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of the topics; there are supra-declinations within independent topic units; but the prosodic fea-
tures, including onset pitch, final pitch, the pitch range and speech rate, which are used by Eng-
lish native speakers to match the different topic transitions, are not used similarly by Chinese EFL
learners. In terms of durational prosody, learners can match the length of pause before topic units
with some types of topic transitions, almost like native speakers, but with room for improvement.
In terms of speech-rate, learners show the biggest difference from native speakers. On the whole,
learners make simple use of prosodic parameters to mark the topic structure and need to make a
big effort in this respect.

The evolution of validity and validation in language assessment (p. 411)
HAN Baocheng (Research Institute of Foreign Language/National Research Centre for Foreign Language Education. Beijing

Foreign Studies University, Beijing 100089, China)

LUO Kaizhou (National Research Centre for Foreign Language Education, Beijing Foreign Studies University, Beijing

100089, China)

Validity has always been regarded as the key to quality of any assessment, and its role in lan-
guage assessment is no exception. The evolution of validity and validation in language assessment
has advanced mainly along the development of educational measurement. Based on the conceptual
changes of validity in educational measurement, this paper deals with the application and innova-
tion of validation in language assessment over the past 60 years in terms of the following three
perspectives: categorized, unitary and argumentative. Finally, taking AUA as an example, this
paper points out the pros and cons of argument-based approach to validation.

Explicitation in Chinese-English consecutive interpreting—A comparative study of professional and
student interpreters (p. 442)
TANG Fang & LI Dechao (Dept. of Chinese &. Bilingual Studies, Faculty of Humanities, The Hong Kong Polytechnic

University, Hung Hom, Kowloon, Hong Kong)

This study examines features of explicitation in the output of professional and student inter-
preters. Employing an analytical framework informed by Systemic Functional Linguistics, the
study considers three key data sources: the interpreters’ output in a controlled Chinese-English
consecutive interpreting task, their interpreting notes, their retrospection and interview feedback.
The study finds that a majority of explicitations result from the interpreters’” attempts to 1) supply
extra explanations to facilitate understanding; 2) emphasize speaker’s attitude; 3) gain extra time
to process difficult information or 4) avoid embarrassed silence by elaborating the known parts.
The comparison of the two groups also reveals that 1) the student ones employ explicitation more
frequently as a strategy to make up for the deficiency in their interpreting competency while the
professionals to reduce listeners’ comprehension efforts; 2) the student ones’ explicitations rely
more on their notes than that of the professionals; 3) the professionals tend to reveal the
speakers’ appraisal information more often than the students.

A parallel corpus-based study on semantic explicitation features of translated Hongloumeng—A case
study of Lin Daiyu in David Hawkes’s translation (p. 453)
YAO Qin (School of Foreign Languages, Jiangsu University, Zhenjiang 212013, China)

This article identifies the salient translation features of Lin Daiyu’s character in David
Hawkes’s Translation by comparing the original Chengyiben version corpus with its target parallel
Hawkes’s Translation corpus. The current study restricts its scope to the observation and analysis
of the nouns right behind the phrase “Daiyu’s”, which embody Lin Daiyu’s character, with adver-
bials collocated with the phrase “said Daiyu” further testified. ICTCLAS and AntConc are em-
ployed to generate objective data for comparative analysis. The corpus-based study of the Chinese-
English parallel corpus finds that Lin Daiyu’s character in Hawkes’s Translation is explictated se-
mantically by means of explanation and addition. The motivations underlying the translator’s ex-
plicitations are also investigated. It is suggested that the translator’s sensitiveness towards the lin-
guistic contrasts and cultural lacunae lends support to the employment of these translation
strategies to facilitate western readers’ appreciation.



