluency; basically, accuracy relates to what is expressed and fluency to how it is expressed, in other words, the fluency of a text (any text) can be considered without referring to the source text, but when considering accuracy, a comparison of the two is needed. Following the expressions used by Lommel et al. (2015a) for accuracy, fluency could be defined as the extent to which the linguistic and textual expression of the target text matches the linguistic norms and conventions of the target language (grammar, spelling, cohesion, etc.) and the textual requirements of the purpose of the translation (style, genre etc.). In terms of Segalowitz’ (2010) three senses of fluency, the fluency of a translation is related to the text’s fluency as perceived by the target readers.
In interpreting, definitions of fluency relate to oral language production. According to the Routledge Encyclopedia of Interpreting Studies (Pradas Macías, 2015: 221-222), fluency can be considered, broadly, as expressional fluency, defined as “a speaker’s oral (or signed) proficiency in a given language”, an essential goal both in public speaking and in foreign language acquisition, and more specifically as delivery, which means “the physical characteristics of the acoustic signal produced by the speaker”, with speech rate and pauses as its central parameters. This division is, in fact, identical to Lennon’s (1990) definitions of broad or higher-order vs. narrow or lower-order fluency, and delivery corresponds to Segalowitz’ (2010) utterance fluency.
Assessment and translating

The perspective towards fluency chosen in this chapter is to focus on how fluency and accuracy are assessed in translations. For this reason, we start by considering the different purposes of translation assessment in general. As Brunette (2000: 169) puts it, people have tried, since the time of Cicero, to define what a good translation is like and to establish means of measuring the quality. Today, assessing or evaluating translations is important in the areas of translator education, professional translation (the translation industry), and research. Colina (2011) points out that in Translation Studies, the two terms are often used interchangeably, although she suggests that assessment “refers to a process by which information is collected relative to some known objective or goal”, such as tests or students’ homework, whereas evaluation “has a subjective component; when we evaluate, we judge, classifying according to some defined criteria”. In educational sciences, Hattie and Brown (2010) distinguish the two terms as follows:

Assessment relates to the identification of characteristics of a trait, and evaluation relates to the establishment of value and worth of a product, process, person, policy or program. (Hattie and Brown, 2010: 103)

In the remaining parts of this chapter, the terms assess and assessment are used, as this chapter deals with fluency as a characteristic or trait of an assessed translation (for a discussion of fluency in language assessment, see Huhta et al. in this volume).

Brunette (2000) discusses the many areas where assessment of translations is used. In translator education, it is used for giving students feedback on their translations in order to improve their skills, or for assessing their performance and skills at the end of a course. Within the translation industry, test translations by candidates for a translator position may be assessed to make the selection, translations outsourced to freelancers may be assessed to monitor the quality of the work, and the output of translators employed in a translation agency may be assessed in order to measure their productivity (Brunette, 2000). An example of assessing translations for research purposes is the assessment of the output of MT engines to define the quality of the engine and to make improvements to its functionality.
Assessment procedures vary according to the aim and the purpose of the assessment, which can range from training contexts to administrative purposes. Brunette (2000: 170-173) distinguishes between five different procedures: Quality Assessment, Didactic Revision, Pragmatic Revision, Quality Control and Fresh Look. She describes the procedures according to different parameters. The status of the target text may be final (as in Quality Assessment when selecting a candidate or in measuring a translator’s productivity) or non-final (as in Didactic or Pragmatic Revision, for giving feedback to a translator student or in checking the translation before it is delivered to a client). The translation may be assessed in its entirety (as in Didactic or Pragmatic Revision) or from a sample (as in Quality Control that “can range from a partial monolingual reading to a bilingual revision of samples”) (Brunette, 2000: 173), the source and target texts may be compared or not (as in Fresh Look, where the idea is to consider the translated text as an independent text and determine how it will be received by the target culture), an evaluation grid may be used (as in Quality Control) or not, a grade given (as in translation courses within translator education) or not, and feedback given to the translator always (as for didactic purposes), upon request or not at all. 

Translation assessment in practice

After the brief description of translation assessment purposes in general, this section discusses the practical approaches of assessing translations. The discussion is restricted to the assessment of translations, that is, written texts, and the translation process – neither the cognitive nor the production process is discussed here as criteria for assessment.

Translation assessment is an area in which relatively little agreement exists among translation scholars on how it should be done in practice, even though a large amount of work has been done on it (Marais, 2013). It is, however, a practice that takes place every day both within translator education and the translation industry. The methods of translation assessment can be divided into two basic types: error-based and criterion-based assessment. Error-based assessment is usually done in the form of an error analysis, where problematic passages in the translation are marked and classified according to a predefined error classification. In criterion-based assessment, the translation is compared against predefined criteria that describe either what the translation should be like or the translation skills it should demonstrate (Angelelli, 2009: 40-41; Turner et al., 2010). Both methods have a means (error categories or criteria descriptors) for assessing both accuracy – the correspondence in content between the source and target texts – and fluency – the adherence of the target text to the target language norms.

Error analysis and criterion-based assessment

Error analysis is the traditional method, with (minus) points given according to the type and severity of the error, while criterion-based (also known as rubric-based) assessment methods are a more recent means of assessing translations (Hale et al., 2012: 53). Error analysis is widely used within the translation industry: according to the study by Sharon O’Brien (2012) that compared 11 translation quality assessment models either publicly available or in use in “companies engaged in translation as clients” (O’Brien, 2012: 56), ten out of eleven used an error-based method. Error analysis is used in many translator certification examinations (cf., Hale et al., 2012: 58), although some certification examinations also use criterion-based assessment, such as the one in use in the state of Bavaria in Germany (Kivilehto & Salmi, 2017: 64), or a combination of both.

Error analysis consists of marking errors in a translation and then classifying them into error types. The number of error types may vary, for instance, from the two used by the Canadian Translators, Terminologists and Interpreters Council (CTTIC, 2018) to the 23 used by the American Translators’ Association (ATA, 2017).  The criterion-based approach consists of defining criteria that need to be met, defining descriptors of performance at various levels of performance in translating the text, and comparing the translation to the descriptors to award a level (Hale et al., 2012: 53). The criterion-based assessment grid usually consists of a table containing descriptions of criteria according to different performance levels. For example, an assessment grid for assessing translations within translator education, described in the interactive wiki Database for Teaching Methods in Translation and Interpreting created by and for Finnish translation teachers, has three criteria: Content, Language and Adherence to the translator’s brief – in other words accuracy, fluency and functionality (or appropriateness) of the translation. The performance levels for the grades from 1 to 5 and failed are described according to each criterion. For example, the description for grade 5 in the criterion Language reads as follows: “[The student] is able to produce a grammatically correct, idiomatic and fluent translation that follows the conventions of the textual genre” (my translation). Another form of criterion-based assessment is a check-list of criteria that the translation needs to meet (e.g., Marais, 2013; Suojanen et al., 2015: 89-91; described below).

Both error-based and criterion-based methods have a means (error categories or criteria descriptors) for assessing both accuracy – the correspondence in content between the source and target texts – and fluency – the adherence of the target text to the target language norms. Studies comparing the two methods show that criterion-based assessment can be as trustworthy as error-based assessment (Turner et al., 2010). Examples of assessment grids are discussed below.

Automatic assessment of machine translations

In addition to the assessment methods discussed above, performed by humans to translations produced by human translators, automated assessment methods have been developed to assess machine-translated texts. These are based on comparing an MT of a given source text to a human translation of the same source text, known as a reference translation (Han, 2018; Snover et al., 2006). Several different formulas exist to compute the differences between the MT and the reference translation, such as BLEU (abbreviated from Bilingual Evaluation Understudy), WER (Word Edit Rate), TER (Translation Edit Rate) or METEOR (Metric for Evaluation of Translation with Explicit ORdering); they all are metrics that compare the MT and the reference using different methods, and rank the MT according to its closeness to the reference translation (Snover et al., 2006; Banerjee & Lavie 2005). They have the advantage of being fast and able to assess large amounts of data (contrary to human assessment), but as the comparison is a mechanical, sentence-by-sentence comparison of the words contained in the translation, and the basis for comparison is often only one reference translation, they do not take into account the natural and acceptable variation that exists between translations of a same source text that can be different in expression but convey the same meaning (Koehn, 2010).

Han (2018) presents an overview of the development of MT evaluation research, in which fluency has been used as a criterion since the 1990s, in MT evaluation campaigns where human evaluators have been asked to determine, on a sentence-by-sentence basis, “whether the translation reads like good English” (Han, 2018: 196). In the early days, the evaluators did not have a reference translation, and therefore were not able to assess the accuracy of the content, and the task was “to determine whether each sentence is well-formed and fluent in context” (Han, 2018: 196). Bojar et al. (2016a) discuss the development of such campaigns from 2006 onwards: the campaigns are organised yearly to compare MT engines from different developers in order to find the best technology. The same source text is translated by the engines participating in the campaign, and the output is evaluated both automatically (comparing the engine’s translation to a reference translation done by a human translator) and by human evaluators. For the human evaluation, different methods are in use, such as ranking the accuracy and fluency of each sentence on a five-point scale, or ranking the output from several engines from best to worse. The accuracy/fluency assessment has at times been abandoned, because it has proved to be “inconsistent and hard to normalize” (Bojar et al., 2016a: 28), but has recently been experimented with again in the 2016 WMT evaluation campaign (Bojar et al., 2016b: 140, 145-146). Several methods have thus been used and the ranking method, with the output presented with the source text and a reference translation, has been the primary method from 2009 to 2016 (Bojar et al., 2016a).

After this description of the three types of translation assessment method, a selection of (human) assessment systems is presented in the following section.

Fluency as a criterion in translation assessment

This section presents some of the publicly available assessment systems and their ways of defining fluency. Only translations, that is written texts, are discussed, and fluency, again, refers to the perceived fluency. According to the definitions of accuracy and fluency discussed above (Table 1), accuracy relates to the content of the target text, in correspondence with the source text content, and fluency to the linguistic and textual expression of the target language. Fluency is usually present in some form in the assessment of translations, both in error typologies as well as in criterion-based assessment.

The systems were selected on the basis that they were publicly available and include both error-based (the first four in the list below) and criterion-based methods (the last two). The error-based systems are widely used in the translation industry (MQM) or present in some translator certification systems that the author is familiar with. The systems selected are those of the following bodies or authors:
· Multidimensional Quality Metrics (MQM) (Lommel et al., 2015a and 2015b; Mariana et al., 2015)
· Authorized Translator’s Examination in Finland (EDUFI, 2017)
· Canadian Translators, Terminologists and Interpreters Council (CTTIC, 2005) 
· American Translators Association (ATA, 2017)
· Assessment instrument for translator education (Marais, 2013)
· Heuristic check-list for translations (Suojanen et al., 2015; Suojanen & Tuominen, 2015).

The Multidimensional Quality Metrics (MQM) method is a “framework for describing and defining quality metrics used to assess the quality of translated texts and to identify specific issues in those texts”, based on textual features (Lommel et al., 2015a). It is designed to be a flexible framework, within which users may define subsets of the core for their needs. It is recommended that a typology “contain at least the issue types accuracy and fluency” (Lommel et al., 2015a, section 5.2). The MQM terminology makes a distinction between issue and error: the former is a potential error that can be detected automatically (such as a term appearing in a source text but for which the equivalent in the target language does not appear in the target text), and the latter “an instance of an issue that has been verified to be incorrect” by a human assessor (Lommel et al., 2015a: Section 2).

The framework contains eight high-level categories, or branches, for issues that can be found in translations: accuracy, fluency, design, internationalization, locale convention, style, terminology and verity. Each category contains a varying number of subcategories. As mentioned in Table 1, fluency issues are defined as “issues about the linguistic ‘well-formedness’ of the text” (Lommel et al., 2015a, section 5.1.2). The following list (from Lommel et al., 2015a: section 5.2) shows the hierarchy of the eight high-level categories and the main subcategories within them:
· Accuracy (addition, mistranslation, omission of content or untranslated item)
· Fluency (grammar, grammatical register, inconsistency, spelling, typography or unintelligible passages)
· Design
· Internationalization 
· Locale convention 
· Style 
· Terminology 
· Verity (completeness, legal requirements or locale-specific content)
· Other.

As can be seen from the list, fluency includes the subcategories grammar, grammatical register (e.g., the use of informal instead of formal pronouns or verb forms), inconsistency (the information contained in the text is inconsistent, e.g., between an image and the text referring to it), spelling, typography, and unintelligible passages in the text – defined by Mariana et al. (2015: 140) as “the text makes no sense, but the error does not fall into another category”. As mentioned in Table 1, fluency issues can be applied equally to source and target texts, since some of the subcategories, such as inconsistency or unintelligible passages, may be problems in either the source or the target text. However, as the detailed description of the MQM issue types (Lommel et al., 2015b, section 1.2) notes, “[i]f an issue can be detected only by comparing the source and target, it MUST NOT be categorized as fluency or any of its children” (emphasis as in the original). For the complete list of possible issues grouped under fluency by Lommel et al. (2015b, Section 1.1.4), see Appendix 1.

In MQM, a large proportion of the issues relate to the technical format of the translation (such as character encoding or problems with hyperlinks) or to the layout of the translation (such as typography) and not to the grammatical or textual features of the text. These are, however, problems in the translated text if they appear in a translation that will be published, such as the interface of a computer program, and can thus be listed under fluency. As mentioned above, the list is intended to be a collection of options to choose from, and the items relevant for software localization, for example, can be omitted when assessing translations in a certification examination.

In Finland, error-based assessment is used in the Authorized Translator’s Examination. The examination grants a translator the right to translate official documents, or documents “required by any official institution, for whatever reason (academic enrolments, applications for visa, passports, etc.)” (Pym et al., 2012: 23). The grid used in classifying errors was recently reviewed and modified by reducing the number of error types from 14 to 7. The new grid (see EDUFI 2018) has the main division into Accuracy and Fluency (dubbed “equivalence of content” and “acceptability and readability of text”) that already existed in the earlier grid (for details of the earlier grid, see Kivilehto & Salmi, 2017), but, in addition, the renewed grid contains a third category, errors related to the Task Accomplishment (EDUFI, 2018; Salmi & Kivilehto, 2018). This reflects the functionalist-theoretical thinking according to which the function of the translation is a key issue and a basis for evaluation. The third category also refers to issues specific to this type of translating of official documents issued from another culture. In the examination grid, the Fluency category is divided into two subcategories; 1) with issues relating to “syntax, morphology, style, register or idiomaticity”, and 2) with issues relating to “spelling or orthography” (EDUFI, 2018; Salmi & Kivilehto, 2018).

The Canadian Translators, Terminologists and Interpreters Council (CTTIC) and the American Translators Association (ATA) both have a translation examination similar to the Finnish one, but for all translation professionals who want to use the appellation ‘certified translator’ (ATA, 2018; CTTIC, 2018). Both assessment systems are error-based. The CTTIC assessment system has just the basic two categories of accuracy and fluency (labelled “translation errors” and “errors of expression”). Translation errors are failures to render the meaning of the source text, and errors of expression are errors of the target language, including violation of syntax, grammar, vocabulary, spelling and typographical rules (CTTIC, 2005). In contrast, the assessment system of the ATA translation examination has 23 different error types listed alphabetically from addition (A) to word form (WF). For the complete list, see Appendix 2.

The ATA list differs from the three other error-based systems described above in that it does not contain the accuracy/fluency distinction. Of course, making this distinction is not compulsory, but the distinction can, in fact, be seen in the descriptions of some of the ATA categories: for example, the descriptions related to diacritical marks, faux ami, grammar, spelling and syntax note that if there is a change in the meaning in connection to this type of error, the error should be marked as more serious or classified otherwise. A change of meaning can be considered as an accuracy error, as it can only be spotted by comparing the source and the target texts (see Table 1). By comparison, instructions for the assessors in the Finnish Authorized Translator’s Examination include a rule-of-thumb similar to Lommel et al. (2015b: section 1.2) to distinguish accuracy errors from fluency errors, mentioning that if there is a change of meaning, the error should be classified as an accuracy error (EDUFI, 2017: 9).

The three translator certification systems use error points to define the severity of the error, and if the sum of the points exceeds a maximum level, the candidate fails. The MQM classification, as it is a framework for building a suitable combination of issues to be taken into account in the assessment, also provides two different ways of scoring a translation: an error-counting method with severity weights and a formula for calculating the sum of error points (Lommel et al., 2015a: Section 8), as well as holistic metrics, consisting of evaluating an issue either by ranking or on a scale (Lommel et al., 2015a: Section 9.4).

An approach different from the traditional error-based assessment systems described above is offered by Marais (2013). He proposes a criterion-based solution to the prevailing disagreement over translation assessment among both translation scholars as well as between academia and the practitioners, although pointing out that a unified assessment instrument may be “neither possible nor desirable” (Marais, 2013: 13-14). Marais’ (2013) Assessment Instrument for Translator Education is a check-list of 6 main categories with 2 or 3 subcategories:

1) the overall translation purpose
2) culture and target audience
3) issues of text (text type, subject field; cohesion, style of writing and register)
4) technical aspects (visual appearance, spelling and punctuation, formal layout, consistency, readability) 
5) issues of content (accuracy and relevance of the information)
6) issues of language (idiomatic language, syntax, terminology) (Marais, 2013: 19-20, 22).

The instrument is designed with translator education in mind and is based on functionalist translation theories (Marais, 2013). According to the functionalist thinking, all categories are assessed in terms of the translation’s aim or purpose (described in the translation specification) (Marais, 2013: 22). Accuracy as a criterion is mentioned under 5), fluency is not, but issues related to fluency in the error-based assessment systems appear under 3), 4) and 6). Also, some of the MQM issues listed under fluency could be seen as violations of the translation’s aim or purpose.

A similar approach using a translation check-list, also stemming from functionalist thinking, is presented by Suojanen et al. (2015). They introduce the User-Centered approach to translating, which means combining the ideas of the functionalist-theoretical approach with methods from usability studies, developed in engineering sciences to evaluate the usability and user-friendliness of devices and products. Their methods are designed for use by practitioners as well as in translator education and thus provide practical tools for implementing the functionalist translation theories. Suojanen et al. (2015) propose several different methods to be used in the different phases of the translation production process; one such method is a heuristic check-list, a tool for evaluating a translation at a point where it has been completed but not yet delivered to the customer. This is an already updated version of the original list (Suojanen et al., 2015: 90), the update based on the use of the list in practice in translator education (Suojanen & Tuominen, 2015: 279):

1) Match between translation and specification
2) Match between translation and users
3) Match between translation and real world
4) Match between translation and genre
5) Consistency
6) Legibility and readability
7) Satisfaction
8) Match between source and target texts (Suojanen & Tuominen, 2015: 279; my translation based on Suojanen et al., 2015: 90).

In contrast to Marais (2013), the issues are to be assessed in relation to the user of the translation, not the specification, and the specification appears as an item of its own. Fluency does not appear as a criterion in this list either, but the list contains the items 5) Consistency, defined as the translation being “consistent in terms of style, terminology, phraseology and register”, 6) Legibility and readability, and 2) Match between translation and users, where it is necessary that the “textual choices reflect the information needs of the user” (Suojanen et al., 2015: 90). Accuracy is present in 3) Match between translation and real world (to check that the information is correct) and 8) Match between source and target texts.

In Marais’ Assessment Instrument, the issues in the list of categories are assessed both for the product (the translation) and the process. The instrument is used to assess to what extent the competencies mentioned have been acquired. Points are given for each section, and in order to pass, a student needs to score at least 70% of the points in each section. As the instrument is designed for use in translator education, for assessing the performance of students at the end of the course, such a threshold is needed. The heuristic check-list by Suojanen et al. (2015), in contrast, is used to improve the translation, and if shortcomings in the issues listed are found, they should be fixed. The problems may also be classified according to their severity. Suojanen et al. (2015: 80) propose a rating scale, taken from Nielsen (1995), ranging from 0 to 4, where 0 is not a problem, 1 is a cosmetic problem and 4 is a catastrophic problem that imperatively needs to be fixed.

As we can see from the comparison of the systems described above, they differentiate issues related to the target text and target language expression in slightly different ways. There seems to be a general agreement in Translation Studies on these two basic aspects of a translation, accuracy as relating to the (correspondence of) content between the source and the target texts, and fluency as relating to the linguistic and textual aspects. In practice, the ways of assessing these and the ways of granulating assessment criteria differ. Whereas the MQM system lists 39 possible categories with subcategories for fluency, the Finnish Authorized Translator’s Examination system is content to group these under two headings, and the Canadian CTTIC only one. However, the error-based systems can be considered to be consistent with the MQM, which recommends that translation quality assessment grids “contain at least the issue types Accuracy and Fluency if no other more granular types are included” (Lommel et al., 2015a: section 5.2).

Conclusion

This chapter has presented an overview of how the concept of fluency is used in Translation Studies. In translating written texts, fluency is mainly used in connection with the assessment of translations, and together with accuracy (or its synonym adequacy). These two concepts form the core of what is being assessed: both the linguistic output and the content (viewed in relation to the source text). Fluency is related to the perceived fluency, which from the Translation Studies viewpoint also should be at the core, as the audience is an essential element in translating. 

In the error-based translation assessment systems, fluency is, actually, defined through disfluency: the categories are examples of issues that can be disfluent in a text. In language learning, the focus has shifted away from this kind of negative assessment, where the person assessing “only” notices what is missing in the language learner’s output, and emphasis is now put on criterion-based assessment that stresses the elements that the learner is able to use or where they are good. In contrast, the variety of the error-based systems in use both in translation examinations and in the translation industry (see O’Brien 2012) suggests that looking at what is missing is considered a usable and accurate method for improving the product to be delivered to the customer. This is, perhaps, due to the fact that the purposes in the assessment of language learning and professional translation differ: in the latter, the goal is to ensure that the output complies with the specification and has the required quality, and the object of assessment is a product, not a person’s abilities. This becomes even clearer when assessing and correcting MT output, where the translation has been produced by a machine and no feelings can be hurt by “criticizing” the translation. Another aspect where the assessment of fluency differs in translating and in language use in general is the existence of a source text. The translator needs to render the source text meaning according to the terms mentioned in the specification, but the language user does not have a similar, concrete, predefined message that they need to convey. This is perhaps also why accuracy and fluency are seen as separate issues in connection with translating: there is a need to assess the correspondence of the source text to the target text, and accuracy and its synonym adequacy are the terms chosen to express this correspondence.

Although fluency can be considered a basic concept in Translation Studies as well as in the practice of professional translating, used especially when describing and assessing the quality of target texts, it does not always appear as such in the error classifications or assessment criteria used in assessing translations. The comparison of assessment grids in this chapter shows that fluency classifications can include items that range from textual cohesion to technicalities such as character encoding (e.g. the MQM classification), or they can just include one item (e.g. the CTTIC classification). However, the fluency of the target language expression remains an essential element for assessing translations. The assessment of language skills has shifted away from the traditional error-scoring of the language user’s mistakes and begun to take into account the communicative situation. Perhaps the L2 assessment theories and practices could benefit from a glance into the functionalist theories of translation, and the assessment of written texts could seek to apply some of the methods of User-Centered Translation, such as a version of the heuristic check-list, as presented in Suojanen et al. (2015). Vice versa, the fluency assessment in Translation Studies might benefit from the more fine-grained conceptualization of fluency used in language learning.
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Appendix 1: List of issues grouped under Fluency in the MQM Framework (Lommel et al., 2015b, Section 1.1.4)
· Ambiguity 
· Unclear reference 
· Character encoding 
· Coherence 
· Cohesion
· Corpus conformance 
· Duplication 
· Grammar 
· Function words
· Word form 
· Agreement 
· Part of speech 
· Tense/mood/aspect 
· Word order 
· Grammatical register 
· Inconsistency 
· Inconsistent abbreviations 
· Images vs. text 
· Inconsistent link/cross-reference 
· Inconsistent with external reference 
· Index/TOC 
· Index/TOC format 
· Missing/incorrect TOC item 
· Page references 
· Link/cross-reference 
· Document-external link 
· Document-internal link
· Nonallowed characters 
· Offensive 
· Pattern problem 
· Sorting 
· Spelling 
· Capitalization 
· Diacritics 
· Typography 
· Punctuation 
· Unpaired quote marks or brackets 
· Whitespace
· Unintelligible 


Appendix 2: The error types used in assessing the ATA translation examination (ATA, 2017)
· Addition
· Ambiguity
· Capitalization
· Cohesion (“a text is hard to follow because of inconsistent use of terminology, misuse of pronouns, inappropriate conjunctions, or other structural errors”)
· Diacritical marks / Accents
· Faithfulness (“the target text does not respect the meaning of the source text as much as possible”)
· Faux ami
· Grammar (“lack of agreement between subject and verb, incorrect verb tenses or verb forms, and incorrect declension of nouns, pronouns, or adjectives”)
· Illegibility 
· Indecision (“the candidate gives more than one option for a given translation unit”)
· Literalness (“a translation that follows the source text word for word results in awkward, unidiomatic, or incorrect renditions”)
· Mistranslation
· Misunderstanding
· Omission
· Punctuation (“the conventions of the target language regarding punctuation are not followed, including those governing the use of quotation marks, commas, semicolons, and colons. Incorrect or unclear paragraphing is also counted as a punctuation error.”)
· Spelling / Character
· Syntax (“the arrangement of words or other elements of a sentence does not conform to the syntactic rules of the target language”)
· Terminology
· Text Type (“some component of the translation fails to meet specifications”)
· Register 
· Style 
· Unfinished
· Usage (“conventions of wording in the target language are not followed”)
· Word form / Part of speech
· Other errors




