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Abstract

The present work targets examining the effect of the e-learning
ways of teaching translation from English into Arabic and vice versa.
The sample of this study comprises (50) professors of translation who
have shown their perspectives, in a questionnaire of (20) multiple choice
questions, towards this way of teaching translation and its consequences
on the translation trainees. The results show that the majority of the
translation instructors, from various universities in lraq and abroad,
favour the traditional ways of teaching translation.

The research also reveals the statistical differences, via a
questionnaire, existing between both the traditional and electronic
teaching and learning methods. In this research, there will be, first, a
survey of e-learning strategies with regard to translation, then a
comparison between the e-methods and the traditional methods of
teaching and learning translation, about which method is approved, is

made. Finally, a questionnaire is conducted to some translation
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instructors in Irag and abroad who showed their disapproval of the e-
methods in favour of the traditional ones. In this research, adopting the
electronic translation teaching methods, despite their advantages, has
been proved to be a method undergoing certain flaws and gaps that
hampers and hinders the translation process.

Keywords: Electronic translation teaching methods, traditional
translation teaching methods, advantages of e-learning and teaching,

disadvantages of e-learning and teaching.
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1. Introduction

In general, some argue that using e-learning in teaching
translation permits learners to have a better understanding of
the translation material.

Many are familiar the kind of learning known as classroom-
based learning, that is, face-to-face learning monitored by an
instructor. In the e-learning context, however, Jara and Mellar
(2007) believe that learners can be in contact with one another
via network technologies and their instructors. This would also
enable them to interact with other learners elsewhere at
different times. They (ibid) maintain that online learning, in
particular, is a kind of enhancement factor regarding openness,
cooperation, and the building of communities for both teachers
and learners alike.

As for the international level, e-learning constitutes one of the
most important issues of research in higher learning aspects
(James 2008). E-learning is seen as the act of employing
information and communication technologies towards creating
learning experiences to be formulated, arranged, and

established with a lot of freedom without any limits (Horton,
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2006). It is viewed by (Paulsen, 2003) as a process whereby a
collection of pedagogical lessons is supported by electronic
devices such as the computer or any mobile device supporting
learning.

2. The Evolution of E-Learning

Electronic learning, referred to as e-learning, is regarded as
computer-aided learning, existing since the 1960s of the
twentieth century. However, its usage and utilization has
primarily begun after the spread of the internet among people;
it is believed that the term is possibly originated in the 1980s
(Moore, et al, 2011). Since its popularization until the present
time, e-learning has advanced quickly as to the technology and
the learning methods/devices used (Bezhovski & Poorani,
2016: 50). E-learning has progressed considerably from its
traditional style (Tai, 2008); the tools are arranged to make the
content easier and delivered simultaneously to the Web with
increased integrated vital collaborations, towards a “more
organic” future e-learning. Tai (ibid) sees that e-learning has
been adopted in many fields of life such as technical expertise,
professional capability, training compliance preparation, etc.

According to Kukulska-Hulme (2005), the advancement in
mobile technology has brought about a new stage in learning

called ‘“e-learning”. Mobile learning, in a nut shell, is the
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portable platform whereby learners can be engaged in any
learning activity without having any sort of constraints.
Devices such as mobile phones, smartphones and laptops are
helpful in this respect.

3. Definition

E-learning means employment of technologies related to
information and communication to permit access to online
translation pedagogy.
E-learning, or what is called electronic learning, is illustrated
in various ways. Generally speaking, E-learning is the notion
widely employed to express the instructional account or
learning know-how released via electronic facilities (Wagner,
Hassanein & Head 2008).
For Steeples et al (2002), the expression e-learning holds an
extensive range of applications and operations, such as
learning based on the computer, online classrooms, and digital
cooperation. It (ibid) maintains delivering content through a
variety of means such as the Internet, intranet/extranet
(LAN/WAN), audio- and videotape satellite.
According to Abbad et al (2009), e-learning, in its general
sense, is any kind of learning which is enabled digitally. They
(ibid) further limit this sense even to refer to the kind of
learning that is generated by using electronic technologies.
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Such illustration is ever restricted by other scholars as that sort
of learning which is enabled online (Keller and Cernerud,
2002).

Some researchers, furthermore, argue that it is an up-t-date
methodology (Jennex, 2005; Twigg,2002) enabling a
workforce with the help of the knowledge and capabilities
required to convert turning into advantage (Jennex, 2005). For
example, Twigg (2002), views that the e-learning process is
learner-centered in addition to its outlook as holding a system
which is said to be interactive, self-paced, and adjusted. Welsh
et al. (2003), on their part, mention that the term refers to using
computer network technologies, namely via the internet, to
offer information as well as instructions to people.

As for Liaw and Huang (2003), they define e-learning
depending on the number of its features; in the first place, they
suggest a multimedia context. Then, they (ibid.) merge some
sorts of information. In the third place, e-learning systems
enhance cooperative communication, so that users can have
complete control on their learning situations. In the fourth
place, e-learning enhances networks for information access.
Finally, e-learning permits the systems to be initiated easily on

different sorts of computers.
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4. Advantages and Disadvantages of E-Learning

Scholars differ in their views concerning the advantages and
disadvantages of e-learning and teaching translation methods;
some Dbelieve that such methods are beneficial for the
translation process, however, the majority argues that the
resulting troubles and problems arising from the reliance on
these methods in translation teaching and learning urge
instructors and learners alike to neglect these methods in favor
of the traditional methods of teaching translation.

The following is an overview of the most prominent merits
and demerits of the e-learning and teaching translation
methods:

4.1 Advantages

According to Pym (2014), some of the advantages of e-
learning are:

1-time for grasping content and responding,

2- supported communication among learners,

3- knowledge being received and spread among the
learners,

4- the capability to administrate a free discussion,

5- easier access to information and discussion ability, &
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6- answers can be obtained at any time without any
restrictions and greater motivation and engagement in the
activity on the part of the learners.

In their study, Welsh et al. (2003) believe that companies may
get countless benefits out of conducting e-learning
programmes, such as training consistency and learning, time
saving, improved tracking abilities, besides low costs.

Hjeltnes et al.( 2004) mention some of the merits of e- learning
of such as cost efficiency as well as cost effectiveness,
permanent education and smoothness of learning, less
geographical barriers and more control and administration.

In the course of a study by Gonzalez (2010), it is argued that a
discovery of four qualitatively various methods of grasping e-
learning has been made: (1) providing students with
information; (2) enabling sporadic communication between
contributors; (3) making trainees engaged in online interaction
as well as discussions; and finally (4) enhancing knowledge-
building missions.

A number of education instructors have noticed that courses
via the net are much more interactive compared with the
traditional courses (Mangan, 2001; Rosenbaum, 2001). The
explanation these researchers have provided is that such kind
of education has paved the way for slow learners especially
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those who are in need of much more response time to take part
(Smith, 2001).

4.2 Disadvantages
The major noticeable condemnation of e-learning is the total
absence of vital interaction between participants, not only
learners and instructors, but among colleague learners as well
(Young, 1997; Burdman, 1998). The drawbacks of e-learning
presented by researchers may be the following:
1. It is a style of education that force the learners, in the
translation domain, pass through mediation, isolation, in
addition to lack of interaction or relations. E-learning, for this
reason, demands a very strong and tiring inspiration besides
skills related to management and exploitation of time to
decrease such negative impacts.
2. As to clarifications, in addition to illustrations, the e-
learning process could be less active than the common method
of teaching and learning. The teaching-learning process is
definitely very much smoother with the help of the face-to-
face encounters and interactions with instructors.
3. Concerning improvement and follow-up in the
communication skills of translation trainees, e-learning, as a
means, could have some unfavorable effects. The translation
learners, though could possess considerable experience in
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academics, might not have the required skills to communicate
their knowledge to other participants.

4. As for tests and e-learning assessments, they are probably
conducted with the use of proxy, which is difficult, if not
impossible to control bad behaviour such as cheating during
exams.

5. E-learning can be misguided to piracy and plagiarism,
predisposed by inadequate

selection skills, besides the ease of copying and pasting.

6. Another issue is that not all fields or disciplines can use the
e-learning technique in education. For example, the purely
scientific specializations that require practice cannot be
properly studied through e-learning. (Collins et al. 1997; Klein
and Ware, 2003; Hameed et al, 2008; Scott et al. 1999; Marc,
2002)

Oppenheimer (1997), Kraut et al., (1998) are doubtful of
the merits of computer and online learning when compared to
traditional classroom learning methodologies. Concerning the
former methodology, they believe it does not aid trainees to
think and hampers their creative thinking.

Phipps and Merisotis (1999) argue that although e-learning
enjoys several merits, the drawback measures are very high if
compared against traditional classroom learning methods.
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Addressing the numerous issues students encounter in online
e-learning, Larsen et al., noticed that online students cannot
satisfy their academic requirements, concerns, and further
aspects of education related to pedagogy. Added to that (ibid)
Is the fact that those people who enjoy delivering to receiving
face-to-face lectures see it is more difficult with the online
learning process.

Some scholars, as Hildebrandt and Teschler (2006) go further
to state that the “e” in e-learning doesn’t turn the process of
learning smoother, simpler, clearer, or more cost-active than
conventional ways of learning.

Other disadvantages retailed by Ghaffari and Emami (2011)
are that there is no face-to-face interaction between both the
teacher on the one hand and the student on the other. They
(ibid) elaborate that the online material is not as available as
the traditional material; in certain conditions, considering that
no laboratories are available for practicing besides there is no
alternative for traditional laboratories in e-learning.

There is further the question of logistical problems
encountered in e-learning. Learning on the Internet, for
instance, demands more of the teacher’s time to organize the
lesson than is required in the case of traditional teaching. Other
Important aspects of e-learning ought to be taken into
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consideration such as the question of trust, authorization,
confidentiality, and individual responsibilities. Internet
nowadays is a growing challenge namely because of public
access to the world of network (Monika: 2013).

5. E-Learning and Translation

Today’s understanding of the network helps finding up-to-
date means in modeling translation processes in the
environment of nowadays communications, experienced
learners, interaction technologies for translation and translators
in various fields of life. Nowadays, translation teaching and
learning are not possible amongst a society of adept
translators, which is available in the environment of
communications smoothness, masterful collaborations and
sites, interaction technologies for translation organizations and
companies. (O’Hagan, 2011; Pérez-Gonzalez & Susam-
Saraeva, 2012). Such flows ought to be indulged in the
learning and teaching domain for instructing translators in a
professional setting. O'Hagan (2009) says that the Open
Source (OS) movement, the increase in user-generated context,
and globalization have considerably increased the demands for
translation. In the same vein, various computer tools have
evolved and opened the door for virtual collaboration and

cooperation among participants.
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In this regard, Collaborative Translation (CT) and virtual
groupings via the Internet have been established. To get a
clearer idea of the impact of e-Learning practices on
translation, scholars have harmonized their viewpoints and
methodologies. Laurillard (2002) leads a
cognitive/constructivist approach to learning. He lays
emphasis on the interaction and collaboration between the two
parties-instructors and individual students. Laurillard (ibid)
views that learning technologies may help them meet the
necessities for academic learning in the context of the
conversational framework. E-learning, however, involves
awareness that electronic means are being used in teaching and
translating at all levels; even in the case of face-to-face
interaction courses, instructors and interlocutors contact with
students using email, and materials are progressively made
accessible on websites (Pym, 2014).

6. E-Learning Translation vs. Traditional Translation

Learning Methods:

In translation pedagogy, (Kiraly, 2003; Pym, 2011) argue that
there are debates and discussions taking place among
instructors and learners concerning the teaching-learning
methodologies and assessment schemes. The acquisition of
translation know-how and competence, by contrast, needs a
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subtle mixing of teaching, together with learning besides
evaluation. This, mixing, integration (ibid) matches the notion
of social constructivism that enhances learning enrollment plus
learning independence.

Additionally, however, Pym, 1992, 2011), states that there is
the question of self and reliability of evaluation and grading
processes, particularly when instructors mark students’
examination papers for translation competence is not easily
judged just by using traditional examinations. Traditional
judgment in translation classrooms, on the other hand, tests the
main constituents in translation, as the students’ knowledge
and translation theory, translation skills and capability, in
addition to the capacity to criticize a translation. Test tasks that
are used differ from translating a whole text, translating parts
of a text, or full sentences. Some of these tests need students to
specify a better translated text or errors and provide
clarifications. Others are in the form of multiple-choice
questions. A formal evaluation of this kind in the conventional
paradigm is widely used, yet has not been proved to be
convincing among translation instructors (Johnson, 2003).
Therefore, activities in the translation classroom ought to be
integrated with the activities of teaching, learning and
evaluation; besides, the nature of portfolios employment as a

YA



YooY ol g asbadl aand) Ggalall AulS s

part of the learning method and assessment plans can be
another choice to solve these problems in the pedagogy of
translation.

Previously conducted researches, in translation training, have
specified two types of classroom activities that have to do with
translation. Both Willigen-Sinemus (1988); and Stewart
(2008), classify classroom translation according to the
teaching methods used which includes two Kkinds of
classrooms as follows:

a) Translation for the sake of language learning used according
to Pym (1992: 73) “as a didactic means in foreign language
teaching”. It is termed as “school translation” (Gile, 1995,
p.22) and as “pedagogical translation” (Stewart, 2008).

b) Translation for the sake of translation-learning. This kind of
translation, which is called by Stewart (2008) as
“professionally-oriented” translation or “vocational
translation”, is meant to prepare trainees for the translation
market. (Willigen-Sinemus, 1988: 472) mentions that students
in this type of translation classroom “already have a high
standard of proficiency in target and source language.

The traditional translation classroom has been strongly
criticized for being instructor-centered, uncreative, rigid, and

old-fashioned (Kiraly, 1995, 2000; Colina, 2003). Knowledge
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transmission shapes the traditional translation classroom.
Traditional translation teaching and learning is limited to and
exceedingly focuses on the accuracy and clarity of the
translation outcome. Zhong (2002), emphasizes the profound
implications of the teaching of translation.

E-learning, on the other hand, is seen as using electronic
devices in training programmes, so, it is intended for the
training of translators. The notion is closer to what is in other
contests labelled as ‘open and distance learning” (ODL). E-
learning, on the other hand, involves knowing that electronic
devices are employed in training at various stages. E-learning
programmes may thus encompass both face-to-face and

distance translation modes. (Pym, 2014).

7. Body Language in Translation Teaching

Body language is a very important factor in translation
teaching. It facilitates the flow of transformation exchange
between the instructor on the one hand and the students on the
other. This can be better achieved in traditional classroom
translation teaching than in e-learning ways of translation
teaching.

Body language is illustrated in Routledge Dictionary of
Language and Linguistics (2006) as "expressive movements of
the body" (p. 137). In the Longman Dictionary, it is expressed
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as "the use of facial expressions, body movements, etc. to

communicate meaning from one person to another" (p. 56).

It is one kind of non-verbal communication, that is, the
transmission of a verbal act by means other than words or
sounds, but with using different organs of our bodies. This
type of language is created whether consciously or
subconsciously to express ourselves clearly to the receiver.
Body language includes several non-verbal

behavior such as eye contact, facial expressions, hand gestures,
body movement, and others.

Body language has a considerable effect when it concerns
understanding namely in FL classrooms. Accordingly, this
kind of language has a lot of characteristics or forms. The
features below are suggested in an article entitled "Learning to
body language" in (2006) by the British council.

a- Eye Contact

Eye contact is of great importance, in turn, in the course of a
conversation. The professor, with his eyes, selects who would
talk after who. In addition, from students' eye contact the
professor can notice who is interested in the topic in question

and who is not and check whether or not they understand
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because all people know that "The eye is the window to the
soul".

b-Facial Expressions

These expressions are of the forms of non-verbal
communication that could subconsciously express mood,
attitude, understanding, confusion, etc. In a real classroom,
these means might be employed to issue orders that deepen
understanding in general.

c- Gestures

Gestures comprise nods of the head, movements of the hands,
pointing. It is believed that successful narrators and speakers
use hand movements to clarify subtly what they wish to
convey. These gestures, if used vividly, aid students reinforce
their comprehension all in all. Therefore, teachers should
select adequate gestures and avoid confusing ones, for the
objective is to communicate what is in the mind so to speak.
d-Proximity and Distance

Another type of body language is to keep a short or long
distance between the professor and the student. The degree of
control of the teacher can be noticed from the different

positions in the classroom.
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e-Postures
The different positions the body takes are called postures.
Postures are also referred to as body movements. They convey
varying degrees of respect as well as interest. So, whenever
s/he introduces a new word, the teacher using his/her body can
act it out for the learners to have a better understanding. For
example, when the teacher says " jump", s/he could act the
jumping process before the learners. Very often, learners,
especially younger ones, are more observant of what the
teacher acts than to what s/he utters.
From the discussion above, it can be noticed that there are
close relationships between the movement of the body and
learning, and in fact, many researchers and scholars stress on
the indispensable role of body language in the process of
translation teaching.
It can be easily noticed that all the aforementioned body
language features and forms are true only for the traditional
teaching and learning methods and do not apply to the
electronic methods of teaching and learning.

8. The Practical Part

In the light of what has been introduced and surveyed, the
practical part of this research includes the translation
instructors’ attitudes towards electronic and traditional
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translation teaching methods and the related issues. This can
be best illustrated by a questionnaire that encompasses lots of
details related to the subject as a whole. The questionnaire
includes twenty (20) questions, each of which includes a
collection of choices to be selected by the (50) respondents.
After the completion of the responses, the results are gathered,
analyzed and ordered in a table showing the respondents’
attitudes.

9. Data and Population

The questionnaire below is prepared to discover instructors’
opinions and barriers, in an effort to describe what is going on
rather than why something is happening to translation teaching
and learning nowadays especially after the breakout of covid-
19. Hence, this questionnaire consists of 20 items comprising
the data of the study. As described by Robson (2002), it works
best with standardized questions that you can be confident that
all the questions will be interpreted the same way by all
respondents (cited in Saunders, Levis and Thornhill, 2007).
The questionnaire has been distributed to fifty (50) lecturers
and professors of translation in various universities and they
have been asked about their perspectives concerning the
traditional and electronic methods of teaching translation.

The following is a detailed list of their affiliations:
yay
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Department College University | Country
Translation College of Arts Mosul Iraq
English Language | College of Arts Mosul Iraq
Translation College of Arts Tikrit Iraq
Translation College of Arts Al-Mutansirya | lraq
English Language | College of Education | Tikrit Iraq
Translation College of Arts Al-Basrah Iraq
Translation College of Arts Al-lragia Irag
Translation College of Arts Trablis Libya
Translation College of Arts Khalifa bin Qatar

Hamad
English Language | College of Al-Noor Al-Noor Iraq
English Language | College of Education | Al-Shirgaat Irag

The following questionnaire helps understanding the
university environment regarding online translation teaching
and traditional translation teaching methods with the help of
the vision and opinions of the translation teaching staff.

The questionnaire, which is part of this paper, is a follow-
up study which has started with the outburst of covid-19.

Thank you for your cooperation!

Questionnaire

1- Exams done in e-learning vs. Traditional exams:

In e-learning, exams lack reliability on the part of the
student.

Traditional exams in the classroom are more authentic,
more transparent and more convincing to the teacher.

E-learning encourages cheating.
Traditional exams encourage cheating.
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Students prefer e-exams to real ones because instructor’s
monitoring is absent.

2- In your opinion, which are the barriers that hinder
the teaching of translation during the courses of the last
two years. Please tick all that apply.

Lack of knowledge about technology
Lack of economic incentives for teachers
Lack of appreciation of the effort

Lack of technical support staff

Lack of student engagement or motivation
Technical problems

Lack of strategies or leadership

3- In e-translation learning, the teacher may notice that

some students are: (Please tick all that apply..)

Dissatisfied with the learning process.

Uncomfortable with the learning process.

Unconfident with the learning process.

Afraid that the teacher cannot distinguish between prominent
students from less prominent ones.

4- Which of the following may hinder the flow of
translation learning and teaching alike via electronic
means: (Please tick all that apply..)

Cost of the internet



YooY ol g asbadl aand) Ggalall AulS s

Access to the internet
Technical problems
Familiarity with using the software.
5- On which of the following statements about the
online education development in your department
do you agree? Strategies
There is a strategy for future online education
developments
The Department is in the process of developing a
strategy
| am unsure about future developments
There is currently no further development underway
6- Which of the following can be fulfilled in traditional
translation teaching better than in E- translation teaching?
The acquaintance between the teacher and the student.
Evaluating the students by the teacher.
Views sharing between students.
Clarifications of queries of the students by the teacher.
Continuous and sustainable interaction between the teacher
and the student.
7- Traditional translation teaching may seem preferable
than e-translation teaching in:
Presentation of ideas by the students.
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Group discussions.

Arguments and other forms of conveying information.
Accumulating knowledge.

8- As a translation teacher, which would be more
preferable:

A teacher- centered approach as in traditional translation
teaching and learning.

A student - centered approach as in electronic translation
teaching and learning.

9- In e- translation learning the students are seen to be:
Less motivated.

Showing less interaction.

Less adherent to lecture time.

Less engaged with the teacher.

10- E- translation learning compared with traditional
translation learning may be considered:

In its infancy.

In its growth phase.

Less potential in the developing countries.

Claiming more finance.

Claiming more human resources input.
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11- Body language is an important factor in translation
teaching which includes gestures and facial expressions,
this can be achieved in:

Electronic translation teaching.

Traditional translation teaching.

Both of the two.

None of the two.

12- E- learning in translation makes translation learning
undergo:

Contemplation.

Remoteness.

Lack of interaction.

Sense lack of relation.

13- E-translation learning methods might be less effective
than the traditional translation learning methods in:
Clarifications.

Offering explanations.

Providing interpretations.

Face-to-face encountering between the teacher on the one hand
and the student on the other.

14- As far as tests are concerned, there is a great possibility
that students cheat in:

E-translation learning.
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Traditional translation learning.

Both.

15- Traditional translation learning and teaching
compared to e- translation learning and teaching is seen to:
Improve communication between participants.

Sustain learning.

Increase access to information.

Provide a rich environment for collaboration among students.
16- There is a strong argument that traditional translation
learning and teaching is better than electronic translation
learning and teaching, are you:

With...

Against....

17- In terms of Perception of Interactions, e- translation
teaching in comparison with traditional classroom translation
teaching, the amount of interaction with other students:
Increased.

Somewhat Increased.

No Change.

Somewhat Decreased.

Decreased.

18- How would you compare the value of the online vs. the
face-to-face translation teaching method?
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The online method is more successful.
About the Same.

The face-to-face method is more successful.

19- How easy was it for you to use technology in electronic

translation

classrooms

translation classrooms?

Easy.

Somewhat easy.

Somewhat difficult.
Difficult

compared  with

traditional

20- The amount of knowledge do your students gain in

traditional

electronic translation classrooms?

translation

Increased.

Somewhat Increased.

No Change.

Somewhat Decreased.

Decreased

classrooms

compared with

10.Teachers' Responses to the Questionnaire

The following table shows the attitudes of the respondents.

Item | With Traditional Methods of | With Electronic Methods of
Teaching and Learning | Teaching and Learning
Translation Translation

Q1 48 (96%) 2 (4%)

Q2 49 (98%) 1 (2%)
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Q3 [ 50 (100%) 0 (0%)
Q4 50 (100%) 0 (0%)
Q5 |35 (70%) 15 (30%)
Q6 50 (100%) 0 (0%)
Q7 50 (100%) 0 (0%)
Q8 |34 (68%) 16 (32%)
Q9 50 (100%) 0 (0%)
Q10 | 44 (88%) 6 (12%)
Q11 | 45 (90%) 5(10%)
Q12 | 48 (96%) 2 (4%)
Q13 |50 (100%) 0 (0%)
Ql4 | 43(86%) 7 (14%)
Q15 | 45 (90%) 5 (10%)
Q16 | 49 (98%) 1 (2%)
Q17 | 44 (88%) 6 (12%)
Q18 | 46 (92%) 4 (8%)
Q19 | 30 (60%) 20 (40%)
Q20 | 40 (80%) 10 (20%)
Av. 90% 10%

The results show that 90% of the teachers are in favor of the
Traditional Methods of Teaching and Learning Translation
whilst 10% of them are in favour of the Electronic Methods of
Teaching and Learning Translation. Teachers have a positive
or very positive attitudes towards the Traditional Methods.
Conclusions

The following has been concluded:

Generally speaking, male as well as female translation
teachers favor the Traditional Methods of Translation
Teaching. This research has concluded that translation is not

favored in e-teaching environments by any of the participants
S
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involved. The respondents have clearly shown that the
traditional classroom translation teaching methods are more
popular when compared with the e-methods. The e- teaching
setting does not effectively allow students of translation to
learn to cope with the pressures of real translation
environments.

In online classes, the learner is not directly interacting with the
instructor. So, in case of having any questions, the student may
find it difficult to ask the instructor online, as communication
Is often very impersonal. Classroom teaching helps translation
teachers know each student in a better manner. This permits
teachers of translation know the students’ performance and
evaluate their strengths and weaknesses in translation. In a
traditional classroom, students can directly communicate their
views and clarify their own queries with the teacher, thus
getting their questions answered right away. So, this paper
recommends the employment of the traditional translation

teaching methods rather than e- translation teaching methods.
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